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Sharla Simunov

From: Justin Marwick <JJMARWICK@bigpond.com>

Sent: Sunday, 14 January 2018 1:18 PM

To: Records

Cc: mia.davies@losp.wa.gov.au; Minister.Saffioti@dpc.wa.gov.au; 

Minister.MacTiernan@dpc.wa.gov.au; Minister.Templeman@dpc.wa.gov.au; 'Cera, 

Nathan (C. Porter, MP)'; 'Glenn & Kay Davies'

Subject: I164131 - GR2 - Alluwuna Rubbish Dump - W6077/2017/1 - ALKINA HOLDINGS 

PTY LTD - EXTENSION TO CONSULTATION PERIOD

Attachments: Alkina DWER FormJJM.pdf; Appendix F - Allawuna Traffic Impact Assessment 

(1).pdf; Management of Landfill Emissions and their Impacts on the Environment - 

Blog.pdf; Letter York CEO JJM.pdf; Letter York CEO JJMK Davies Draft .pdf; W5830: 

ALLAWUNA SITA Landfill application St Ronans York Western Australia

To whom it may concern 
Please find attached my submission to the DER with respect to the application by Alkina Holdings’ application for 
more time for the proposed “development” of a rubbish dump on Alluwuna farm. 
Most of my concerns are outlined in the form Alkina DWER FormJJM.  I re-iterate my concerns regarding the 
Governance, Stewardship, procedural and process elements of the above application below for your convenience.    
 
The process that this application is the most recent result of a culmination of a series of siloed decisions that put the 
financial interest of in this most recent case – the owners of Alkina Pty Ltd ahead of the social, safety and 
environmental collateral of the people of the Avon Valley and South Eastern Wheatbelt.   
 

Stewardship: Merriam Webster’s Dictionary says this about Stewardship: : the conducting, supervising, 

or managing of something; especially : the careful and responsible management 

of something entrusted to one's care  

 stewardship of natural resources 
 Natural resources:  

I can’t resolve the notion that due to the set of regulatory budgetary systems employed that the best use of Avon 
Valley farm land would be to use it as a Rubbish Dump.  The DER has imposed Landfill levies for dumping of rubbish 
within the Metropolitan area – with the stated aim of reducing the amount of rubbish sent to landfill.  The result has 
been to encourage operators to move the problem over the hill – instead of tiping the kitchen scraps on the kitchen 
floor – we now make it profitable to tip them in the pantry.  The Landfill levy has created an artificial externality in 
the industry of metropolitan rubbish collection.  The aim was to reduce the amount of rubbish being dumped in 
holes – but the outcome has been to pass the cost onto local governments and make an opportunity for private 
waste collectors to exploit this artificial market circumstance and make money by carting to near metropolitan – 
sites. These sites are better suited to more sustainable activity such as farming, catchment or forestry. 
 
Infrastructure: 
In another isolated and siloed decision based on short term expediency and abrogation of Government’s 
responsibility to properly manage public assets has been the reduction of rail assets use.  The WA government had 
embraced the “outsourcing” of the ownership of one of the state’s main infrastructure assets in the form of the rail 
network outside of the Metropolitan area.  Outsourced ownership of such an asset with the only performance 
indicator is for Brookfield to make as much money as  they can resulted in Tier 3 rail lines being closed down – even 
though CBH had offered to upgrade and maintain these lines for their own transport requirements.  The end result 
has been an increased toll on existing infrastructure that we all use (roads) and an increase in risk to road safety on 
regional roads.  What does this have to do with Alkina Pty ltd? 
SAFETY 
Obviously this proposal will increase heavy vehicle traffic on a road that has been identified by Main Roads WA 
WALGA and whom-ever else was involved in the unilateral – non consultative change of speed limit in 2015 from 
110 to 100 km / hr.  The section of Great Southern highway East of Inkpen Rd to the Alluwuna turn off has about 18 
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bends, 1 dual lane passing opportunity and will experience an increase in heavy vehicle traffic of 27% due directly to 
the development of a rubbishdump at Alluwuna farm. 
Laden trucks will not maintain 100 km/ hr up hills and are often closer to 60 km/ hr.  An increase of heavy vehicles of 
almost 30% on that stretch of road will inevitably be the source of significant road trauma and further degradation 
of public infrastructure – in this case roads.  How many lives are worth the opportunity for Alkina Holdings to make 
money at the expense of the rate payers of Perth and surrounds? 
Heavy transport by rail offers many advantages including lower risk of heavy vehicle / light vehicle interaction, 
reduction of energy consumed in transport by 75%.  Regional rail networks are an ideal tool for the transport large 
amounts of material that has a defined and sustained destination such as a long term rubbish dump. 
 
Environment: 
The State Administrative Tribunal finding of 2016  [2016] WASAT 22 seems to have focussed its attention on the 
hydrogeology and run – off issues – the SAT appeared to have a limited term of reference – limiting it-self to the 
sealing of excavation, runoff and leachate issues that the proponents put forward – this means that the terms of 
reference were fundamentally defined by the applicant (SITA) and the concerns of the Wheatbelt Joint Development 
Assessment Panel were not overtly addressed.  The concerns of the Shire of York and JDAP were not addressed by 
the SAT as the amended proposal of 2015 by SITA was said to have addressed the environmental concerns.  This 
onsite isolated term of reference not only preferences the Applicant (SITA) but seems to entirely disqualify the 
concerns of the surrounding land and infrastructure users.   
The current and past proposals usurp an unacceptable amount of public assets and to treat the application as a site 
based isolated operation is irresponsible and an abrogation of government’s Stewardship obligations.  Expert 
witness testimony on which the SAT put weighted consideration was not necessarily available to the respondents 
and framing questions to limit scope of consideration of the overall effect of this proposal meant that the SAT would 
be left no option but to say that the Rubbish Dump would meet the requirements set out for that site.   
The effect of considering a series of individual situations without considering the cumulative and entire result of the 
decisions results in a sub optimal outcome overall and significantly adverse outcome for local interested parties.   
 
Governance: 
As detailed in the DER submission attached – I have outlined a number of concerns about the performance and 
administration of the Site once a license might be granted.  The submission by Golder and Associates for Alkina) 
includes some ambit proposals that are not supported by the proximity to infrastructure or in keeping with Alkina’s 
experience or core competencies.  Namely landfill gas electricity generation – This is unlikely to happen.  If it is 
included for consideration then a significant Bond should be lodged that is released only when power is generated 
onsite.  Talk is cheap but if there is a compelling reason to deliver on a promise then it might actually happen. 
 
Once a license is granted – then who controls the measurement of emissions and reporting for site?  No Doubt it will 
be the incumbent – what processes are in place to ensure compliance.  In all likelihood the game plan for Alkina 
would be to obtain a license – then start making money and make subsequent applications for extensions – leaving 
the people of the Avon Valley with a legacy of undefined duration and impact.   We would not like a repeat of the 
Biodynamics saga where compliance was up to the incumbent and only when residents complained did the 
Department investigate.   
 
In summary : 

 The decision of the SAT in 2016 makes it seem inevitable that the same reasoning will be applied.  That 
reasoning is based on a series of individually considered questions that never address the cumulative and 
additive effects of the answers to each of the questions. 

 The increase in heavy vehicle traffic on Great Southern Highway by 27% will increase the risk of traumatic 
road events and degrade the road – the cost of which is borne by Western Australians – not Alkina Pty Ltd. 

 The development of a rubbish dump does not enhance the locality or productivity of the Avon region near 
York. 

 It goes is in direct opposition to the York Shire’s regional vision statement and no doubt that of the JDAP.  

 There are much better locations that are available for just this purpose – Tellus Holdings is developing Sandy 
Ridge waste facility between Southern Cross and Coolgardie – within easy reach of the rail line with final 
delivery along private haul roads.  Dry climate and Kaolin clay to minimise – even eliminate leachate, 
leakage and CH4 emission problems. 



3

 The profitability of this and the Hoddywell proposals are artificial due to the Landfill levies introduced by 
DER – why doesn’t the DER use the income from the levies to fund long term solutions? 

 There are much better whole of project outcomes available right now at this point in time that do not carry 
the same burden on public infrastructure as this does. 

 The terms of reference for consideration of DER and later SAT appeal do not adequately reflect the adverse 
outcomes of the proposal and do not adequately offer solutions to the concerns raised by local stake 
holders.   

 
I have attached a signed copy of the submission from Kay Davies as I support their position on the matter: 
 
Regards 
Justin Marwick 
0409119757   
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1 Background Details 

SITA Australia Pty Limited proposes to develop Allawuna Landfill, a Class II or Class III putrescible 

landfill at the site of: 

Lots 9926, 26934, 4869 and 5931  

Volume 285/78A Great Southern Highway, St Ronans, Shire of York. 

The Allawuna Landfill will receive between 150,000 and 250,000 tonnes of Municipal Solid Waste 

(MSW) and Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste per annum. 

The initial design is focused towards a tentative lifespan of 40 years, for a total volume of 

approximately 13,000,000 m3. 

Due Diligence, Conceptual Design, Site Investigation and Regulatory Approvals submissions are 

currently in development with a view to beginning works at the site in 2014. 

2 Traffic Routes Affected by the Development 

The development of the Allawuna landfill will generate new road train vehicle movements between 

SITA’s waste transfer station on Kurnall Road in Welshpool and the landfill site. The development 

will also eliminate the current transfer vehicle movement to the Shale Road Landfill on South 

Western Highway. 

The transfer road trains will be Restricted Access Vehicles (RAV) Class 2, Category 3 in a pocket road 

train configuration, with a maximum length of 27.5 m. The pocket road trains will travel along the 

existing RAV Network 4 road system. Road trains will depart the Welshpool industrial area via 

Orrong Road (eastbound) and Roe Highway (northbound) before turning east onto Great Eastern 

Highway. At The Lakes intersection road trains will turn east onto Great Southern Highway and 

continue to the Allawuna site. Road trains will turn right (south) to access the landfill site. 

 

Figure 1: RAV Network 4 Road Train Route 

The existing RAV Network 4 intersections along the route are all sufficiently developed to 

accommodate the small increase in road train volume associated with the landfill development.  
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3 Number of Vehicle Movements 

A comprehensive review of the available traffic data from the Main Roads WA Traffic Digest 

compared with the proposed increase in vehicle movements is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Road Train Vehicle Movement Comparison 

Road Location 
Current 

Movements 
% Heavy 
Vehicles 

Maximum 
Movement 

Increase with 
Development 

Total 
movement 

increase 
(%) 

Heavy 
Vehicle % 

Increase with 
Development 

Orrong Rd N of McDowell St 29250 
 

48 0.16% 
 

Orrong Rd 
W of Roe Why Ramps H633 
And H636 45370 

 
48 0.11% 

 Orrong Rd East on to 
Roe Hwy NB NB On Ramp from Orrong Rd 5100 

 
48 0.94% 

 
Roe Hwy S of Tonkin Hwy 46150 12% 48 0.10% 1% 

Roe Hwy At Bridge Over Tonkin Hwy 50340 
 

48 0.10% 
 

Roe Hwy S of Berkshire Rd 41050 
 

48 0.12% 
 

Roe Hwy N of Berkshire Rd 40510 
 

48 0.12% 
 

Roe Hwy S of Kalamunda Rd 37300 
 

48 0.13% 
 

Roe Hwy 
N of Great Eastern Hwy 
Bypass 53080 

 
48 0.09% 

 
Great Eastern Highway E of Farrall Rd 30210 6.5% 48 0.16% 2% 

Great Eastern Highway W of Darlington Rd 35190 
 

48 0.14% 
 

Great Eastern Highway E of Bilgoman Rd 24340 10.6% 48 0.20% 2% 

Great Eastern Highway W of Hodgson St 19350 
 

48 0.25% 
 

Great Eastern Highway E of Hodgson St 17540 
 

48 0.27% 
 

Great Eastern Highway E of Sawyers Rd 16580 
 

48 0.29% 
 

Great Eastern Highway W of Great Southern Hwy 7620 18.5% 48 0.63% 3% 

Great Southern Hwy E of Great Eastern Hwy 2880 12.3% 48 1.67% 14% 

Great Southern Hwy W of Inkpen Rd 1710 13.2% 48 2.81% 21% 

Great Southern Hwy E of Inkpen Rd 1830 9.8% 48 2.62% 27% 

 

The development of the site will have a negligible effect on the road network in the metropolitan 

area and a minimal impact (< 3%) on Great Southern Highway vehicle volumes.   

As road train loads are evenly distributed across the day, the impact on peak traffic times is also 

considered to be negligible. 

During harvest season an additional 2 road trains a day laden with grain will depart the site. 

A small number of light vehicle movements for Landfill staff entering and departing the site in the 

morning and evening will also occur. The expectation is that most employees will be residents of the 

York area, with an expected 30-40 vehicle movements a day between York and the site. This volume 

represents a 2-3% increase in traffic between York and Allawuna. 
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4 Potential for Stacking and Conflict 

The nature of the transfer operation is such that road trains will depart the transfer station at 

regular intervals of approximately 20 minutes when the landfill is receiving waste at full capacity. 

The staggered departure limits the potential for convoy stacking on the road train route to the site. 

The potential for road train stacking is understood to be a significant issue for the residents of the 

Shire of Mundaring, with community concern over the road-use impacts of multiple laden road 

trains travelling in convoy along Great Eastern Highway towards Perth. The SITA operation of 

staggered waste delivery limits the potential for stacking. Unladen return journeys to Welshpool 

have the benefit of improved handling and response, increasing hill descent safety along Great 

Eastern Highway.  

It is considered that the existing RAV Network 4 intersections along the road train route are 

sufficient for the proposed development. 

5 Proposed Upgrades 

SITA proposes an upgrade of the Great Southern Highway at the entrance to the site. The proposed 

design incorporates a standard Austroads Auxiliary Right Turn (AUR) treatment and an acceleration 

lane for westbound road trains. The design incorporates a 110 m taper out to a 4 m wide, 88 m long 

overtaking lane. The road then tapers back in over a further 110 m to rejoin the existing road form. 

The acceleration lane length required is determined by the minimum acceptable merge speed of the 

departing road trains and may be up to 320 m for a fully laden vehicle. As the transfer road trains are 

departing empty, a 200 m acceleration lane is deemed to be appropriate for the Allawuna site. 

 

 

Figure 2: Proposed Great Southern Highway Intersection Upgrade 

6 References 

Austroads 2010, Part 4A: Unsignalised and Signalised Intersections, Guide to Road Design, Austroads 

Ltd. Sydney, Australia. 

Main Roads WA 2009, Statewide Traffic Digest 2003/04 – 2008/09, Main Roads Western Australia. 



The CEO 
Shire of York 
P 0 Box 22 
York WA 6302 

records@york. wa .gov.au 

Dear Sir, 

APPLICATION TO EXTEND PLANNING APPROVAL- LOTS 4869, 5931, 9926 & 26934 
GREAT SOUTHERN HWY, ST RONANS 

Application for amendment - Development Approval DP/14/00039 by Mr Robert Henry 
Chester, the registered proprietor of Lots 4869, 5931, 9926 and 26932 Great Southern 
Highway, St Ronans, being the development approval for a landfill, or 'Waste Disposal 
Facility'. AMI Enterprises Pty Ltd, which holds an option to purchase the land from the 
Owner through an executed legal agreement and Alkina Holdings Pty Ltd, which is the 
wholly owned subsidiary of AMI that will operate the development the subject of the 
Development Approval. 

I wish to comment on the above landfill application extension under regulation 17(1) of the 

Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011 (OAP 

Regulations), for amendment to Condition 9 of the Development Approval (Application). 

The Development Approval was granted by the State Administrative Tribunal on the 8th 

March 2016. Condition 9 of the Development Approval states: The development approved is 

to be substantially commenced withln two years after the date of the approval, and the 

approval will lapse if the development is not substantially commenced before the expiration 

of that period. 

I wish to state my disapproval of the proposal and the extension of a planning approval for 

the following reasons. 

I do not agree to the Application amending Condition 9, by -deleting: 'within two years after 

the date of the approval'; and extend the period for substantial commencement by inserting 

'by the 8th March 2020'. 

• The decision of the SAT in 2016 makes it seem inevitable that the same reasoning will be 
applied. That reasoning is based on a series of individually considered questions that never 
address the cumulative and additive effects of the answers to each of the questions. 

• The increase in heavy vehicle traffic on Great Southern Highway by 27% will increase the risk 
of traumatic road events and degrade the road - the cost of which is borne by Western 
Australians - not Alkina Pty Ltd. 

• The development of a rubbish dump does not enhance the locality or productivity of the 
Avon region near York. 

• It does is in direct opposition to the York Shire's regional vision statement and no doubt that 
of the JDAP. 



• There are much better locations that are available for just this purpose - Tellus Holdings is 
developing Sandy Ridge waste facility between Southern Cross and Coolgardie - within easy 
reach of the rail line with final delivery along private haul roads. Dry climate and Kaolin clay 
to minimise - even eliminate leachate, leakage and CH4 emission problems. 

• The profitability of this and the Hoddywell proposals are artificial due to the Landfill levies 
introduced by DER - why doesn't the DER use the income from the levies to fund long term 
solutions? 

• There are much better whole of project outcomes available right now at this point in time 
that do not carry the same burden on public infrastructure as this does. 

• The terms of reference for consideration of DER and later SAT appeal do not adequately 
reflect the adverse outcomes of the proposal and do not adequately offer solutions to the 
concerns raised by local stake holders. 

You1,:,s fai hfully, 

SIGN Y;)Yl~ ~ 
NA E Justin Marwick "' 

ADDRESS 67 Panmure Rd York 6302 

DATE 14/01/2018 



The CEO 

Shire of York 

P 0 Box 22 
York WA 530? 

records@york. wa .gov .au 

Dear Sir .. 

APPLICATION TO EXTEND PLANNING APPROVAL- LOTS 4869, 5931, 9926 & 26934 
GREAT SOUTHERN HWY, ST RONANS 

Application for amendment - Development Approval DP/14/00039 by Mr Robert Henry 
Chester, the registered proprietor of Lots 4869, 5931, 9926 and 26932 Great Southern 
Highway, St Ronans, being the development approval for a landfill, or 'Waste Disposal 
Facility'. A!\11 Enterprises Pty Ltd, which holds an option to purchase the Land from the 
Owner through an executed legal agreement and Alkina Holdings Pty Ltd, which is the 
wholly owned subsidiary of AMI Enterprises Pty Ltd, that will operate the development the 
subject of the Development Approva l. 

I wish to comment on the above landfill application extension under regulation 17(1) of the 

Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011 (OAP 

Regulations), for amendment to Condition 9 of the Development Approval (Application). 

The Development Approval was granted by the State Administrative Tribunal on the g th 

March 2016. Condition 9 of the Development Approval states: The development approved is 

to be substantially commenced within two years after the date of the approval, and the 

approval will lapse if the development is not substantially commenced before the expiration 

of that period. 

I wish to state my disapproval of the proposal and the extension of a planning approval for 

the following reasons: 

• I do not agree to the Application amending Condition 9, by -deleting: 'within two 
years after the date of the approval'; and extend the period for substantial 
commencement by inserting 'by the gth March 2020'. 

• Alkina Holdings has had sufficient time to have their landfill proposal approved . 
• Alkina Holdings are leasing Allawuna from AMI Enterprises Pty Ltd for a period of 

approximately 20 years. Alkina Holdings is a small company with few shareholders 
and we question their financial position to have a multimillion dollar contingency 
plan when contamination occurs to the environment or businesses in the area. 

• The landfill possesses risks to the environment. 
• A landfill will contaminate the flora, fauna, reserves and National Parks, the land 

water and air surrounding the site. 
• The landfill has the potential to impact ground and surface water and contaminate 

drinking water. 
• The landfill proposal will result in land contamination and degradation. 



• There will be a loss and reduction of productive agricultural land. 
• The bio-security of surrounding agricultural land will be affected. 

• The proposal will impact amenity, heritage and the lifestyle of York. 

• There are no quantified benefits to the community as a result of the proposal. 
• The proposal will result in an unacceptable risk to the community, road users and 

the environment. 
• Great Southern Highway is not a safe an appropriate road to position a landfill. 
• More appropriate and suitable sites are available for use as landfills. 
• There is substantial community objection to the landfill, which has increased over 

the last 6 years. 
• The proposal will put undue and unnecessary strain on local emergency and service 

volunteers. 
• The landfill does not encourage tourism in the Shire of York. Many York community 

members and businesses rely on tourism. With the increase in traffic along Great 
Southern Highway tourism will seriously be affected in York thus affecting the 
enjoyment and quality of the lives of community members. 

• The proposal is not consistent with the principles of sustainable development. 
• The proposal is not consistent with State and Regional Strategic Plans and Policies for 

use of rural land. 
• There are sufficient landfills available to cater for metropolitan waste. The reduction 

of waste and the increase in recycling practices have increased the life of existing 
landfills. 

• Landfill technology is out dated and there are better alternatives available. 
• There is no facility of this type in the locality and the landfill is foreign to rural 

amenity. 
• The landfill is incompatible with proposed future zoning of the immediate locality. 
• The proposal is ad-hoc and is not considered proper and orderly planning. 
• York is a Seismic activity hot spot, so there is great concern over lining damage 

within the landfill. Earthquakes can destroy liners. 
• The precautionary principle and the principle of stainable development are not being 

considered as a landfill will have a huge negative impact on our legacy for future 
generations. 

I do not accept the landfill proposal or the extension of time for the application and believe 

the Shire of York should reject the application to extend planning approval. 

ADDRESS 67 Panmure Rd York 

DATE 14/01/2018 
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A land�ll is a carefully designed structure built into or on top of the

ground in which trash is isolated from the surrounding environment

(groundwater, air, rain); it is the oldest form of waste treatment.

Before the introduction of land�ll sites where solid wastes are being

buried, refuse was just left in piles or thrown into pits. Unfortunately,

most developing nations still practice the old method of land�ll

which is to dump refuse at any designated place with no barrier or

liner. This allows leachates to percolate through the waste; pick-up

harmful contaminates, and then enters into the soil and the

underground aquifers. New improved and modern land�ll design

requires that protective liners, made of clay or plastic, provide a

barrier between the disposed waste and the ground below. Now

any liquid that develops among the waste is collected and treated

to prevent contamination.

Environmental and Socio-Economic Impacts of Land ll Emissions

Inevitable consequences of the practice of solid waste disposal in

land�lls are gas and leachate generation due primarily to microbial

decomposition, climatic conditions, refuse characteristics and

land�lling operations. The migration of gas and leachate away from

the land�ll boundaries and their release into the surrounding

environment present serious environmental concerns at both

existing and new facilities. Besides potential health hazards, these

concerns include, and are not limited to, �res and explosions,

vegetation damage, unpleasant odours, land�ll settlement, ground

water pollution, air pollution and global warming.

Hazardous gas emissions: Overtime the degradation of wastes in the

land�ll results in production of leachate and emission of tons of

hazardous greenhouse gases such as methane and carbon dioxide

which makes up 90 to 98% of land�ll gas. The remaining 2 to 10%

includes nitrogen, oxygen, ammonia, sul�des, hydrogen and various

other gases.

In addition to its e�ect in the ozone layer, methane can be highly

combustible and may be responsible for various explosion hazards

in and around land�lls. Methane reacts with hydroxyl radicals and

oxygen in the atmosphere to generate carbon dioxide within a

period of days to a few years, thereby losing some of their

greenhouse gas potential. Small amounts of methane are also

consumed after absorption by soil. These emissions are potential

threats to human health and to the quality of the environment, and

contribute 20% of the global anthropogenic methane emissions.
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Nevertheless, control of these emissions at the source is necessary

from an environmental protection viewpoint and to address the

obligations under the Kyoto protocol.

Gaseous pollutants have signi�cant e�ects on plants, animals and

entire ecosystems. The lateral migration of gas through soil beyond

land�ll boundaries causes the displacement of oxygen from soil.

This results in a decline in soil faunal populations and burrowing

animals and causes vegetation dieback. Mainly, the vegetation

around the land�ll and the newly planted vegetation on a closed

land�ll can be damaged due to the suppression of air around the

roots by migrated land�ll gas.

The acidic gaseous constituents contribute to the phenomenon of

acid rains and its secondary e�ects on the acidi�cation of soils and

ecosystems. Ammonia is a major acidic constituent which can be

found in the land�ll gas. It is a secondary acidifying agent following

its atmospheric oxidation to nitric acid. It has e�ects on plants,

causing a loss of stomatal control, a reduction in photosynthesis,

enzyme inhibition, changes in synthetic pathways and depressed

growth and yield. Hydrogen sul�de also has a considerable impact

on ecosystem. It is an extremely biotoxic gas, e�ective at a few parts

per billion (ppb) in mammals. Plants are far less sensitive to direct

toxicity e�ects but the most severe impact on plants is inhibition

and destruction of root growth and vegetation cover due to the

anaerobic soil conditions created by high concentration of sul�des

which laterally seep from land�ll sites. Volatile Organic Compounds

(VOCs) play a signi�cant role in formation of ground level ozone.

High concentrations of ground level ozone tend to inhibit the

photosynthesis, reduce growth and depress the agricultural yields.

Water Quality Contamination: Leachate can migrate to groundwater

or even to surface water through the �aws in the barriers or liners

and this poses a serious problem as aquifers require extensive time

for rehabilitation. The seepage of leachate into the underground

aquifers is a clear environmental liability that degrades the quality

of the water gotten from these aquifers. The main constituents of

land�ll leachate are dissolved methane, fatty acids, sulfate, nitrate,

nitrite, phosphates, calcium, sodium, chloride, magnesium,

potassium and trace metals like chromium, manganese, iron, nickel,

copper, zinc, cadmium, mercury and lead. Moreover, soil can retain

the constituents of the leachate like metals and nutrients and can

cause adverse impacts on the eco system.
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The metals retained by the soil after uptake by plants provide a key

route for entry of metals into the food chain. Deposition of trace

metals in the plants can a�ect crop growth and productivity and

also pose a greater threat to animal health. Those metals such as

lead, zinc and cadmium show di�erential mobility through the

vegetation and invertebrate trophic levels. Uptake by plants is

a�ected by soil pH and salinity and also cadmium and lead uptake

is enhanced by the chloride complexation of the metals present in

the leachate.

These metals can be present in the leachate either in large or small

concentrations depending on the waste categories deposed in the

land�lls. Mercury is one of the most studied contaminants. It is one

of the most toxic metals within the food chain, being readily

absorbed by animals, �sh and shell�sh. Land�lls are potential

mercury emitters to the ecosystem due to the disposal of batteries

and paint residues in the land�lls.

Natural Habitat Degradation: The construction and management of

land�lls have ecological e�ects that may lead to landscape

changes, loss of habitats and displacement of fauna. Often, this

fertility cannot be completely reclaimed, even after the land�ll is

capped. Eutrophication is the most extensive threat when the

leachate is mixed with the surface water with higher concentrations

of nitrate and phosphates. Eutrophic conditions invariably cause

excessive production of planktonic algae and cyanobacteria in the

open sectors of the lakes. This excessive production of algae results

in adverse impacts on �sh species in the lake by limiting the light

penetration into the lake.

Socio-Economic: Apart from the environmental impacts, land�lls are

sources for several socio-economic impacts like public health

issues due to the exposure to land�ll gas, ground and surface water

contamination by land�ll leachate, di�usion of litter into the wider

environment and inadequate on-site recycling activities. Nuisances

such as �ies, foul odours, smoke and noise are frequently cited

among the reasons why people do not want to reside close to

land�lls. Although modern land�ll sites are well designed to reduce

emissions, the emissions from land�lls continue to give rise to

concerns about the health e�ects on people living and working near

these sites, both new and old. Several studies revealed that there is

a higher risk of developing cancer among the people near land�ll

sites and the elevated risks were observed for cancers of the

stomach, liver and intrahepatic bile ducts and trachea, bronchus,
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lung, cervix and prostate. The exposure to contaminants and

emissions can be through direct contact, inhalation or ingestion of

contaminated food and water.

Siting Resistance and Regulation: Site selection of waste

management facilities can be a major issue as all infrastructural

projects have the capacity to damage the ecology of the site on

which they are developed, causing landscape changes, loss of

habitats and displacement of fauna.

No one wants to live near a land�ll, and as residential areas develop,

it becomes more di�cult to �nd land that is suitable for dumping

and amenable to the surrounding population. Couple this with

increasing regulation, and it becomes more di�cult to e�ciently and

diplomatically site a land�ll.

In addition to the health issues, land�lls create considerable

impacts on land value, land degradation and land availability. It has

been observed that residential areas sited close to land�lls are

likely to have adverse impacts on housing values depending upon

the actual distance from the land�ll.

The Way Forward

Emissions from land�lls can contribute directly to climate change

when organic waste is left to biodegrade in a land�ll. The solution is

to either prevent organic waste being sent to land�ll by separating

at source or pre-processing the waste or, as a secondary measure,

to capture the methane being emitted from the land�ll or turn it into

energy.

In light of the deleterious e�ects of land�lls, it is necessary to utilize

the methane gas that is being generated from these land�lls as an

energy source can be utilized to power our homes, factories and

machineries. Instead of land�lls being a nuisance and risk to the

environment, the LFG that is extracted through wells in land�lls can

be used for electricity generation, direct use, cogeneration in

combined heat and power projects (CHP), or used as alternate fuels,

mostly in industrial units.

Utilization and Management of emissions from land�lls
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Evaporation of volatile organic compounds (e.g., solvents)

Chemical reactions between waste components

Microbial action, especially methanogenesis.

The gas being generated from land�lls is a complex mixture of

di�erent gases created by the action of microorganisms within a

land�ll. Land�ll gas is approximately forty to sixty percent methane,

with the remainder being mostly carbon dioxide. Trace amounts of

other volatile organic compounds comprise the remainder (<1%).

Methane is a potent greenhouse gas 28 to 36 times more e�ective

than CO2 at trapping heat in the atmosphere over a 100-year period,

per the latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)

assessment report (AR5).

Land�ll gases undergo three processes which are:

The �rst two depend strongly on the nature of the waste. The

dominant process in most land�lls is the third process whereby

anaerobic bacteria decompose organic waste to produce biogas,

which consists of methane and carbon dioxide together with traces

of other compounds. Despite the heterogeneity of waste, the

evolution of gases follows well de�ned kinetic pattern. Formation of

methane and carbon dioxide commences about six months after

depositing the land�ll material. The evolution of gas reaches a

maximum at about 20 years, then declines over the course of

decades.

The gas generated from land�lls must be treated to remove

impurities, condensate, and particulates. The treatment system

depends on the end use; minimal treatment is needed for the direct

use of gas in boiler, furnaces, or kilns. Using the gas in electricity

generation typically requires more in-depth treatment. Treatment

systems are divided into primary and secondary treatment

processing. Primary processing systems remove moisture and

particulates. Gas cooling and compression are common in primary

processing. Secondary treatment systems employ multiple clean-

up processes, physical and chemical, depending on the

speci�cations of the end use. Two constituents that may need to be

removed are siloxanes and sulfur compounds, which are damaging

to equipment and signi�cantly increase maintenance cost.

Adsorption and absorption are the most common technologies

used in secondary treatment processing.

http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/
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Flame ionization detectors can be used to measure methane

levels as well as total VOC levels.

Surface monitoring and sub-surface monitoring as well as

monitoring of the ambient air are carried out. In the U.S., under

the Clean Air Act of 1996, it is required that many large land lls

install gas collection and control systems, which means that at

the very least the facilities must collect and are the gas.

The gases that are produced within a land�ll can be collected and

used in various ways; it can be utilized directly on site by a boiler or

any type of combustion system, providing heat. If the land�ll gas

extraction rate is large enough, a gas turbine or internal combustion

engine could be used to produce electricity to sell commercially or

use on site. The electricity is generated on site through the use of

microturbines, steam turbines, or fuel cells. The land�ll gas can also

be sold o� site and channelled into natural gas pipelines

commercially. This approach requires the gas to be processed into

pipeline quality by removing various contaminants and

components. The e�ciency of the gas being collected at land�lls

directly impacts the amount of energy that can be recovered –

closed land�lls (those no longer accepting waste) collect gas more

e�ciently than open land�lls (those that are still accepting waste).

Safety and Monitoring:  Land�ll gas emissions can lead to

environmental, hygiene and security problems in the land�ll. Due to

the risk presented by land�ll gas, there is a clear need to monitor

gas produced by land�lls. In addition to the risk of �re and

explosion, gas migration in the subsurface can result to contact of

land�ll gas with the groundwater if not properly managed. This, in

turn, can result in contamination of groundwater by organic

compounds present in nearly all land�ll gas.

For the reason that gases produced by land�lls are both valuable

and sometimes hazardous, monitoring techniques have been

developed;

Land�lls are a potential threat to the quality of our environment due

to their environmental, health and socio-economic impacts that are

caused due to the emissions of greenhouse gases like methane and

carbon dioxide which depletes the ozone layer and the leachates

which seeps into the underground aquifers to degrade the water

body. These impacts can be managed and channelled to be

bene�cial. The construction of modern land�lls with well-

engineered and managed disposal facilities can signi�cantly lessen

https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-clean-air-ac


9/27/2017 Management of Landfill Emissions and their Impacts on the Environment – Blog

https://ashawaconsultsltd.com/blog/management-of-landfill-emissions/ 8/8

PREVIOUS ARTICLE

Leave a Reply

Your email address will not be published.

Comment 

Name * 

Email * 

Website 

POST COMMENT

the impacts of land�ll on soil, air, and water. Land�lls that are well-

designed and operated ensure compliance with environmental

preservation requirements and it ultimately ensures that the

environment is free from contaminants. The use of such designs

also ensure that the land�lls are not located in environmentally-

sensitive areas and are incorporated with on-site environmental

monitoring systems. With on-site environmental monitoring

systems, signs of land �ll gas and groundwater contamination can

be easily detected and controlled.
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Sharla Simunov

From: Justin Marwick <justin@gearinspec.com.au>

Sent: Monday, 25 May 2015 10:38 AM

To: Records; industry.regulation@der.wa.gov.au

Subject: W5830: ALLAWUNA SITA Landfill application St Ronans York Western Australia

Attachments: WinZip Compressed Attachments.zip

To whom it may concern, 
 
I strenuously object to the proposal by SITA to locate a landfill site at Allawuna Farm West of York. 
The reasons for my objections are as follows: 
 

 ROAD SAFETY: Heavy vehicle traffic will increase by Almost 30% on from the lakes to the Allawuna turnoff- 
anyone who has driven that stretch knows that there are only about 3 overtaking opportunities in the 18km 
from coming from Perth and approximately 20 sharp curves in the same distance.  Brookfield and CBH's 
negotiations stand to increase traffic further - That portion of the Great southern highway is dangerous 
enough without further degradation resultant from increased heavy vehicle traffic.  Great Eastern Highway 
may be rated for that intensity of axel loading but I fear that the Great southern highway is not (based on 
my observations of the degradation over the last 5 years due to increased grain and hay cartage vehicles. 

 Social Collateral Regional Strategic Vision:  Sita seeks to use for free the social collateral of the Avon Valley 
and the people who live East of York Quairading, Bruce Rock Corrigin.  The first part of the social collateral is 
Sita's attempted usurping of a disproportionate proportion of the road infrastructure (as above).  Another 
part of the social collateral of the Avon Valley is the early Australian European architecture and buildings 
located in Western Australia's oldest inland settlement.  The location of a landfill within the precinct is the 
antithesis of the York Shire's Strategic Community Plan some of which is reproduced below:  I have added 
the highlight to the text which the Sita proposal most antagonises the regional community vision. 
 
"Our Shire will be: A place to visit, work, play and rest;  
A place of vibrancy and energy, but one of tranquillity and safety;  
A place of growth, where local businesses find opportunities and thrive;  
A place of history and cultural interests, where past history is valued, building a  
sense of permanency and pride; and  
A place of community, where lifestyle choices are important and where community  
matters.  
Our Aim: To manage growth, economically and socially, in supporting a progressive vibrant  
community.  
OUR GOALS 
Social: Manage population growth, through planned provision of services and infrastructure.  
Strengthen community interactions and a sense of a united, cohesive and safe  
community.  
Build and strengthen community, culture, vibrancy and energy.  
Environmental: Maintain and preserve the natural environment during growth, enhancing the ‘rural’  
nature of York and ensuring a sustainable environment for the future.  
 Support sustainable energy and renewable resource choices.  
Economic:  Build population base through economic prosperity.  
 Value, protect and preserve our heritage and past.  
 Grow the economic base and actively support local businesses and service  
provision. " 

 

 Commercial Imperative: Sita's and indeed Nial Stock's repeated assertions that this is the best site have no 
validity due to the lack of transparency in the submission.  I believe that Nial Stock's performance criteria to 
his superiors will contain the Allawuna landfill success at the top of the list and as such with such a vested 
interest in the location of Allawuna as a landfill site that his assertions are not independent and do not have 
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the perspective other than to fulfil his professional and career objectives.  I have no way of knowing if this is 
true and if it is not and is shown to be incorrect (by Mr Stock publishing his performance agreement details) 
then I will withdraw that portion of the objection. I have attached a Fact sheet that includes no facts - just 
assertions by Sita -this type of high handed  dismissive communication has been typical of Sita's conduct in 
this matter. 

 
Sita's correspondence to the effect that they need to have a new land fill site up and running by 2016 also 
has no relevance to the application for Landfill at Allawuna - The situation that Sita find themselves in due to 
their nomination of such an unsuitable site and then having that site as their only alternative at this late 
stage is a reflection on the Company's poor governance and inability to plan.  They should have had a 20 
year plan for their assets the Allawuna project should have one project with other contingency plans.  So 
their imperative to have a site by 2016 is a problem that belongs entirely to Sita and probably by extension 
Mr Stock not the people of the Avon Valley. 

 

 Environmental Impact. I am afraid that I must work for a living and do not have the time or resources to 
plough through environmental impact reports for the drainage , water table and subsoil; however I have an 
opinion on the approach taken by SITA.  If this proposal has been amended then why?  Why would Sita put 
an ambit claim with no lining - only saprolite clay and day cover - with a 40 year life (by which  time I would 
be 85 years old )  to a fully lined hole in the ground with a 20 or so life?  I would suspect that this is again 
due to Sita's commercial imperative and lack of alternative.  The inference is that they gain approval for the 
reduce facility and then continue to apply for extensions to the original planned 40 year life.  The lifespan of 
what Sita are proposing I have no appetite to sign my children up to an enterprise that does not provide any 
benefit to the region.  

 
I suspect that the original shambolic submission by Sita and subsequent assessment by the DER was based 
only on a population density study and the regulations around population density.  The reviews by the 
department and Sita scream that neither Sita or the department's treatment of the original submission was 
appropriate.  So after having been treated with such contempt then why would this proposal engage any 
more support from me? 

 
The use of road transport is not only a safety hazard which degrades infrastructure - it is inefficient.  I would 
support a waste disposal site that was serviced by rail.  Rail transport offers huge advantages in efficiency 
over road transport due to the massive volume of material that can be moved and the low rolling resistance 
of steel on steel.  

1. Rail freight emits 75% less greenhouse gas emissions per tonne of freight moved compared to the road freight transport sector.  

(Association of American Railroads (2011) Freight Railroads Help Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions. AAR)  

 
 

 York Commercial Impact: I am a business owner and since buying a business in 2009 we have seen a 
decrease in trade.  There has been an almost complete cessation of events for the town which has reduced 
the traffic of weekend and day trippers - York used to be known across Australia as the venue for a Jazz 
festival, it had hosted wine and food festivals, vintage and veteran car days all of these are events that 
enhance the commercial and cultural outlook of the town. The location of  a landfill waste dump on  the 
gateway of York and the Eastern Wheatbelt does nothing to enhance either's reputation.  I am interested in 
ventures that will bring business which is complimentary to tourism and food production - both in 
appearance and in action.  Would anyone seriously consider a waste facility on the approach to Margaret 
River?   

                                                                                                                                                                                            
Why do Sita not embrace the example set by Phoenix energy and invest in waste to energy technology - near 
existing power and utility infrastructure?  http://www.phoenixenergy.com.au/projects/. 
 
Regards 
 
Justin Marwick 
0409119757 
67 Panmure Rd York 
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Sharla Simunov

From: Liz Christmas <lizchristmas@westnet.com.au>

Sent: Sunday, 14 January 2018 1:14 PM

To: Paul Martin; Records

Subject: I164132 - GR2 - SUBMISSION RE LANDFILL DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL: parts A & B

Attachments: PART A 2018 Submission to SOY re Landfill Proposal.pdf; Part B- Community 

Submission Letter to the Shire of York (5).docx

(Note To 'Records, Shire of York: Please would you acknowledge, by return e-mail, satisfactory receipt of this 
submission in both its parts. Thanks, Liz)  
 
To Paul Martin, CEO Shire of York,  
 
Re:  
Application to Develop A Landfill Facility on Lots 4869, 5931, 9926 & 26934 Great Southern Hwy, St Ronans, 
being a Request for Extend Planning Approval granted for the Construction and Use of Allawuna Farm 
for the Purpose of a Class II Landfill. 
 
My position on this whole concept, whoever makes an application for it, and whenever, has not changed one iota 
from my initial response to the application by the previous applicant in 2014. 
 
My Submission is in 2 parts:  
(Part A) For purposes of illustrating the actual arguments and issues I have focussed on and researched in detail, I 
am tendering basically the same Submission as always, with modifications according to name of applicant and 
similar minor differences. 
(Part B) a very slightly modified copy of the summary circulating in York Community Submission Letter to the Shire 
of York through the kind assistance of other concerned citizens. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Liz (J.E.) Christmas, 66 Suburban Road, 14th January 2018 
  



SUBMISSION (Part A) TO Planning, Shire of York
regarding

ALKINA HOLDINGS  Pty Ltd and AMI Holdings application  for establishing a WASTE
DISPOSAL LANDFILL , formerly known as Great Southern Landfill (and prior  to that the
Alluwuna landfill applied for by SITA whose application was withdrawn) for a Development
Approval DP/14/00039 ) at ALLAWUNA FARM, on Part of Lot 4869 on Plan 224502 Great

Southern Highway, St Ronans, WA, 6302— for a
Category 64, Class II (at the very least, if not Class III) putrescible landfill site.

Submission by Liz (J. Elisabeth) Christmas, PO BOX 643 (for 66 Suburban Road), York WA 6302
date: 14 January 2018

Nothing has essentially changed; the proposal remains the same issues of:

1. use of Agricultural Land for other purposes, and 
2. with exactly the same risks as applied with the former applications and would apply with any other
similar application.
3. the constant wriggles to try and get through something which was quashed already are vexacious and
a constant cause of stress on both the farming community in the vicinity of the proposal and almost the
entire population of York who are aware of the attendant risks.

There is still activity of the same nature as mining and major disturbance of the landform by
unnatural (human-and-heavy machinery induced) means. As has been pointed out, “the mining of
the soil will be similar to an extractive industry but not subject to the same conditions”.

As with the previous Proposals, there is still the possibility of ‘unintended consequences’. The
changes embodied in the current Application do not remove this risk.

I invoke the Precautionary Principle, roughly translated as “where there is any doubt at all, First Do
No Harm to humans or the environment”. If the action would cause harm to human life or health, is
seriously and effectively irreversible, or is inequitable to present or future generations, or is imposed
without adequate consideration of the human rights of those affected, then it should be avoided. The
onus to Do No Harm is on the Proponent of the Project. (Rio Conference 1992, for instance)
I expand on relevant harms in the pages that follow, and at the end list some other ethical considerations.

----------
As before, I object to the Proposed Development on a range of grounds — aspects relating to
EMISSIONS and DISCHARGES TO LAND, AIR and WATER. 
My objections relate to the (no doubt unintended) potential risks to the following which are
impacted on by such emissions and discharges to Land, Air and Water: 
• water (both drinking catchment and any that may end up polluted and flowing onto or seeping into

productive farmland or nature reserves, affecting crops, animals, humans and infrastructure);
• productive farmland;
• forrest and nature reserves and the native flora & fauna in them (some of which are rare and protected);
• human health;
• wildlife health;
• health of farm and domestic animal health; i.e. 
potential risks arising from:
• accidental puncturing of natural water courses, no matter how unexpected that is;
• occasional flooding of land and leaching of pollution (beyond expectations) by unpredictable

catastrophic storms;
• spontaneous combustion within the pit;
• earthquake;

- 1 -  Liz Christmas



• bushfire;
• accidental release of emissions from the site, as well as unpreventable emissions from trucks;
• considerably increased road traffic involving heavy vehicles, complicated by the fact that the road

between the lakes and York is (with only a small exception) narrow and unfit for such a burden, and
made more unsafe for drivers of ordinary vehicles by the intended additional double trucks;

• noise affecting local wildlife, interfering with their survival signals through sound & vibration.
Duration of the Landfill: I am not convinced that the Project would last only the proposed duration,
because there is no guarantee given that ALKINA HOLDINGS would not apply for permission for an
extension of duration — and even if one were stated now, there is no guarantee of no later application.

Ingenuous claims of reduced potential risk to the local environment: The ‘Supplementary Report’
SITA gave (and hence their near-identical followers assume) claims a reduction of ‘any potential risk to
the local environment’. This is ingenuous, as: 
(a) any risk is bad enough if it results in lasting, serious or pervasive damage; 
(b) risks are multifactorial, meaning no risk depends on only one factor at a time, but also on factors

interacting with that one factor;
(c) even if the ALKINA HOLDINGS company could do the best they are aware of, and every employee

likewise, neither they nor we are in control of the weather, seismological activity or disturbances,
bushfires started by lightning or arson or careless behaviour; 

(d) an earthquake or earthquakes of sufficient power and/or frequency could alter the geology
significantly; 

(e) reduction in the area, maximum height, and volume of the waste deposited (even if the same or better
that of the 2015 application) does not eliminate the risks under (c) above; 

(f) the construction of borrow pits, sequentially or not, involves another disturbance of the structure of
the landform and could have its own unintended effects; 

(g) even if “[i] the modified Landfill does not impact drinking water and is not within a Prescribed
Drinking Water Supply Area [and if] [ii]The Department of Water confirms that the Landfill is not
within the Mundaring Weir Catchment Area” the word “currently” should apply before the word
within in both (i) and [ii] — we cannot say how a catastrophic event might change the situation, and
whether the Catchment or not (something I debate from data on pages 11-12 and 17-18), we cannot
say that it might not propel pollution into any water course affecting man or land or animals or flora,
and 1,000 metres distance between the proposed Landfill area and the Mundaring Weir Catchment or
any water course could be nothing in a bad enough catastrophic seismic event; 

(h) the proposed rehabilitation with stockpiled topsoil will only be as good as it can be if none of the
unintended and no other unforeseen catastrophes occur to pollute the stockpile or drastically alter the
shape of the land or the surrounding topography.

Going back to the SITA 2015 application which is the model for this one:

SITA’s Consultant Golder Associates (now ALKINA HOLDINGS Consultant for the same type of
Project) themselves make the following Disclaimer (http://www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-
work/consultation/allawuna/Appendix_W_-_Limitations.pdf) :

“Golder did not perform a complete assessment of all possible conditions or circumstances that may
exist at the site referenced in the Document....Conditions may exist which were undetectable given the
limited nature of the enquiry Golder was retained to undertake with respect to the site. Variations in
conditions may occur between investigatory locations, and there may be special conditions pertaining
to the site which have not been revealed by the investigation and which have not therefore been taken
into account in the Document. Accordingly, additional studies and actions may be required....Services
provided allowed Golder to form no more than an opinion of the actual conditions of the site at the
time the site was visited and cannot be used to assess the effect of any subsequent changes in the
quality of the site, or its surroundings, or any laws or regulations....Where data supplied by the client
or other external sources, including previous site investigation data, have been used, it has been
assumed that the information is correct unless otherwise stated. No responsibility is accepted by
Golder for incomplete or inaccurate data supplied by others....Golder may have retained
subconsultants affiliated with Golder to provide Services for the benefit of Golder....Golder accepts no
responsibility for damages, if any, suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions
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based on this Document.” 

JUST BECAUSE THERE IS A DISCLAIMER DOES NOT OBVIATE THE RISKS.

Most things have in no way changed between SITA’s original application, the 2014-5 one and this 
ALKINA HOLDINGS one. Hence, I include here once more the following points.
LOCATION: IN THE VICINITY OF GAZETTED NATURE RESERVE, NATIONAL PARK, DRINKING WATER 
CATCHMENT AND FEEDER STREAMS.

SITA’s claim: http://www.sita.com.au/media/about_us/SITA_A4-Booklet_WEB.pdf page 3 
“located away from homes, nature reserves and other sensitive areas”

does not ring true. 
The proposed landfill site is:
1. On Arable Land on a Farm zoned General Agricultural. 
2. in the vicinity of the Gazetted Nature Reserve, St. Ronan’s (No. 30591); and just a little further

from Wambyn Nature Reserve (No. 21981);
3. in the vicinity of 13 Mile Brook, followed by Talbot Brook, St. Ronan’s Brook etc.. , and

Wundabiniring Brook, as one travels towards Perth; and
4. as one travels along the road towards Perth, immediately adjacent to Allawuna Farm is a notice

saying National Forest, followed by a road to the left (i.e. on the same side) with notices saying
Mount Observation (land) and Drinking Water Catchment (water).

Despite the Land and Water significance of these places, this proposal to bury putrescible waste has been
boldy put forward in this, of all places: where National Forest, Nature Reserves, Drinking Water
Catchment and Farmland are adjacent to and/or overlap each other.
ALLAWUNA FARM IN GENERAL AGRICULTURAL ZONE
SHIRE OF YORK TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 2 Updated to include Amd 51 gg 3/09/13
4.15.1 Objectives: 

(a) To ensure the continuation of broad-hectare agriculture as the principal land use in the district
encouraging where appropriate the retention and expansion of agricultural activities. 
 BUT
(b) To consider non-rural uses where they can be shown to be of benefit to the district and not detrimental to
the natural resources or the environment. 

The general principles are:
• retain broad-hectare agriculture, even expanding that use where appropriate;
• only allow a non-rural use where they can be shown to be ......nor detrimental to the natural resources

or the environment.
I am arguing that the proposed Landfill operation is at serious risk indeed of being detrimental to the
natural resources and the environment — at the very least Water as a natural resource, not only for
Drinking Water, but also for the water that nourishes the National Park, Gazetted Nature Reserves, and
surrounding farmland; but also to air and land via emissions.
SITA had argued (SR, p.22) that a high proportion of the soils in the Shire of York are of only Fair
Capability cropping land. That is ingenuous, given that York does pretty well by way of crops and
animal production. It is a very sneaky argument SITA made to denigrate what is being done by
farmers, and to use it as an excuse to apply for a Waste Facility in a productive farming region and
near valuable forest and native reserve land etc.... This ALKINA HOLDINGS APPLICATION is
riding on the back of the SITA ones.

NATURE RESERVES
The closest Gazetted Nature Reserve, St. Ronan’s, is one of only two gazetted nature reserves in the
Darling Range/Western (‘Wet Mediterranean’) area of York Shire. From the publication Nature
Reserves of the Shires of York and Northam: Management Plan 1987-1997, published by C.A.L.M., this
nature reserve and the other of the two (Wambyn Reserve, No. 21981, a little to the North-East in this
area) are uniquely different in many respects from the only 2 such Reserves on the Eastern (‘Dry
Mediterranean’) side of York which is topographically different to the Western side, the topographic
divide corresponding roughly with York Town, the Avon River, and Northam-Quairading Road. 
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Details of e.g. the St. Ronan’s Reserve topography, vegetation and fauna, some of which are scarce or
even unique in the region, are found in the Chapter on St. Ronan’s (in Part 3), and Appendices 1 and 2.
These 4 Gazetted Nature Reserves are the sum total that York and its environs (and hence this
part of the state) has. The potential damage to the balance of Indigenous Vegetation and Fauna in close
vicinity of the Proposed Landfill site would not and could not be compensated for by the protection of
the Eastern side reserves alone, because of the very uniqueness of the biodiversity and ecosystem on the
Western side as opposed to that on the Eastern — damage dependent on damage to the Land, Air and
Water.
STRESS PLACED ON THE WILDLIFE AND FLORA IN THE NATURE RESERVES, THE ROAD RESERVES
AND FORRESTED PATCHES ON FARMS
Barnaby’s Cockatoos have been cited as an example of indigenous wildlife which are threatened by
clearing (and other aspects of earth, air and water) if the Landfill Proposal goes ahead. It has been said
that SITA arranged for an audit of nesting etc... of Barnaby’s Cockatoos on the site and saw no evidence
of such. This would be because they were not there when the Barnaby’s Cockatoos were. I have visits by
Barnaby’s Cockatoos to my property in the centre of York, to my pine and giant gum trees, every year —
and during this last year in a range of seasons. The visits used to begin predictably just before Christmas
and occur daily for about 3 weeks before the Corellas replaced them for much longer. However, the
visits are not as predictable or long now (but just because they are less predictable does not mean
they do not need their trees, and does not mean that because SITA’s people didn’t see them they
weren’t there at other times; they are true fly-in-fly-out creatures) and can sometimes be at unexpected
times of the year. No doubt this is due to the weather being less predictable, combined with so much
more development having occurred in the corridor from Eastern Central Wheatbelt through across the
Hills to the Metropolitan area. The more damage we do here, the less relevant ecosystem there will
be for the Barnaby’s along with the other wildlife, whether land-living or air-living.
From Nature Reserves of the Shires of York and Northam: Management Plan 1987-1997, published by
C.A.L.M., there is s rich range of vegetation, including Powderbark Wandoo, Jam, Sheoak, Marri, a
host of thicket, heath, scrub and woodland plants, among them some rare finds: 2 types of Lomandra
not often found North of Narrogin, and the only known examples of Darwinia sp. nov., and beyond the
Darling Scarp, the Calothumnus being found only in this reserve and Boyagin Nature Reserve.
Similarly, it is not common to see the Lomandra nutans anywhere else in the regiou, other than here,
Clackline and Wambyn reserves.
There is also a rich range of fauna, including: 9 mammal species — the hightest number recorded on
any nature reserve in the York-Northam area; 1 monotreme, the Echidna, showed many signs of being
there, and one Wambyn resident has recalled seeing some; small native mammals included dunnarts and
western pygmy-possum. White-striped mastiff-bats are also in the area.
In the area were found 55 types of birds, including: the Splendid Fairy-wren, 3 species of thombili, and
many species of honeyeater. Among reptiles were 20 species of lizard, 1 of snake as well as 4 of frogs.
Skinks, gekhos, legless lizards, bobtails, and bungarra were all widespread, but one type of gekho and
the western bearded dragon were only in the wandoo woodland, and the ornate dragon only on granite
outcrops.
A glance at the Appendices also indicates that there are also other species of flora and fauna in St.
Ronan’s that don’t appear to occur in the majority of the York-Northam Reserves. One type of
gekho and the common scaly-footed legless lizard had not been found on any other Reserve in the
area. 
So, in St. Ronan’s Reserve (which has been intensely studied) there are rare species, and species
rare to the area. The environment and the state do not need them decimated through dust, fumes,
noise, and vibrations etc... 
CONSIDERING IMPACTS ON THE INDIGENOUS FLORA AND FAUNA OF THE AREA BY: Emissions of
gases, noise, etc... or discharge etc... via land, air and water
1. These flora and fauna comprise a specific ecosystem inherent in the area, and diminution or
destruction of any native population among them by any impact caused by the operation of the proposed
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landfill would by virtue of the interplay between each population do harm to or destroy other
populations in the ecosystem.
2. By necessity, there is already a certain amount of traffic emitting noxius gases toward the forest,
reserves, road reserves etc... which are home to native flora and fauna. Those there at present have
adapted to the current moderate to low levels of traffic fumes. If this moderate traffic is increased
to heavy levels such as with several trucks per hour per day per week at much closer intervals,
then the level of fumes the flora and fauna can cope with could reach doses that some will not be
able to cope with, and we will see the death of some. This applies to the proposed truck traffic on the
farm itself as well as that on the road past/through forested areas, whether National Park, Gazetted
Reserve or not.
3. There is already a certain amount of noise caused by moderate traffic on the road, and enough space
in time between most of the traffic that e.g. birds can hear each other’s sounds, such as warnings of
danger; but the vastly increased rate and proportion of heavy trucks will lead to proportionately less and
smaller intervals for such signals to be exchanged and heard. This puts these creatures at more risk.
Some sounds they need to be able to detect for their safety may be overridden by more traffic
noise. At the very least they will move away to try and find homes elsewhere, if they can find suitable
habitat. The same effects would arise from increased noise from heavy duty machinery. The worst case
scenario is loss of rare species.
From The Effect Of Noise On Wildlife: A Literature Review http://wfae.proscenia.net/library/articles/
radle_effect_noise_wildlife.pdf

“Most researchers agree that noise can effect an animal's physiology and behavior, and if it becomes a
chronic stress, noise can be injurious to an animal's energy budget, reproductive success and long-term
survival.”

From Annotated Bibliography; Impacts of Noise on Wildlife http://www.nature.nps.gov/sound/assets/docs/
Wildlife_AnnotatedBiblio_Aug2011.pdf
Barber, J.R., Crooks, K. R., & Fristrup, K. M. 2010.The costs of chronic noise exposure for terrestrial organisms.
Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 25(3), 180-189. Abstract:

“Growth in transportation networks, resource extraction, motorized recreation and urban development is 
responsible for chronic noise exposure in most terrestrial areas, including remote wilderness sites. Increased
noise levels reduce the distance and area over which acoustic signals can be perceived by animals.
Here, we review a broad range of findings that indicate the potential severity of this threat to diverse
taxa, and recent studies that document substantial changes in foraging and anti-predator behavior,
reproductive success, density and community structure in response to noise.” 

Stone, Eric, 2000, Separating the noise from the noise: a finding in support of the "Niche Hypothesis," that birds 
are influenced by human-induced noise in natural habitats.Anthrozoos, 13(4): 225-231. Abstract:

“It was possible to test the hypothesis that ambient noise alone would play a role in structuring bird
communities  in riparian habitats  in Boulder, Colorado,  USA.  Point  counts  of  birds  were 
conducted in openspace/minimally disturbed, residential, commercial and industrial neighbor -hoods.

Within the same disturbance parameters and land use, species richness and PIF scores (a weighted value
based on species importance) consistently and significantly decreased as ambient noise increased.
These results can be viewed as support for the "Niche Hypothesis" (Krause 1987, 1998), that wildlife
species' acoustic niches are adversely affected by human-induced noise pollution.”

4. Land creatures such as lizards and dunnarts or similar will be at more risk and discomfort because of 
the increased amount of vibrations through the ground as a result of increased average weight and 
rate of trucks on the roads. They may have difficulty interpreting signals, or simply be scared into 
dangerous situations by e.g. vibrations overriding something else they need to detect by feel.
5. Plants will be affected by increased dust and fumes coating them; and our rainfall much of the
year is not sufficient to clear the effects. Plants will also be affected by any lessening in the animal
populations that results from the increase in pollution (sound, vibration or chemical emissions)
caused by the increased use of heavy vehicles/trucks.
By contrast to the protective ozone in the upper atmosphere, “ozone at the surface is deleterious and is
produced primarily from emissions of fossil fuel combusion. (EnviroNews Vol. 6 No.1 - Millenium Issue
- January 2000 Air Pollution, Global Climate Change and Agricultuer: A Vignette of the Last 50 Years of
a Millenium; by Sagar V. Krupa, Prof. at the Department of Plant Pathology, U. of Minnesota. In the
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same journal, Vol. 8 No. 3 =July 2002, Air Pollutants, Plants Response, Soil Mimcrobes and Ecosystem
Biodiversity, Dr. J.H.B. Garner (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) points out: 

“Scientific studies for more than three decades have shown that burning of coal and oil produces
emissions that affect the groth and reprocuction of crops, forests and the ecosystems on which life
depends......
Sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx) and ozone (O3), the most phytotoxic [toxic to plants] pollutants,
result from the emissions of .....automobile exhausts and volatile organic compunds (VOCs) emitted from a
number of sources. [In turn]... Acidic rain is formed in the atmosphere [in major part] from emissions of sulfur
and nitorgen oxides ...[compounding the effect on crops, forest and total ecosystem]
Changes in nitrogen supply ... can alter biodiversity. Atmospherically deposited nitrogen can act as a fertiliser
in nitrogen-poor soil. Not all plants ... are capable of utilising extra nitrogen. Most plant species growing in
nutrient poor conditionsare adapted to such habitats and can only compete successfully on soild low in nitrogen.
[some effects are:] leaf injury and increased needle... drop off..[and changes in] the fungal microflora involved in
leaf decomposition on the forest floor”...
Ozone exposures [from engines/automobiles/the combustion of oils] can result in (1) changes in letter quality
and quantity, (2) decreased carbon allocation to roots, (3) alterd root exudation and soil ... CO2 flux, and (4)
decrased root growth and possibly increased root mortality....” as well as altering the biochemical and microbial
activities in the soil, in a sresultant deteriorating ecological system.
Severely stressed ecosystems do not recover readily, but may be further degraded. [Relevant] stresses
[include] (1) physical restructuring (e.g. changes resulting from [change of] land use); .....(4) discharge of toxic
substances into the atmosphere, onto land, and into water.”

ALREADY EXISTING LANDSCAPE STRESS
The Department of Environment and Heritage’s Landscape Health in Australia Report (2001) which
seems to no longer be available on the Net, though it was in 2005, refer to Landscape Stress, and rates
subregions of Australia into stress classes, from greatest to least. In WA, the Avon Wheatbelt is one of
the two areas they singled out as ‘endangered subregions’ in terms of the risks to their ecosystems
(the other was the Dandaragan Plateau).
From eyeballing the series of topographical maps in the article for vegetation for 2001:
i.    The Avon Wheatbelt is in the ‘intensive landuse zone’:
ii. only <10% of its natural vegetation remained in 2001, and there is very little connectibity

between      patches of natural  vegetation;
iii)   <2% of the subregion was in conservation reserves;
iv)   >90% of the native vegetation that remained was outside of conservation reserves ;
v)    10%-30% of it was in land tenures associated with conservative land use practices;
vi)   there was 30% dryland salinity risk or hazard;
vii)  more than 10% of the native vegetation was threatened by salinity;
viii) there was moderate-to-major change in hydrological conditions;
ix)   somewhere between 10 and >49 of our native plant species were under threat.
That was 2001, 13 years ago. This is 2014, and it is most likely that the figures are considerably
worse now after decreasing rain, let alone any more clearing that has gone on in the region.
From eyeballing the maps for native fauna — birds, reptiles, mammals and fish:

For the Avon Wheatbelt 5 to 19 species were considered threatened. Again, we cannot expect this to
have improved, and it could well be made worse by the issues here raised.

From the same Report: the issue of Dryland Salinity:
 “By 2050 the southern subregion of the Avon Wheatbelt [is expected to have] almost 42% of its native

vegetation threatened by high dryland salinity risk”.
Other factors that will complicate the already stressed land
Add to the lower rainfall the following risks to the land:
a) potential leaching of higher-than-safe levels chemicals through water if an industrial accident occurs

or a high level earthquake occurs, or 
b) pollution from heavy doses of dust kicked up by trucks, and emissions from truck exhausts and

that from other heavy machinery involved in processing the proposed rubbish, for instance.
Under these circumstances:
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i)   Land normally used for agriculture will be less productive;
ii)  Land ditto may be sufficiently contaminated that production on it is unsafe;
ii)  Wildlife and native flora will be damaged or destroyed;
iii) The existing ecosystem will be damaged or destroyed.

IT WOULD BE MORALLY WRONG TO INCREASE THE ALREADY MASSIVE STRESS ON THE
LANDSCAPE AND ITS NATIVE FLORA AND FAUNA such as would happen as a result of air
pollution from dust, exhaust emissions from trucks and heavy machinery, further degradation of
the water systems, noise and vibration etc... (the latter even from the road trucks).
STRESS PLACED ON AGRICULTURAL ANIMALS AND PLANTS IN THE IMMEDIATE NEIGHBOURHOOD
OF THE PROPOSED LANDFILL ACTIVITY LIKELY TO BE SIMILAR TO THAT ON WILDLIFE
1. If there is a fire from combustion within the Landfill (see further on) or a spill of chemicals or an
earthquake leading to a spill of Landfill contents whether raw or in the process of rotting down, and
then, say, a major windstorm occurs, then farm animals could be at risk of ingesting unsafe fodder or
breathing in unsafe air, etc...and the fodder in the fields and water likewise polluted, being unsafe for
animals and humans, and also taking away any organic rating that the farmers nearby already have and
having been striving to keep.
2. Just as wildlife and native flora are affected by the various disturbances in the noise and emissions
environment, we can expect farm animals and crops to be affected. Ditto for vibrations. The various
animals rely on messages via sound (e.g. birds), vibrations (e.g. kangaroos, animals that walk on the
ground, smell (e.g. certain insects such as beetles) for self-protection etc... 
The following ill-effects can occur: hearing loss or threshhold shifts, physiological effects and ‘fight or
flight’ responses, changes in digestive patterns, behavioural effects such as migration, effects interfering
with mating messages and reproduction, etc... 
http://www.airandnoise.com/Animals.html Effects of Noise on Animals: Effects of Noise on Wildlife”;
http://www.nonoise.orf/library/fctsheet/wildlife.htm (U.S. National Park Service 1994 etc... data); 
http://wildasia.net/main/article.cfm?articleID=169 Elephants and Wildlife in Sri Lanka Escape Asian
Tsunami: Impact ......; 
www.yptenc.org.uk/docs/factsheets/_env_facts/communication.html; 
www.geocities.com/thesciencefiles/cowmusic/page.html.
One of interest in a seismic activity prone area (which York is) is: http://www.fascinatingearth.com/
Seismic%20Cows.htm.

SEISMIC RISK FACTORS interacting with existing risk factors, and with a Landfill operation if built.
SITA’s documentation http://wawaste.com.au/docs/140106b%20AD%20Volume%201%20Allawuna.pdf
acknowledges (pp 26, 27):

4.10.”.......The area around Northam, from the Darling Scarp to Merredin is an area of notable
seismic activity...”

However, it downplays the significance of seismic activity for the locality of the planned Landfill,
saying:

“the location of the landfill is to the southwestern edge of this zone of activity..........”
A search of the Geoscience Australia Earthquake Database (12/12/2012) [— the legend for the map
they show says 12/12/2013 —] showed no record of any earthquakes within 4 km of the Site
boundary, with the nearest being a magnitude of 2.5 earthquake 4 kilometers to the north east of the
site. No earthquakes of magnitude greater than 3.8 have been detected within 20 km of the site.......

They want us to believe (pages 36 and 76) that their modelling showed that their engineering under the
conditions described in the Earthquake Data Base is adequate to meet the very small threat that they
deem to exist.
While the Perth area and coastal plain are not to date centres of seismic activity (source: Seismicity of
Western Australia http://www.seismicity.see.uwa.edu.au/welcome/seismicity_of_western_australia )
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York is in one of the areas of WA most at risk for earthquake. Not only have there been ‘frequent
intense bursts of seismic activity’ to the north of Meckering, and other major earthquakes south of
York — (Beverley and Brookton being among them), but the strongest example we know of in the
area was the Meckering Earthquake, of 1968. Its effects were so great that they extended even to the
old Royal Hotel in York, about 36 km away, on the corner of South St. and Avon Terrace — sufficient
that the hotel had to be demolished, and various verandahs in the main street had to be taken down as
they also were affected and had become dangerous. It lasted 40 seconds, and measured 6.9 on the
Richter Scale. From the University of Western Australia’s summary:
http://www.seismicity.see.uwa.edu.au/welcome/seismicity_of_western_australia/wa_historical/meckering

“It caused ground rupturing nearly 40 km long, some of which is still to be seen today. The
maximum heave was 2.4 m, max vertical displacement was 2.0 m, and the maximum strike slip
movement (dextral) was 1.5 m. The maximum felt intensity on the Modified Mercalli scale was
9..........the focus of the earthquake was ...... about 7km deep.......The earthquake and its aftershocks
were accompanied by surface faulting extending over an area of 200 km2 and an arcuate dextral
thrust fault 37 km long was formed.........The Meckering Earthquake was located in a well-
documented zone of seismic activity which is about 60 km wide and extends across the southwest
corner of Western Australia. 

Seventeen months after the main event at Meckering, at
1.15 a.m. on 11th March 1970, a magnitude 6.0 
earthquake occurred at Calingiri, 80 km northwest of 
Meckering. This earthquake was again shallow, with a 
focal depth of about 1 km, and was accompanied by 
surface faulting similar to that at Meckering.
This location of the faulting at Meckering and Calingiri,
in an otherwise stable Precambrian Shield, has shown 
that damaging earthquakes are a potential hazard in 
Western Australia.”
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/
94713ad445ff1425ca25682000192af2/
fecb2ab6de16171eca2570de0005871b!OpenDocument 
reports that the damage spilled down into the Perth
metropolitan area.

Going back to http://www.seismicity.see.uwa.edu.au/welcome/seismicity_of_western_australia#SW , 
“in the South West Seismic Zone we have had 11
major or strong earthquakes between 4.5 and 5.5
magnitude in 11 years, from 1990 to 2009.. (averaging
1 per year), compared to 18 in the 43 years from 1946
to 1989 (averaging roughly 3 in 7 years, or 1 per 2.3
years). The rate has increased.

Clearly, Meckering’s of 1968 is shown as the biggest,
furthest-reaching, and at 7km depth, but we have also
had two of 5.0 or more in Beverley, not far south of
us — 5.4 on 18 Jan. 1963 and 5.0 on 23 Feb. 1966.

We cannot say that there would not be one in York
or west of it, because there was one in Mundaring
on 6 Feb 2014, measuring 2, at 4 kilometers depth,
(http://www.ga.gov.au/earthquakes/
getQuakeDetails.do?quakeId=3473567),

and on 9 Dec 1980 there was one measuring 5.2 West of Fremantle (see map, bottom of page 3)

To the North of York, from http://www.ga.gov.au/earthquakes/initRecentQuakes.do we have evidence
of very frequent (mostly smaller) earthquakes through the South West. For instance, at Burrakin, at
Koorda, at Kellerberin, at Beacon, at Ballidu and one SW of Meckering.
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To the South of York, at Beverley, including a significant one, at Brookton, at Wagin, at Dumbleyung,
at Narrogin, and at Hyden. 

To our North West, at least two at Quairading on in 2013, and one NW of York on 28th May 2013.

On 26th Feb. 2014 (while I was writing this Submission) there was a Significant 4.6 one W. of
Kalgoorlie (and a smaller one on 4th Feb.), on 30 Sept 2013 a 3.7 one nr. Norseman, various down
Katanning way over a period of months, etc... The 26th Feb 2014 one in Kalgoorlie was felt very long
distances away (http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/nation/earthquake-rocks-was-goldfields/story-
e6frg6nf-1226838104006):

“A string of phase arrivals, or seismic waves associated with the Kalgoorlie
earthquake, was recorded in areas including Kambalda, about 100km away,
Mundaring in Perth’s Hills region, 500km from the epicentre, and Forrest, 657km
away.”

For anyone who has lived in The Hills, as I have, such as Darlington or Glen Forrest, this extended
impact is evident in the cracking of house walls at the very least.

If an earthquake such as Meckering’s of 1968 were to occur anywhere in York — or more critically
so in the close vicinity of Allawuna Farm — then with a 200 km2 area of faulting there would almost
certainly be extensive leaching of noxious levels of chemicals and biological agents throughout such an
area at the very least. That includes into the Drinking Water Catchment and the National Park and Nature
Reserves and Farms. Other strong earthquakes could have similar ripple effects.

Earthquake Swarms in the South West Seismic Zone : http://www.seismicity.see.uwa.edu.au/
welcome/seismicity_of_western_australiaearthquake_swarms

There have been swarms of earthquakes in York, Kellerberrin, Burakin and several other places in the 
SWSZ. E.g.YORK Nov 1994 - Jan 1995:

“A swarm of events occurred about 10 km SE of York, beginning on 26 Nov 1994, and continuing 
into Jan 1995. The largest event was magnitude 2.6, and occurred on 29 Nov. [Twenty Seven] 27 
events were located during the swarm, although there were many other events, too small to be 
accurately located. Portable instruments were deployed in the area to accurately locate some of the 
events.

THE EARTHQUAKE HAZARD MAP OF AUSTRALIA 2012
Based on reading of The Earthquake Hazard Map of Australia 2012, “a national scale map of earthquake
hazard which has been developed by scientists at Geoscience Australia following an assessment of
historic and ancient, pre-historic earthquakes in Australia” (http://www.ga.gov.au/ausgeonews/
ausgeonews201212/productnews.jsp#product2) a NewsCorp article by Lisa Cornish (Former Manager of
data.gov.au and Data Journalist for News Limited). 19 November 2012 reports the then Minister for
Resources and Energy, Martin Ferguson, when launching the Map, as reporting, among other things, that
IT IS THE STRONG GROUND SHAKING FROM EARTHQUAKES, NOT THE MAGNITUDE THAT
MAKES AN EARTHQUAKE DANGEROUS (whereas SITA seems to think the big issue is the Magnitude):
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“the map estimates the likelihood of a
particular area experiencing strong ground
shaking from earthquakes and it is this,
rather than the magnitude of an earthquake,
that endangers people, buildings and
infrastructure”, and hence ''Although these
maps do not enable us to predict
earthquakes [as likely to occur at a specific
place on a specific day], they will allow
engineers and planners to design and
locate buildings and infrastructure so as
to better protect our communities”. The
article also reported that Martin Ferguson
“also expects the modelling and data, which
have been made available to the public, will
be used by emergency managers,
researchers and the insurance industry.”

Analyst Lisa concluded from studying the Map that the following 4 places in Australia have the highest
potential for earthquakes: Moe (Vic.), York, and Kirwan near Burakin & Dalwallinu (WA) and Tenant
Creek (NT). 
The MOST RECENT WA EARTHQUAKE
that I am aware of occurred AS A M3.1 on 27
April, 2015, at Kalgoorlie. There were people
in York who felt tremors as a result and phoned
Geoscience Australia.

M3.1 W of Kalgoorlie, WA.
Sydney time: 27 April 08:42
UTC time: 26 April 22:42
http://www.ga.gov.au/earthquakes/

Another time we could not be sure that an earthquake would not happen near or within close
range of Allawuna Farm, which could cause trauma to the infill site.. It could (if strong enough, and
regardless of what the proponents wish to think is likely chance) rupture the plastic, or shake and
dislodge it sufficiently that at least what is near the surface could well spill out over, and leach into the
water courses. The collected Landfill bundle/unit could tilt on its axis sufficient to spill out in whole or
in part — e.g. if the rupture of the earth’s surface was immediately contiguous to the bundle/unit. 
Even multiple smaller earthquakes in the vicinity could cause serious destabilisation of the Landfill
storage and operations.
THE ISSUE OF SAFE DRINKING WATER

http://www.sita.com.au/media/about_us/SITA_A4-Booklet_WEB.pdf
Page 1 of this article states: 

In 2006, the WA Department of Environment and Conservation directed that all new landfill developments 
must be located off the Swan Coastal Plain. 
The direction to locate landfills off the Swan Coastal Plain serves to improve the security of Perth’s 
drinking water. 

The reasons stated for choosing the Allawuna Farm site for the proposed Landfill site include:
“a more sustainable, environmentally safe and cost effective solution than existing arrangements” 
and...large buffers can be maintained between the landfill and other potentially sensitive land uses, 
including water catchments, homes and existing agricultural activities” 

There is no certainty that either the claim of increased security of Perth’s drinking water or the claim of
improved environmental safety are true or justifiable. 
Likewise, there is no large buffer in the case of:
(a) leachate due to a rupture in the shell of the dump (either top surface or plastic lining) by something

cataclysmic such as a large earthquake, nor 
(b) in the case of a combustion fire affecting the lining and the clay below (see page 18 below)
(c) in the case of runoff or seepage if a major major storm dumps unforseen sudden extreme rain thus

massively increasing water flow on the land in the vicinity, nor 
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(d) in the case of a major wind storm such as the one York and other towns in the Avon Valley suffered
on 29 January 2011. 

THE DRINKING WATER CATCHMENT AREA, AND OTHER CATCHMENT AREA
From the article Mundaring Weir Catchment Area Drinking Water Source Protection Plan: Goldfields and
Agricultural Water Supply [and] Perth Integrated Water Supply System; 
REPORT NO. 69, June 2007. http://www.water.wa.gov.au/PublicationStore/first/72102.pdf
From page 2: 

“Over its history, the Mundaring catchment has been modified from its original native forest condition through
human use. Land use has also resulted in significant degradation in some sections of the catchment,
particularly in areas of steeper slopes and adjacent to major stream and riparian zones.”

Add to that (p. 2) rainfall has decreased since the 1970s and:
“For most of the catchment, the monthly pan evaporation is in excess of the rainfall for seven or eight months of
the year.....[because we have] a Mediterranean-type climate with warm, dry summers and cool, wet, winters.”

and there is a net loss of water from the catchment:
“due to the prolonged period of low rainfall in recent years, the mean annual stream flow has significantly
reduced to 17.2 GL. The long-term average annual draw from the Mundaring Weir catchment is 22.3 GL. The
total annual draw from the Mundaring reservoir, including pumpback from the Lower Helena Pipehead Dam, is
31.3 GL”

We might remember that Mundaring Weir has not overflowed since 1996; it has not even come
near it for many years, though we have had some better rain this year than last.
This all makes the catchment so much more vulnerable if its water intended for drinking safety gets
polluted. Not only is there a net loss of water, but if leachate etc... makes its way into the water it will
be less diluted because the net water is less, and so the intensity of the pollution is greater than it
would be if previous greater water amounts such as pre-2007 were in the catchment.
The water in the catchment is coming from close-ish to the surface (page 3):

“The major source of stream flow in the catchment is generated by lateral flow through the upper soil
layer over the winter months. The catchment hydrology also includes the presence of permanent
shallow groundwater in the soil profile, which may discharge to streams in the valley floors.”

By virtue of these factors, Perth’s drinking water is already not secure — but adding the risks from
pollution via the dump, such as by a split in the seal of the dumped waste by an earthquake, or the
spreading of pollution from dried up powdery rubbish dust near the surface of the dumped waste makes
it even less secure. The damage doesn’t have to come from deep down. If there is an upheaval of
some kind, what is near the surface will also be leaching into the upper soil or, say, add a wind/dust
storm or such and it will enter the catchment water intended for drinking via close-to-surface
seepage, or flow in the case of heavier rains when they next occur. But then see also the reference to
paleochannels on page 16 below.
Page 4:The Mundaring Weir Catchment Area was proclaimed under the Country Areas Water Supply (CAWS) Act

1947 in 1972 to ensure protection of the water source from potential contamination.
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From the maps supplied in the article, it appears
that virtually the whole of the Western side of York
(i.e. West of the Avon River, both East and West of
Allawuna Farm) is part of the Mundaring
Catchment Area, even if some of it is not strictly in
the gazetted catchment area [as in 2007], so we can
expect that what happens in the vicinity will affect
not only the area towards Mundaring Weir, but also
towards York, in terms of impact on rivers and land
by way of  runoff and seepage.
Dark edge indicates Proposed [official] Catchment
Area, and the solid grey indicates the Gazetted
Catchment Area as at 2007. In fact, on page 56 it
was recommended that the boundaries be widened
to encompass this full area, as I understand it.
The maps here identify York in the Catchment, and
e.g. Talbot West Road, for orientation to location.

2007

 

The boundary of the Mundaring Weir Catchment Area is also the boundary of the Mundaring Weir Surface
Water Area, proclaimed under the RIWI Act 1914. Additional land use controls were enacted over the Mundaring
Weir catchment in December 1978 when the catchment was proclaimed under Part IIA of the CAWS Act to
restrict the clearing of native vegetation that would cause salinisation of water resources.
SITA proponents want to think of only the plain grey area of the top map (or less?) as being the
Drinking  Water Catchment  Area,  but  that  only  represents  half  of  the  truth  as  acknowleged  in  the
REPORT NO. 69, June 2007. http:/
/www.water.wa.gov.au/PublicationStore/first/
72102.pdf. Moreover, before you reach
Allawuna Farm, on the left is the notice
here shown: 13 Mile Brook flows into  

Catchment, even if not directly
flowing into the Mundaring Weir
Catchment —Whether drinking
water catchment or not. It also
does not need polluting.   

— though it is referred to as Spencers Brook Water Catchment in SITA’s Works Approval Application.

WATER QUALITY PROTECTION MATTERS AND ONUS ON LANDOWNERS: a matter of DUTY OF CARE. 
(Page 11)”The Mundaring Weir catchment is a gazetted clearing control catchment, which provides a
mechanism for Government purchase of clearing rights. It also assists with offsetting the impacts of water
quality protection strategies on landowners. The former Water Authority purchased clearing rights
or compensated those [landowners] who did not gain approval to clear on several properties in the
north-east of the catchment.”

Here, the principal was made clear that the landowner has a duty of care to protect water quality insofar
as what he/she does (or causes to be done) could indeed have impacts on the water quality. This I feel is
a solid legal argument that Duty of Care on the part of the Landowner (in this case the owners of
Allawuna Farm) constitutes an obligation they would be breaching if the proposed landfill at any
time leached into the catchment, or its dried surface dust at any time blew onto the land and into
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surface- and near-surface- water in the catchment. Likewise, if any activity on the part of the
company running the Landfill operation (whom they have agreed on being on their property) caused any
damage to the environment.
PROPOSED LAND USES IN THE CATCHMENT AREA, as per the DEPARTMENT OF WATER
(Page 14)

3.2 “Proposed land uses: It is anticipated that private land within the catchment will continue to be
used for low intensity agriculture or other low intensity use, and further fragmentation should not be
permitted. This activity is compatible with the priority 2 source protection classification [i.e. risk
minimisation] proposed.”

It seems to me that a Putrescible Waste Dump does not meet the criterion of ‘low intensity use’. The
Risk would be increased by such a dump: 
*  it disturbs the land and air; 
*  it creates noise: frequent intermittent noise, with some noise going on for some time;
*  it introduces a wide range of ‘foreign substances’ into a concentrated space; etc....
(Page 16) 

“The overall source protection objective for the catchment is to maintain existing water quality 
and initiate measures to improve water quality where possible.”

So not only is the goal to maintain but to improve the water quality — an even greater argument for not
introducing counterproductive chemical elements. Here it is stated quite clearly by the Department of  
Water (p. 16):

“All public land in the Mundaring Weir catchment should be managed for Priority 1 (P1) source 
protection. The objective of this priority classification is to protect water quality according to the 
principle of risk avoidance.
A P1 source protection classification is appropriate as:
• The Mundaring reservoir is the primary source of public drinking water for the G&AWS 
(Goldfields and Agricultural Water Supply), without which supply to this region can not be 
maintained, and should be afforded the highest level of protection; and
• Most existing land use practices are compatible with P1 source protection, or can
be managed for P1 source protection with the use of best management practices.”

The Department of Water recognizes the following hazards which are not dissimilar to those of a 
Landfill operation; for instance:
(p. 26) Risk from activities involved in Gravel Pits: e.g.” turbidity from extraction”. This could apply

particularly when the Landfill pit is being dug; we can add turbidity (and dust polluting the air)
from when the rubbish is being deposited in the pit; possible spills from trucks or machinery (one
could say if something accidental happened, such as a rollover or breakdown of some unloading
mechanism)

(p. 30) Roads and tracks: “Turbidity from erosion of unsealed roads and tracks; fuel and chemical
spills from vehicles and machinery”;.....

(p. 32) Major Roads (Shire roads and Main roads): “The potential risks to
water quality include: Fuel and chemical spills from vehicles and their loads;.....

(p. 35) Rubbish Dumping: “Pathogen contamination from domestic rubbish; nutrient, chemical, heavy metal 
and fuel contamination from domestic or industrial waste;....

 (p. 54) DEC activities such as Fire management and feral animal control.

SURFACE WATER, GROUNDWATER AND CATCHMENT

SITA does pay attention to this (Original Works Application, p 17):
“The landfill is located in the upper reaches of the Spencers Brook water catchment.......Both
surface water and groundwater from the site flows away from the Mundaring  Weir PDWSA.” 

But then on p.27:
“The groundwater under the site flows along under the valleys and turns northward along 13 Mile
Brook”.
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But on P 29, “Figure 3 shows the hydraulic
eqipotentials and groundwater flow directions beneath
the site......Flow beyond the bore field boundaries has
been inferred based on comparison between the
measured bore heads and the surrounding
topography......”
Maybe so, but wait till you get a Major Earthquake
or series of lesser magnitude but frequent shaking...
And if not, it is still flowing towards a catchment
of one kind or another.

They also say:
“The surface water and groundwater systems in the vicinity of the proposed lanfill footprint are 
disconnected by the thick layer of surface [which is not surface] clay that covers the area.....” 

Again: With a Major Earthquake or an Earthquake Swarm, or with clay dessication due to 
internal combustion in the landfill, the situation might change with dangerous results in pollution. 

POTENTIAL EMISSIONS ARISING FROM THE PROPOSED ACTIVITIES IN THE ALKINA 
HOLDINGS PLAN:

From page 15/16 in the document https://www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-work/licences-and-
works-approvals/Applications/W6077-2017-1ap.pdf

The proponents have admitted that there will be:
— Noise (e.g. from machinery operations and/or vehicle operations;
— Contaminated or potentially conteminated stormwater (e.g. stormwater with the potential to come 

into contact with chemicals or waste materials);
— Dust (e.g. from equipment, unsealed roads and/or stockpiles);
— Waste and leachate (e.g. emissions through seepage, leaks and spills of waste from storage, process 

and handling areas);
— Odour (e.g. from wastes accepted at putrescible landfills)

Strangely, on the same page, they have denied that gaseous and particulate emissions will occur.
Such will certainly occur in dust if it gets blown by very strong winds (e.g. when rubbish is in
transit or being transferred to pits) or if fire breaks out. It would be inevitable in such cases.

Combined and separately, these will affect air quality, the water going into our catchment and into
people’s water tanks, health of humans and fauna, to some extent flora, as well as the amenity of the area
on nearby farms at the very least, and if there are excessive storms then even a wider range of the York
population and environment, farm, forrest and even town.

A bad dust storm (and we have had them in the recent years such as on 29th January 2011), heavy rains
causing flooding (which occurred one year specifically in the nearby Talbot area in an arc across to
Northam) — not to mention lesser pooling of water when there is more rain than ususal such as this
July-August 2017) or a serious earthquake (such as Meckering had not so many years ago) will
inevitably lead to high levels of such effects over a wide area.

SUMMARY MADE BY A LOCAL PERSON WELL-VERSED IN THIS MATTER, AND WHICH
I ENDORSE 100%:

Air & Dust Emissions
• Landfill sites are generally associated with impacts on air quality that will adversely affect

environmental values and the health, welfare and amenity of people and nearby land uses. These
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impacts include dust, noise, odour and especially the danger of fire within the landfill. 
• Contamination will occur from rubbish blowing across into the surrounding National Forests and

farms. 
• Contamination will occur from dust by equipment used in the pit and on dirt roads into the

surrounding National Forests and farms. 
• Farms to the west of York have no scheme water, relying on rainwater tanks for human consumption

as well as stock watering. Contaminated dust will have a huge effect upon the area.
• Borrow pits that are to be constructed where soil is moved to use in the landfill will impact the

environment and surface water flow as well as causing erosion and dust emissions.
• Fire is a huge issue with the landfill being located next to National Forrest. If a landfill fire occurs it

will cause irrefutable damage to the natural flora and fauna and farming businesses located near the
landfill.

• The increase in traffic along Great Southern Highway will impact upon the air quality as well as the
flora and fauna. It will cause greater noise pollution especially as the area is renowned for its
amphitheater effect with noise travelling over many kilometers.

Odour Emissions
• The odour and gases emitted by the landfill is of great concern, especially with winds often blowing

in a west to east direction impacting on farms and the town of York.
• Gas emissions can impact the surrounding community including local flora and fauna, with landfills

being proven to cause lung cancer.
• Gas emissions from the landfill have the potential for huge landfill fires, which can last many months

polluting the whole area and causing the closure of the Great Southern Highway.

Discharge to Water & Land
• The quality and contamination of water in 13 Mile Brook and possible ground water contamination

to Mundaring Weir and the catchment area for Helena River. Mundaring Weir is the water supply for
York and the Goldfields as well as many eastern Perth suburbs. Certain liquid wastes can alter the
physical characteristics of natural occurring waters and this should be prohibited near potable water
supplies.

• Contamination by heavy metals (in water & dust) from the leachate dams flowing directly down hill
and into the 13 Mile Brook. 

• Stormwater management is of great concern especially in the event of a flood or huge storm. Water
will flood the pit and the leachate dams causing major contamination to land and waterways.

• There is not enough known about the hydrogeology and geology in the area where the landfill is to
be located. Palaeochannels are present in the area with insufficient data available of the area to be
used for landfill. 

• A Permit to interfere with Beds and Banks under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1913 should
not be granted as changing the direction of water flow will influence the flow of 13 Mile Brook and
the Helena River.

• E coli bacteria are present in waste and will contaminate the site and therefore water sources.
• Contamination to surrounding fauna & flora, especially Carnaby Black Cockatoos, Wedge-tailed

Eagles and native foraging animals that will contaminate the food chain. Waste can accumulate in
living animals and be discharged into water and surrounding environments.

• Contamination will occur from birds landing and drinking from leachate ponds and spreading the
leachate into the surrounding National Forests and farm lands including dams and troughs where
stock drink. This will affect farm bio-security. 

• There will be an increase in vermin and pests which will impact native flora and fauna as well as
farm bio-security. 

• HDPE liners to be used in the pit do break down over time and this will cause contamination into the
water table.

• York is a Seismic activity hot spot, so there is great concern over lining damage within the landfill.
Earthquakes can destroy liners.
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• Alkina Holdings should be denied permission to clear any part of the property, especially in the areas
under Covenant as this will have serious environmental consequence and should be denied a Native
Vegetation Clearing Permit under the Environmental Protection (Native Vegetation Clearing)
Regulation.

Other Concerns
• Many York community members and businesses rely on tourism. With the increase in traffic along

Great Southern Highway tourism will seriously be affected in York thus affecting the enjoyment and
quality of the communities lives. 

• Landfills are old technology with many alternatives now available to recycle more as well as pre-
existing incineration locations available. No new landfill sites are required as there is enough
airspace in existing landfills to accommodate WA waste will into the 2050’s. 

• The Waste Authorities “Towards Zero Waste” needs to be considered.
• Alkina Holdings appears to be a construction company for homes and sheds [see their website: http:/

/www.aucompany.info/Alkina-Holdings-Pty-Ltd-124202491/#.Wafk_d2y1HA ] and not a company
that has experience in landfills. We question their financial position to have a multimillion dollar
contingency plan when contamination occurs to the environment or businesses in the area.

• Alkina Holdings are leasing Allawuna from AIM Enterprises Pty Ltd for a period of approximately
20 years. Who will be responsible for environmental contamination once Alkina’s contract is
finished?

• The landfill proposal requires financial assurance under s86C of the Environmental Regulations Act
so that the people of WA have some assurance that ALKINA Holdings will be responsible financially
for any hazardous event at the landfill site.

• The landfill is located in an area zoned as “General Agricultural” and the Shire of York have voted to
prohibit landfills within the Shire. Even though there is a “sunset clause” on Allawuna from the
previous SITA Landfill proposal object to this planning decision as it will have major ramifications
on the environmental conditions of the surrounding agricultural land and national forests. 

RETURNING TO SOME OF THE ISSUES RAISED ABOVE, BUT IN MORE DETAIL ON THE
RESEARCH:

PART 7 OF THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION APPLICATION FORM 
FILLED IN BY THE PROPONENT:

7.1 ALKINA HOLDINGS claim that the nearest residential receptor is 1800 m away. Well, there is also
the land use which is closer! They admit that the proposed access road also crosses Thirteen Mile
Brook. Do they not see that that is one point at which contamination could occur through accident or
catastrophic Act of Nature?

7.2 They deny that the Premises are located within, or within close proximity to, any Specified
Ecosystems. They are immediately in the proximity of both a National Forrest and St. Ronan’s
Reserve!

Page 16, 17 of the above document:
— They have failed to estimate the Discharges to Air, Discharges onto land or into waters,
— They have failed to estimate Waste that can potentially accumulate in the environment or living

tissue.
There seems to be a lot of avoidance of relevant issues affecting the environment and human beings and
flora and fauna.
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ON THE ISSUE OF GASES AND FLARING 
Dealing with gases is another potential hazard, both for escape into the
environment through something unforeseen, and for explosion or fire.
CAUTION NEEDS TO BE TAKEN REGARDING FLARING: from http:/
/www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-work/consultation/allawuna/
Appendix_G1_-_147645033-010-L-Rev0_Landfill_Gas_Assessment.pdf.
Golder Associates conclude as follows (p.4):

“The LFG generation modelled indicates significant volumes of LFG will be generated. Options for
the management indicate that flaring would be the most likely option, while the installation of
power infrastructure and power generation will be assessed as the lanfill develops”

However, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gas_flare, 
“Flaring is a contributor to the worldwide anthropogenic emissions of carbon dioxide. Improperly
operated flares may emit methane and other volatile organic compounds as well as sulfur dioxide
and other sulfur compounds, which are known to exacerbate asthma and other respiratory
problems. Other emissions from improperly operated flares may include, aromatic hydrocarbons
(benzene, toluene, xylenes) and benzapyrene, which are known to be carcinogenic.”

Personally, I lived in Wollongong for a couple of years, and the flaring and other emissions from the
Steelworks just south of there were creating a larger than average per general population incidence of
asthma and other chest complaints. 
The effects on humans are bad enough, but from the Wikipedia summary we are reminded also of
effects on wildlife:

“Flaring can affect wildlife by attracting birds and insects to the flame. Approximately 7,500
migrating songbirds were attracted to and killed by the flare at the liquefied natural gas terminal in
Saint John, New Brunswick, Canada on September 13, 2013.... Similar incidents have occurred at
flares on offshore oil and gas installations.... Moths are known to be attracted to lights. A brochure
published by the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity describing the Global
Taxonomy Initiative describes a situation where "a taxonomist working in a tropical forest noticed
that a gas flare at an oil refinery was attracting and killing hundreds of these [hawk or sphinx]
moths. Over the course of the months and years that the refinery was running a vast number of moths
must have been killed, suggesting that plants could not be pollinated over a large area of forest".”

Neither can we assume that what affects humans and creatures of the air will not also affect land animals
(whether wildlife or farmlife and what they produce, including for human consumption).
There is also the question of the possible effects of emitted gases on the remnant flora (and all
contingent biodiversity) on Allawuna and beyond into the nature reserves and nearby forest.
The World Bank has placed considerable stress, on many fronts, on the importance of reducing gas
flaring thoughout the world (http://search.worldbank.org/all?qterm=Global+Gas+Flaring+Reduction),
so flaring in this project is flying in the face of world opinion.
On the question of POSSIBLY turning to electricity production after 10 years:
(a) so much damage would have been done in the time being;
(b) it is uncertain;
(c) this may just be another ‘carrot’ to get the project approved.

Environmental Requirements?
SITA claimed, and those planning the project virtually identical with theirs (ALKINA HOLDINGS) will
be claiming they have met all the environmental requirements, ensured compliance with all standards,
etc... Unless and until they build and operate the facility, this is not proven. 
Their predecessorsWorks Application claimed (p. 18), by interpreting in the way that suits them, that
because the EPA 

“determined the proposal as ‘not assessed’ as the potential environmental impact of the proposal is not
so significant to warrant the EPA’s assessment” 

that this shows that :
“From an environmental perspective, the Allawuna Farm site is an ideal location for a putrescible
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landfill.”

ALKINA HOLDINGS is relying on the same interpretation. It is false logic. Whether SITA’s or
ALKINA’S claim, such a conclusion is a step too far in logic. It does not follow that because
something is “‘not assessed’ as the potential environmental impact ....is not so significant as to
warrant the EPA’s assessment” equates to “it is ideal”. The true algebra is (where ≠ means ‘is not
equal’):

potential environmental impact not so significant  ≠ potential environment makes the site ideal

ONCE AGAIN WE ARE BACK TO THE PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE.

NEAREST PUBLIC DRINKING WATER SOURCE AREA  (2014 Works Application point 4.5) Claims
To quote:

“The nearest Public Drinking Water Source Area .. is the Mundaring Weir catchment, the boundary of
which is located 1,000m west of the proposed landfill development.”

This applies to the 2007 Protected Catchment Area, but does not apply to the real area which impacts it
via runoff, close to surface seepage, and groundwater — particularly if a major storm and flood, or a
major Windstorm causes overflows of the intended dams, or piercing of the protective layers by flying
debris or debris or materials dislodged by flood, or some other unexptected cataclysmic event.
Again to quote:

“Comprehensive site hydrogeological investigations have found no evidence of connection between
the proposed landfill design and location and the Mundaring Weir PDWSA.”

This does not entirely make sense, because the whole landscape and hydrogeology is interconnected, and
anything cataclysmic is bound to have ripple effects to the whole.
Despite SITA’s claim (Supplementary Report for the Shire of York p3) that Golder Associates’ 

“Geotechnical investigations of the Landfill footprint and areas adjacent to the Landfill footprint confirm
previous advice from the Department of Water that there is no paleochannel within the vicinity of the
Landfill”: 

the data cannot, according to Golder’s own disclaimer (see my page 2 above) be assumed to be reliable
now or in the future. Importantly, it appears that there are paleochannels in the vicinity, some covered
and some open as soaks, and that these run into the Helena River System which in turn joins into the
officially protected Mundaring Water Catchment Area. So pollution that finds its way into these
paleochannels will eventually find its way into the drinking water catchment. The worse the accident or
catastrophe that occurs to affect the system, and the more frequently these things occur (as they are
indeed doing) the greater the risk through the Landfill operation would be.
http://archive.agric.wa.gov.au/objtwr/imported_assets/content/lwe/land/bn_landscapes_soils_northam.pdf
This study informs us (in the section on the Darling Range south west of York, which refers to the area
of Talbot Brook Road etc...) describes and illustrates waterlogging that goes with paleochannels as often 
occurring in winter, and wet drainage lines.The
illustrations show the same kind of soil (basically
greyish) that can be seen in a dam hump as one
looks out to the left when passing Allawuna Farm,
just before the National Park and Water Catchment
Area notices. 
This is one of the illustrations from that section of
the article:

Another aspect of the “Drinking Water Source” issue is the fact that homes in the area are not linked up
with mains water, and have to collect water from their roofs in tanks. In the scenario that we have a
major summer windstorm such as is described and illustrated in 3. below, the leachate (with all its toxic
substances) which has dried up in summer could blow onto the roofs (as dusts and pollens do even in the
lesser yet still violent summer winds in York) and could find its way into the residents’ water tanks and
hence drinking water.
Paleochannels or not, page 11 of http://www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-work/consultation/
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allawuna/Appendix_D_-_147645033-008-R-Rev0.pdf, for instance, includes these comments:

— SO ONE WAY OR ANOTHER, THERE IS ADEQUATE OPPORTUNITY FOR LEACHING OF
UNDESIRABLE SUBSTANCES INTO WATERCOURSES — roots, fissures in rocks, etc...

=============================
IT WOULD BE IRRESPONSIBLE TO SAY THAT NO DISASTERS COULD OCCUR THAT WOULD INTERACT WITH THE
PROPOSED LANDFILL TO BECOME A MAJOR CATASTROPHE. WE MUST NEVER SAY “IT COULD NEVER HAPPEN
HERE”, in the light of natural events which have happened here in the past.

HISTORIC NATURAL DISASTERS I know of IN YORK OTHER THAN EARTHQUAKE, and
which (if similar occurs again) could affect the Project Area and interact with it to create a major
catastrophe
1. SEVERE STORM THAT SWATHED THROUGH THE AREA WEST OF YORK NEAR OR IN THE ST.

RONAN’S AREA AND WHERE SOME OF THE RIVERS IN THE VICINITY RUN, CAUSING FLOODING AND
SERIOUS DAMAGE 

On 29 October 2008, without warning, there was a sudden storm, with about 100ml of rain falling in
about 20 minutes. It was localised in an arc or path to the South West of York, in the general vicinity of
St Ronan’s, passing up throught the Wambyn/Mokine area to the South West of Northam. It “washed
away everything in its path” as one of the people living in the area described it. Roads had to be closed,
and even several days later when I was able to pass through there was clear evidence of erosion beside
the Great Southern Highway, fallen branches and uprooted trees. 
On the night it occurred, the flash flooding washed away the stone and concrete foundations of bridges,
undermining and breaking up road, and scattering debris. Four intersecting roads were impassable for
some time. These 4 photos were taken on Mokine Road.
This rain event differed markedly from what the Eastern side of York got; the Eastern side only got
11.5mm.
http://www.watoday.com.au/wa-news/storms-wash-out-york-
bridges-20081029-5b2d.html

http://www.watoday.com.au/photogallery/wa-news/flood-
damage-at-york-20081029-5b2h.html
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A storm of that suddenness, magnitude and ferocity in the area of Allawuna Farm could well cause
undesirable leachate into the water catchment rivers and subsoil........

2. 27th JANUARY 2009 SEVERE STORM AND FLASH FLOODING IN YORK AND QUAIRADING

http://www.bom.gov.au/cyclone/history/wa/2009.shtml
Tropical Cyclone Dominic, 22 - 27 January 2009
A low moved off the Kimberley coast during 24 January. This system moved steadily west and intensified into
Tropical Cyclone Dominic by 0900 WDT 26 January. Dominic turned southwest and reached category 2
intensity before crossing the west Pilbara coast near Onslow at 0600 WDT 27 January. Wind gusts to 133 km/h
(72 knots) were recorded at Onslow Airport and there was some minor structural damage and power lines
brought down. Dominic weakened quickly over land although the remains of the system caused heavy rainfall
and flooding in many parts of southern Western Australia. The Gascoyne River inundated many parts of
Carnarvon. A train was derailed east of Kalgoorlie on 30 January apparently because of flowing water. Flash
flooding was also reported in the wheatbelt including York and Quairading.

Just east of Mount Bakewell in York, a friend measured the rainfall as 57mm on 27th January 2009.

3. 6TH JANUARY 2013 SEVERE RAINFALL EVENT IN THE AREA

I am informed by a resident of that area
that on January 6th 2013, coming from the
North West in a band about 5km wide
40mm of rain fell there in a half hour. It
affected properties in the vicinity of
Allawuna Farm.
Some landowners there have photos of the
event. The photo here, taken by Jenni
McColl on that day, represents some of the
flash flooding at 13 Mile Brook.

I am also informed that the leachate ponds are located uphill from the landfill site, and that leachate will
therefore be being pumped uphill from the landfill site to the evaporation dams. Obviously, if there are
heavy rains or storms like those of 6/1/13 and 29/10/08, then leachate will will flow back downhill and
contaminate whatever is below it, including 13 Mile Brook, the landfill pit and around it, etc... This will:

(a)  require a massive cleanup and decontamination;
(b) potentially damage the surface water which feeds the catchment via one route or another, not

to mention other watercourses in the area. Apparently the soil is a of a porous, gravely type
and will absorb liquid rapidly.  

(c) the barely porous clay at the bottom will not release the added water, and pumping out massive
amounts of water would be an enormous challenge. The pit could fill and a mix of water and rubbish
would overflow.
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4. 29 JANUARY 2011 UNFORESEEN SUDDEN MASSIVE DUSTSTORM WITH THE FEROCITY OF A
TORNADO HIT YORK -NORTHAM REGION

This duststorm travelled in a very short space of time, arising from erosion in Dalwallinu, with dusts
travelling and accumulating and depositing their contents from Dalwallinu to Northam and York — a
distance of about 203.7 km (Department of Agriculture and Food,Wind Erosion Roadside Survey
Report No. 2 May 2011 http://archive.agric.wa.gov.au/objtwr/imported_assets/content/lwe/land/erosion/
rss2.pdf  — see the top right hand 2 pictures and captions below).
The winds in this storm were sufficient to structurally damage approx. 30 houses in York alone, several
losing their roofs. Numerous fences and trees fell, including giant branches. Roofing, fences and all
sorts of objects were blown into other people’s properties.
If such a storm occurred again, including over the area of the proposed Landfill and surrounds, a serious
accident could occur to any aspect of the Landfill via flying debris. Further, the storm arrived so
suddenly that there was no forewarning to anyone not outside and looking in the right direction. Even
then there was only a short space of time. For people out in it, it became impossible to see ahead of
oneself. On impact it whirled around in all directions, so that even shut indoors one felt that it was
battering from all sides. 
If such a storm occurs around Allawuna, any rubbish in the process of being unloaded, or not yet
covered, would be blown wherever the wind sent it, as would the material intended to cover it, thereby
polluting the land around for some distance, and the next time rain fell it would enter the water system
by absorption or by runoff. Hence, it would blow unhealthy chemical and biochemical elements
(including asbestos dust if present):
• into houses and airconditioners;
• into the streams ground surface and drinking water catchment;
• onto normally productive farmland;
• onto normally healthy national park and its ecosystems, and ditto for the gazetted nature reserve

nearby.
http://www.redbubble.com/explore/
2011+29+jan+storm+york

http://archive.agric.wa.gov.au/objtwr/
imported_assets/content/lwe/land/erosion/
rss2.pdf

http://archive.agric.wa.gov.au/objtwr/imported_assets/
content/lwe/land/erosion/rss2.pdf
The summer period between the pre-harvest survey
(Oct/Nov 2010) and the pre-seeding (April/May
2011) was marked by strong localised storms
causing wind and water erosion in some areas, and
other areas remaining hot and dry. Prefrontal winds
produced dust clouds in parts of the wheatbelt
(Dalwallinu on several occasions, Northam and
York), indicating that some ground was vulnerable
to wind erosion. 
Right side Caption: 
Wind debris on the fenceline of a paddock in the York district after
the storms in Jan 2011, the result of high winds and detachment by
stock. 
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http://www.abc.net.au/news/photos/
2011/02/01/3126605.htm?site=perth

Right and below left:

Source (this and above Right): http://www.abc.net.au/news/
video/2011/01/30/3125231.htm?site=perth

http://www.abc.net.au/local/audio/
2011/01/31/3126152.htm?site=perth

ditto above Right

Caption: Anyone seen a shed? (Shed had flown)
Source: http://www.abc.net.au/local/photos/

2011/01/31/3126094.htm?site=perth

POLLUTION FROM TRUCK EXHAUST ON THE HIGHWAY AND ON THE PROPERTY
Ref: blumberg-lab.bio.uci.edu/past%20teaching/bio2B.../airpollution.ppt 
A conference on "Air Pollution: Impacts on Body Organs and Systems" was held in Washington D.C. by the
National Association of Physicians for the Environment on November 18, 1994. 
Air pollution can enter the human bloodstream through the nose, mouth, skin, and the digestive tract. 
Include harmful chemicals such as benzene, lead, carbon monoxide, volatile nitrites, pesticides and herbicides. 
Pathogens in car exhaust include: (above article plus http://www.dieselnet.com/tech/env_top.php)
1.-Carbon Monoxide (danger to humans and animals)
2.-Nitrogen Dioxide (produces nitric acid & ozone; contributes to acid rain; a respiratory irritant) 
3.-Sulphur Dioxide (produces sulphuric acid; contributes to acid rain; a respiratory irritant)
4.-Particles such as PM-10 — Particulate Matter (into the lungs; a mix of solids, organics, and sulfates) which is 

still a relative ‘unknown quantity’ regarding its effects, but considered a major health concern.)
5.-Benzene (see below)
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6.-Formaldehyde (ozone precurser and carcinogenic)
7.-Polycyclic hydrocarbons (see below)
8.-Carbon Dioxide (global warming)
and a range of other harmful more complex versions of some of the above, as well as 

It stands to reason that the more heavy vehicles there are on the road, the more pollution will occur
from these sources.
5.- Some information on Benzene:
•  Benzene has been found in 337 of 1177 National Priorities List hazardous waste sites [in the US]. 
•  used as materials to produce industrial products and pesticides 
• environmental sources of benzene: found in gasoline, ...vehicle exhaust fumes, underground storage that

leaks, wastewater from industries that use benzene, chemical spills, groundwater next to landfills containing
benzene, and food products that contain benzene naturally. 

7. Some information on Polycyclic hydrocarbons:
•  PAHs are a group of chemicals formed during the incomplete burning of coal, oil and gas, garbage, or other 

organic substances. 
•  used in medicines, and to make dyes, plastics, and pesticides 
•  found in the air, water and soil 
•  occur in air attached to dust particles, or in soil or sediment as solids 
•  PAHs attached to dust and other particles in the air originate from vehicle exhausts, asphalt roads, coal, 

coal tar, wildfires, agricultural burning and hazardous waste sites. 
•  can be ... in soil near where coal, wood, gasoline have been burned, or from soil near waste sites such as former

manufactured gas sites and wood-preserving facilities.
• enter the body through the lungs 

Solution
Air pollution prevention is the best solution for immediate reduction of harmful effects of environmental toxins. 
Public support is necessary to reduce environmental air pollution. 
Governments can encourage the reduction of vehicular use ....with a variety of transportation options.

One suggestion in the case of this project is The Avon Proposition (http://wawaste.com.au/
proposition.html). This includes:

a single landfill site to cater for all metropolitan waste that needs to go to landfill, subject to the 
following conditions:
      1. The site should be in a low rainfall area. [Western York is “Wet Mediterranean Climate”]
      2. It should be away from a population centre.
      3. It should be on land already cleared.
      4. Choice of a site must take into account local seismic activity.
      5. The site should be large enough to provide sufficient waste disposal facilities for the next three 

        generations.
      6. All organic waste should be processed and used as a soil improver.
      7. Metropolitan waste should be transported to the site exclusively by rail.”
This does not, however, deal with the likely effects of spread of organisms and dust pollutents in the 
case of very major storms or duststorms.  

DUST, PATHOGENS AND OTHER POLLUTANT TRANSFER POSSIBLE WITH MOVEMENT
• of soil when it is being removed to dig the pit
• from any accidental spill of rubbish when loading it into the pit
• if blown by heavy wind when transfer is occurring (as with the 29 Jan 2011 windstorm, it might creep

up enexpected)
• if washed into the surrounding surface ground, waterway, leachate evaporation dams, or stormwater

dam.
• of dust at any stage: tipping, construction of cells, from excavation material stockpiles, etc..
• of dust due to truck movements on any unsealed road at the site.

- 23 -  Liz Christmas



These and other such things are acknowledged by SITA (e.g.11.2 http://wawaste.com.au/docs/
140106b%20AD%20Volume%201%20Allawuna.pdf ), and they suggest how they will deal with it, but
even when they say:

“If dust inspections indicate that dust is being generated from the site, and is crossing the
Site bondary, then additional dust management techniques may be adopted such as
mulching, hydro seeding, chemical crusting agents or additional use of water trucks or
sprays”

That is not foolproof; mulch, chemical crusting agents, sprayed water inmixed with the dust or chemicals
or mulch dust, can still blow around, even across Site boundary, towards the landowners’ or neighbour’s
homes, the treed areas, the National Park, etc.... especially in the case of a major windstorm.

RISKS FROM FIRE
Fire could occur in the Landfill, due to industrial accident or bushfire or fire started by lightning. Fires are often
started by lightning in York’s rural area. Even though they are often put out quickly, such a fire could still impact
on the Landfill — even more do if i set off ‘after hours’.
On page 74 of the original SITA document, they acknowledge that flammable materials will be onsite, and state:

“Fire can also originate from the surrounding bushland and farming areas, particularly during dry and hot 
weather conditions either naturally or due to deliberate lighting.”

They believe they have put in place adequate management strategies. However: 
1. this site is with in close contact of bushland, 
2. in one of the hottest areas out of Perth in Summer (e.g. Jan-Feb 2013 there were about 10 days of over 40° 

temperatures, with nights barely cooling; 
3.  where very strong winds occur even in Summer (not to mention the extreme example we had on 29 Jan 2011

with the wind/dust storm), and:
4. lightning frequently starts fires, even on farms (common knowledge around here),

seems to suggest that this area could be volatile for fire-weather, and mitigate against easy extinguishment.
Then also:
5. there always being the possibility of an industrial accident causing fire (an employee could light a cigarette 

inappropriately, or fail to follow safety guidelines, for instance),
6. the relevant department might start a hazard reduction fire which gets out of control and drops embers on 

the landfill.
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bushfires_in_Australia (quoting a range of Research Documents)

“Australia's climate has been trending toward more bushfire weather over the last 30 years.
In 2007, a study by the CSIRO ... found evidence that climate change will lead to increases in very
high and extreme fire danger rating days and earlier onset of the fire season. Other studies
investigating the historical record identify significant changes in Australia's bushfire season as a
result of human activity.

The article charts “some of the most severe” Bushfires in all States from 1851 to 2014. The earliest and
most frequent were and are in Victoria, and 1851 to 1961 (110 years) none of them in WA. However,
there is an increase in the number/frequency in WA, over time.
The locus of proneness to bushfire seems to have shifted to include Western Australia more
frequently.
These are the large WA fires in Perth Hills and Avon Valley areas referred to in the article: 
1961, Jan-March, [Dwellingup etc.., ] Darling Scarp & Mundaring); CAUSE: hot NE winds & high

temperatures following Pilbara cyclones. 
1997, [3-]8 Jan, 10,5000 hectares burnt out in Wooroloo, 16 homes destroyed; [also damage to

Wooroloo Prison Farm —http://www.ga.gov.au/webtemp/image_cache/GA6524.pdfCAUSE: ?
2009, 29 Dec, Toodyay, 3,000+ hectares, 38 homes destroyed; CAUSE: heat >45°; power line fault may

or may not have been involved (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2009–10_Australian_bushfire_season)
2011, 6-8 Feb, Roleystone-Kelmscott, (72 homes destroyed, 32 damaged, Buckingham Bridge on Brookton

Highway collapsed and closed for 3 weeks whilst a temporary bridge was constructed and opened a month
after the fires); CAUSE: High temperatures, sparks from angle grinder use igniting grass, as per
news coverage.
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2014, 12 Jan, Parkerville, 386 ha, 1 dead, 56 homes lost. CAUSE: temperatures >40°, and fallen power
line on one property, according to news at the time. 

Other close to York
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2010–11_Australian_bushfire_season
2011, 5 Feb, Swan Valley, (CAUSE: tree falling on electrical transmission tower)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2011–12_Australian_bushfire_season
2012, January, Wooroloo and Chittering and 6 Feb. Chittering Estate, also small one in Toodyay (http:/

/www.perthnow.com.au/news/western-australia/homes-destroyed-as-fires-rage-down-south/story-
e6frg13u-1226256900590)

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2013–14_Australian_bushfire_season
2013, 14 Dec, Toodyay, > 50 hectares; CAUSE: powerlines?
The severity and frequency have been increasing.
http://www.ga.gov.au/webtemp/image_cache/GA6524.pdf
2005, 15 Jan: Largest bushfire in Perth Hills in 40 years. The fire was believed deliberately lit and burnt 27,000 ha of state

forest, national park and bushland in Mundaring, Pickering Brook,
Karagullen and Barton’s Mill.

2015, 10 May overnight: A fire was started at the York Waste Transfer Station, on Spencer’s Brook 
Road. This was reported by York Police as follows:
From: York.Police.Station@police.wa.gov.au
Subject: Fire at Rubbish Tip - York
Date: 11 May 2015 1:21:44 PM
Overnight [Sunday] someone has lit fire to one of the mulch piles at the York Rubbish Tip.
The fire is still burning this afternoon.
Some residents of York may experience smoke from the fire this afternoon. Fire Fighters and the Shire of York
are at the scene attempting to reduce the smoke level.”

Later the police wrote: 
“DFES Officers spent most all of Monday containing the fire from spreading to other piles. Heavy smoke fell
across parts of the town throughout the day.”

This was not a major fire by many standards, and there was no toxic
waste involved, but it was started at night and burnt overnight, and was
still burning the next afternoon. The smoke in itself would be a health
hazard to people with asthma or other lung diseases, and an irritant to
animals as well. If this had involved toxic waste of any kind, it could
have been far more dangerous to health. Imagine if it had been at a
large SITA facility.
The transfer station in question is managed by Avon Waste, and it
is Avon Waste to whom SITA have offered the contract of
managing the Proposed Allawuna Landfill. Photo: York Police e-mail to citizens

Clearly Avon Waste had not been guarding the site against someone starting a fire, and neither did
they have a good enough system in place to stop the fire quickly once started.
So if, despite all SITA’s efforts and engineering technology, a moderate of catastrophic fire occurred,
starting in the landfill (e.g. through explosion, which SITA documentation indicates is potentially
possible http://wawaste.com.au/docs/Appendix%20G%20-%20EPG%20&%20Contingen.pdf) or spread
to it through an external source, such that they were ubable to bring to an end quickly, what would be
the likely impacts on the water, land and air in the environment of the area?

http://www.waste-management-world.com/articles/print/volume-11/issue-4/Features/understanding-
landfill-fires.html 

“A serious landfill fire results in the downgrading of a ‘controlled’ landfill to ‘uncontrolled’ status, or in
practical terms the waste mass becomes inadvertently reconnected to the environment. All the costs and effort
of engineering a perfect containment system are wasted if fugitive emissions, often including dioxin and
untreated leachate, are released through a perforated cap or liner.
Landfill fires occur frequently. In the USA there are around 8300 fires a year (US Fire Administration, 2001)
and in the United Kingdom around 280 to 300 a year.
Landfill fires vary in scale from minor outbreaks on the surface, to massive tyre conflagrations with the
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potential to cause environmental incidents exceeding for instance, the impact of the Exxon Valdez oil spill in
1989. In human terms, the uncontrolled atmospheric emissions arising from these fires, which often continue
for years, are potentially lethal with well-proven acute and chronic health impacts.
Recent landfills are very largely comprised of combustibles such as plastic and textiles, which maintain their
fuel value into virtual perpetuity.
How do landfill fires start?
For surface fires the reasons are obvious – a heat source of some type has contacted the surface,
for instance deposits of hot wastes, lightning, or arson. For deep-seated fires (below 4.5 metres) the
initiation mechanisms are quite different. Accidentally initiated fires normally start for one of three
reasons:
• Spontaneous Combustion: where a buried heat source, resulting from biological decomposition
or chemical oxidation, produces a rise in temperature if the waste mass cannot dissipate the heat
faster than it is being produced – a process known as ‘thermal runaway’.........
• Spontaneous landfill combustion has been traced to a batch of mercury cell batteries which short-
circuited during the final settlement of a landfill, and to cotton rags soaked in aluminum paint.
Combustion accelerants can also help to make the party go with a zing, the dregs of distilled
alcoholic drinks bottles are an example....
• Legacy Heat: the inadvertent burial of a heat source.....
• Piloted Ignition: from a point heat source, happens when ignited waste is buried in the landfill.

The previous applicant SITA’s documentation http://wawaste.com.au/docs/Appendix%20G%20-
%20EPG%20&%20Contingen.pdf acknowleges that there could be smouldering waste taken to the site
(p.17 of the original Appalication). Returning to the above article:

“Deep-seated landfill fires do not ‘burn’ in the accepted sense. These fires are a form of combustion, known as
pyrolysis, where the thermal reaction takes place in an oxygen-starved environment. The combusting material
is consumed very slowly and at low temperature. As the waste is heated it begins to devolatalize ......
The volatiles are either incompletely combusted into other species for example carbon monoxide, dioxin from
PVC, hydrogen sulfide from gypsum drywall board, or re-deposited on the surface of cold wastes lying in
front of the advancing temperature front. Once devolatalization is complete the remaining fuel, in the form of
fixed carbon (visualize this as the charred wick on a candle after it is blown out) can remain hot, under starved
oxygen conditions, for years.
Atmospheric emissions
Atmospheric emissions from landfill fires are often dismissed as a nuisance. The following are two examples
of just how serious the ‘nuisance’ is:
•  Dioxin emissions:..........
• Gases and Vapors: landfill fires emit a toxic cocktail of ‘Most Wanted’ fugitive gases including
formaldehyde, hydrogen cyanide, hydrogen sulfide, nitrogen oxides and many others (OEPA, 2006). Visible
smoke might not be visible since compacted waste acts as a good particulate filter, but fugitive gases are able
to percolate towards the surface. Emitted smoke is a hazard ........ A particular problem with smoke, which is
largely unburned carbon, is particles that have become activated, in the form of an adsorbent, with a huge
appetite for mopping-up ‘most wanted’ contaminants. Very small particles, known as Sub PM2.5s (smaller
than 2.5 millionths of a meter in diameter) are capable of remaining airborne for days, and together with
adsorbed contaminants will pass directly into the bloodstream once inhaled.
• Groundwater emissions: This is an interesting issue. An uncontrolled release of leachate can occur, even
to an otherwise dry site, if groundwater is admitted through a perforated basal liner. Manufacturers of HDPE /
LLDPE liners recommend an upper temperature limit of between 60°C and 71°C. Exceeding these
temperatures, for even a short time, causes a depletion in the membrane antioxidants and a spectacular loss of
service life. At 10°C the service life of a liner might be 375 years; at 60°C the service life will have decreased
to around 20 years.”

This being the case, SITA’s plan to use HDPE geomembrane (http://wawaste.com.au/docs/
Appendix%20F%20-%20Construction%20Sp.pdf  page 36, section 14) is subject to this risk.
I think this establishes the case regarding both 
(a) external source fire risk and 
(b) internal source fire/combustion risk and 
(c) the unwanted side-effects that are seriously dangerous to the environment.
But there is also this from the same paper:

“.... you might say, ‘thank goodness for our clay/Bentonite (CLPS) secondary membrane protection layer’
- but the effects of heat dessication on clays is even more spectacular and results in the formation of very

- 26 -  Liz Christmas



large fissures which can be visualized as sort of ‘self-excavating’ leachate drains.
Geotechnical engineers will tell you that a perforated basal containment system cannot be repaired at any
reasonable cost.”

So, in case of e.g. internal combustion in the Landfill, EVEN WITH BOTH THE MEMBRANE AND
THE CLAY LINER, LEACHATE CAN ESCAPE INTO THE GROUND and so potentially POLLUTE THE
UNDERGROUND WATER CHANNELS (THE PALEOCHANNELS) that eventually find their way into the
Drinking Water Catchment.
The above article was written by Patrick Foss-Smith who is a a British environmental consulting
engineer specializing in landfill and underground fires.)

NOISE POLLUTION
While the Noise Levels during both Construction and Operation were measured http://wawaste.com.au/
docs/Appendix%20M%20-%20Noise%20Investiga.pdf (page 14) as falling within ghe EPNR 1997
criteria, I believe that for the people living at 3462 Great Southern Highway, St. Ronan’s, the fact that it
will be ongoing is a danger. 
The EPA’s GUIDELINES FOR THE USE OF THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION (NOISE) POLICY
2007 http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/xstd_files/Noise/Guideline/guidelines_noise_epp.pdf acknowleges (p1)
that there is a range of factors that influence how a person responds to the noise, including: 

loudness; duration; predictability; certain characteristics, such as a tone (ringing or humming),
impulse (‘bangs’ or impacts), a modulation (where the noise level changes in its loudness, tone or
character) or low frequency (base noise which has the ability to travel and penetrate or bend around
structures) noise; time of day; activities of the person affected; relationship between the person
affected and the noise; familiarity with the noise and its purpose; area in which the person is affected
and the noise is located, and how loud or quiet that area is expected to be; history of the area in
which the person is affected and the noise is located; .......
[and so] the Noise Policy balances the interests of those whose legitimate activities cause noise, and
the rights of those who are exposed to and potentially affected by the noise.”

They express the need (p.5) to  
“balance social, economic and environmental considerations in the management of noise issues [by]
ensuring that protection from excess noise is in accordance with World Health Organization
guidelines

They offer guidance (p. 13-14) on the factors that may be relevant in subjectively deciding whether a noise is
unreasonable in the circumstances: e.g. 

• Is the noise loud either in an absolute sense, or relative to other noise that might be present or 
expected in the area? 

• Is the activity of a duration, volume or characteristic that is significantly different to that 
expected or typical in the area? 

• Could a reasonable person tolerate the noise given the time of day and the duration of the 
emission and/or the fact it is not typical of activities conducted in the area? 

“Not all of the factors need to be present for an opinion to be formed that the noise is causing an 
unreasonable interference. Ultimately, the level, nature and/or extent of a noise are important 
criteria” 

I believe these are serious questions when considering the Landfill Construction and Operation in the
vicinity of not only the farm operated by the owners of the land on which it is proposed to set up the
works, but also the farm nearest to it, and possibly at least the one nearest to it across the road (when the
wind is blowing a certain way, at least). I would expect The Construction Phase to be the worst from the
noise point of view, with varying levels, some sounds of longer duration than others, etc..... Sudden
noises and whining noises could be the most irritating; that does not mean that the Operational Phase
would not have health/environmental implications, though.

The World Health Organisation has been studying Community/Environmnetal Noise since 1980 http:/
/whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/1999/a68672.pdf page v, Community/Environmental noise including (p.vii) 

“noise from road, rail and air traffic, industries, construction and public work, and the neighbourhood.”
Adverse Health Effects they refer to include: 
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• Cardiovascular and Physiological Effects (pp. 29-30)
“The overall conclusion ... cardiovasclar effects are associated with lon-term exposure to 
LAeq,24h values in the range of 65-70dB or more, for both air- and road-traffic noise”

• Mental Health Effects (pp. 30-31)
“Environmental Noise is not believed to be a direct cause of mental illness, but it is assumed that 

it accelerates and intensifies the development of latentmentl disorder. Studies ... cover a 
variety of symptoms including anxiety; emotional stress; nervous complaints; nausea; 
headaches.....increase in social conflicts, as well as general psychiatric disorders .....
Despite the weaknesses of the various studies, the possibility that community noise has
adverse effects on mental health is suggested by studies on the use of medical drugs, such as
tranquilizers and sleeping pills, on psychiatric symptoms and on mental hospital admission
rates.”

• Effects on Performance;
• Effects on Behaviour and Annoyance;
• Effects of Combined Noise Sources....... Etc....

The Precautionary Principle is invoked by the WHO, ibid. page 48, thus:
“In all cases, noise should be reduced to the lowest achieveable in a particular
situation. Where there is reasonable possibility that public health will be damages,
action should be taken to protect public health without awaiting full scientific proof.”

The Landfill’s proponents have given the noise levels for the varying aspects of the transport,
construction and operation aspects of the Project. However:
1. their figures do not take into full consideration the possible effects of ongoing noise phases. 
2. They focus on higher-range noise figures which may not have long-term effects if not long-term in

themselves; but
3. They have not paid adequate heed to the long-term effects of lower-decibal long-term noise which

may well reach the neighbour farmers, and will certainly reach the owners of Allawuna Farm unless
they sell up and move out.

As a retired Psychologist, with a Master’s Degree in Psychology, the potential for serious effects of noise
on the nearest neighbours (whoever lives there now or later) concerns me greatly.

I have refrained from reference to effects on Fauna, however, noise does have impacts on their survival
and welbeing, too. (e.g. Annotated Bibliography; Impacts of Noise on Wildlife — National Park
Service — http://www.nature.nps.gov/sound/assets/docs/Wildlife_AnnotatedBiblio_Aug2011.pdf and
Effects of Noise on Animals; Effects of Noise on Wildlife http://www.airandnoise.com/Animals.html )

I would say the same for vibrations, for both humans and animals.

ODOUR EMISSIONS — THE ASPECT SITA ADMITS TO MOST UNCERTAINTY ABOUT  in APPN 1
http://wawaste.com.au/docs/Appendix%20L%20-%20Odour%20Investiga.pdf
• If odorous loads are received, these are buried amongst existing waste as soon as possible.
• Waste will be covered at the end of every day to a minimum cover thickness of 225 mm
• Covering will be sand, earth, etc... (well, now it will be earth from the Borrow Pits, at least; not much 
has been said about this, though)
In my view, if contaminated coverings are scraped off as suggested would happen under certain
circumstances, they can spread contamination, but moving on...
4.3 ODOUR SOURCES (Original Application p.9)
The key odour-emitting sources are considered to be:
• the working tip face; and
• the leachate dam, used primarily for the collection of sub-surface leachate from the working area.
The stormwater dam used for the collection of stormwater runoff from outside the working area, was considered
to be a negligible odour source based on observations of the equivalent facilities at the Henderson Landfill in
Perth.
From http://www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-work/consultation/allawuna/147645033-013-R-
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Rev0_WAA_Supporting_Document.pdf we read: 

Now this is modelling, and the real test is the reality if and when the Landfill ever eventuates. As I have
insisted before, we only need carelessness, accident, extraordinary weather or seismic activity, and the
outcome could be far from what modeling has suggested under ‘average’ circumstances, and:
(Application 1, p.17; 8.2) 

• management practices deteriorating from those assumed; and
• poor integrity of the landfill gas capture system to be installed.

NOISE ASSESSMENT
From http://www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-work/consultation/allawuna/Appendix_I2_-
_Noise_Assessment_Report.pdf we read:

However, it should be remembered that this assumes for ‘nearest noise sensitive receivers’ that they are 
human. It fails to take into consideration the potential effects of noise level and duration and 
frequency of occasions (at least 5 days p.w. for 20 years) of noise on the native and farm fauna of the 
vicinity. The result of ongoing noise can be ‘moving on’, death, lack of procuctivity etc...of fauna, due to
blocking of their signals between each other made for mating or survival purposes.
Likewise, potential effects of the vibrations from the machinery.
RISKS THROUGH FAILURES IN SOLID & LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT
Cover material http://wawaste.com.au/docs/Appendix%20L%20-%20Odour%20Investiga.pdf
(page 8 of Application 1, and page 17, 3.8  of the Supplememtary document provided to the Shire)

Cover material
• The cover material will typically be sand, soil or biodegradable sheeting. 
NOW it will be earth from the Borrow Pits, at least; not much has been said about this,
though; and nothing has been said in the Supplementary Report as to whether that is
all that will be used, or whether it will be supplemented by sand or biodegradable
sheeting. It appears that the borrow pit material will be supplementing the previously
suggested substances, as it says:
“Earthwork modelling based on the revised, higher Landfill floor level has identified an imbalance in material
required for construction, daily cover and capping, necessitating the recovery of additional materials from
elsewhere within Allawuna Farm. It is projected that the additional materials will be required from
Year 10 onwards.”
In Application 1 they went on:
• The choice of material used as daily cover will be an important management consideration at the
landfill as it could potentially limit gas and leachate movement, thereby stratifying the waste.
• At least two weeks cover material will be available at the waste facility under all weather
conditions. This material can either be obtained on-site, or alternatively delivered to the site.
Cover stockpile
• A cover stockpile will be maintained adjacent to the tip face at all times.
• There will be enough cover material in the stockpile to cover waste in accordance with the above

(page 9 App1)
“The daily cover may be scraped back before additional waste is placed on top and if this occurs,
the daily cover will then be stored for reuse.”

In my view, there are risks in wind/dust storm, flooding rains, and simply moving materials, as well as the 
suggested ‘scraping off of materials’ leading to contamination of the environment.
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It is also confusing as to whether the Borrow Pits are to be incorporated right from the start or only after 
10 years.
CHEMICAL STORAGE
This speaks for itself as a risk in the case of a Seismic disaster or a fire or explosion, or if a wind/dust
storm of major force causes some object to fly into the storage area.

************************************************************************
SOLUTION

1. ABANDON THE PLAN TO BUILD A WASTE STATION HERE

2. RECYCLE EVERYTHING THAT CAN BE RECYCLED

SITA says (p. 5 of their original Booklet) they already have composting facilities, resource recovery
facilities and materials recycling facilities. Instead of this proposed facility, they should build more of
those facilities in Industrial Areas of Perth and the Coastal Plane, and manufacture new and useful
things from whatever can be recycled that way.

As to whether it is feasible or not, I do not know, but an innovative idea was proposed for offshore
composting hubs off New York City. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/03/05/nyc-compost-island-
trash_n_4897022.html). Maybe SITA could consider such an innovation for compostable material, at
least. 

This will lead to new avenues to employ people.
3. IF A LANDFILL SITE MUST BE BUILT, BUILD IT IN AN AREA:

•  Already totally devastated by drought and salinity that cannot be productive farm land;

•  Further away from town or farming;

•  Further away from National Parks, Water Catchment and Gazetted Nature Reserves;

• In an area where earthquakes have not been known to occur (and where no faults can be found) at least
within 500 km radius;

• Where it can be transported by rail. (The company could consider building a rail line or maintaining a
3-Tier rail line if one exists  that goes to such a vicinity.)

4. THE PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE SHOULD BE APPLIED: Roughly translated as “where there
is any doubt at all, First Do No Harm to humans or the environment”. If the action would cause harm
to human life or health, is seriously and effectively irreversible, or is inequitable to present or future
generations, or is imposed without adequate consideration of the human rights of those affected, then
it should be avoided. The onus to Do No Harm is on the Proponent of the Project. (Rio Conference
1992, for instance), and whatever is done should be done with a reasonable margin of safety.

As stated by Sagar V Krupa, Professor of the Department of Plant Pathology, University of Minnesota,
in Air Pollution, Global Climate Change and Agriculture........EnviroNews Vol. 6 No. 1 — Millenium
Issue — January 2000:

“Prevention is better than cure — the post-mortem problem is harder and much more economically
draining to fix.”

-------------------

THE RISK ASSESSMENTS IN https://www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-work/licences-
and-works-approvals/Applications/W6077-2017-1ap1.pdf

While these appear benign, they involve subjective interpretations as per the hopes and expectations of
the Proponents. I would not want to take the risks. Further:
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BOWMAN & ASSOCIATES FLORA & FAUNA SURVEY:

While this appears to have been thorough, the Report admits to limitations, and even if in an area
certain Protected Species and rare species have dropped in numbers, and maybe even specially if they
have, then we should be avoiding any environmental impacts that will reduce their number and diversity
through man-made activity.

FINALLY: FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY IN 2016, as
provided by one of our local researchers:

• Environmental Protection Authority 2016, Statement of Environmental Principles, Factors and
Objectives, EPA, Western Australia should be adhered http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/
Policies_and_Guidance/
Statement%20of%20Environmental%20Principles%2C%20factors%20and%20objectives_Dec16_1.
pdf

Environmental principles Section 4A of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 establishes the
object and principles of the Act: 
The object of this Act is to protect the environment of the State, having regard to the following
principles:

1. The precautionary principle: Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack
of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent
environmental degradation. In the application of the precautionary principle, decision should be
guided by: a. careful evaluation to avoid, where practicable, serious or irreversible damage to the
environment; and b. an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of various options.
2. The principle of intergenerational equity: The present generation should ensure that the

health, diversity and productivity of the environment is maintained or enhanced for the benefit
of future generations. 
3. The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity:
Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity should be a fundamental
consideration. 
4. Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms: 
a. Environmental factors should be included in the valuation of assets and services. 
b. The polluter pays principle – those who generate pollution and waste should bear the cost of
containment, avoidance or abatement. 
c. The users of goods and services should pay prices based on the full life cycle costs of
providing goods and services, including the use of natural resources and assets and the ultimate
disposal of any wastes. d. Environmental goals, having been established, should be pursued in
the most cost effective way, by establishing incentive structures, including market mechanisms,
which enable those best placed to maximise benefits and/or minimise costs to develop their own
solutions and responses to environmental problems. 
5. The principle of waste minimisation: All reasonable and practicable measures should be
taken to minimise the generation of waste and its discharge into the environment.

SIGNED: Liz
Christmas

date: 14 January 2018
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SUBMISSION PART B: (YORK COMMUNITY SUBMISSION LETTER, very slightly 
modified: 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
APPLICATION TO EXTEND PLANNING APPROVAL – LOTS 4869, 5931, 9926 & 
26934  

GREAT SOUTHERN HWY, ST RONANS 

 

 Application for amendment – Development Approval DP/14/00039 by Mr Robert Henry 
Chester, the registered proprietor of Lots 4869, 5931, 9926 and 26932 Great Southern 
Highway, St Ronans, being the development approval for a landfill, or ‘Waste Disposal 
Facility’. AMI Enterprises Pty Ltd, which holds an option to purchase the Land from the 
Owner through an executed legal agreement and Alkina Holdings Pty Ltd, which is the 
wholly owned subsidiary of AMI Enterprises Pty Ltd, that will operate the development the 
subject of the Development Approval.  

 

I wish to comment on the above landfill application extension under regulation 17(1) of the 
Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011 (DAP 
Regulations), for amendment to Condition 9 of the Development Approval (Application). 

The Development Approval was granted by the State Administrative Tribunal on the 8th 
March 2016. Condition 9 of the Development Approval states: The development approved is 
to be substantially commenced within two years after the date of the approval, and the 
approval will lapse if the development is not substantially commenced before the expiration 
of that period. 

I wish to state my disapproval of the proposal and the extension of a planning approval for 
the following reasons:  

 • I do not agree to the Application amending Condition 9, by deleting: 
‘within two years after the date of the approval’; and extend the period for substantial 
commencement by inserting ‘by the 8th March 2020’. 

 • Alkina Holdings has had sufficient time to have their landfill proposal 
approved. 

 • Alkina Holdings plans to lease Allawuna from AMI Enterprises Pty 
Ltd for a period of approximately 20 years. Alkina Holdings is a small company with 
few shareholders and we question their financial position to have a multimillion dollar 
contingency plan when contamination occurs to the environment or businesses in the 
area.  

 • The landfill possesses risks to the environment. 

 • A landfill would contaminate the flora, fauna, reserves and National 
Parks, the land water and air surrounding the site. 



 • The landfill has the potential to impact ground and surface water and 
contaminate drinking water. 

 • The landfill proposal, if endorsed,  result in land contamination and 
degradation. 

 • There would be a loss and reduction of productive agricultural land. 

 • The bio-security of surrounding agricultural land would be affected. 

 • The proposal, if allowed to go ahead, would impact amenity, heritage 
and the lifestyle of York. 

 • There are no quantified benefits to the community that would result of 
the proposed venture being permitted to go ahead. 

 • The proposed landfill would result in an unacceptable risk to the 
community, road users and the environment. 

 • Great Southern Highway is not a safe an appropriate road on which to 
position a landfill. 

 • More appropriate and suitable sites are available for use as landfills. 

 • There is substantial community objection to the landfill, which has 
increased over the last 6 years. 

 • The proposed venture would put undue and unnecessary strain on local 
emergency and service volunteers.  

 • A landfill facility in such a place would not encourage tourism in the 
Shire of York. Many York community members and businesses rely on tourism. With 
the increase in traffic along Great Southern Highway tourism would seriously be 
affected in York, thus affecting the enjoyment and quality of the lives of community 
members.  

 • The proposal is not consistent with the principles of sustainable 
development. 

 • The proposal is not consistent with State and Regional Strategic Plans 
and Policies for use of rural land. 

 • There are sufficient landfills available to cater for metropolitan waste. 
The reduction of waste and the increase in recycling practices have increased the life 
of existing landfills. 

 • Landfill technology is outdated and there are better alternatives 
available. 

 • There is no precedent for a facility of this type in the locality, and the 
landfill is foreign to rural amenity. 

 • The landfill is incompatible with proposed future zoning of the 
immediate locality. 



 • The proposal is ad-hoc and is not considered proper and orderly 
planning. 

 • York is a Seismic activity hot spot, so there is great concern over 
lining damage within the landfill. Earthquakes can destroy liners. 

 • The precautionary principle and the principle of sustainable 
development are not being considered here, as a landfill would have a huge negative 
impact on our legacy for future generations. 

 

I do not accept the landfill proposal or the extension of time for the application and believe 
the Shire of York should reject the application to extend planning approval. 

Yours faithfully, 

SIGN (see my Submission Part A) 

NAME: Liz Christmas 

ADDRESS: PO BOX 643 (66 Suburban road), YORK 6302 

 

DATE 14 January 2018 

 

 



Talbot  Brook  Land  Management  Association Inc. 

 

Postal Address: 11 Fairlight Rise, Kallaroo  WA 6025                                       Phone  0407 420 591 

geoffwilliamsau@yahoo.com                                                        talbotbrooklma@blogspot.com  

10th January 2018 
 
The CEO         
Shire of York 
P O Box 22 
York  WA 6302 
records@york.wa.gov.au 
 
Dear Sir, 

APPLICATION TO EXTEND PLANNING APPROVAL – LOTS 4869, 5931, 9926 & 26934  
GREAT SOUTHERN HWY, ST RONANS 
 
In consultation with our members and the community, the Talbot Brook Landcare Management 
Association (TBLMA) wish to comment on the above landfill application extension under regulation 
17(1) of the Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011 (DAP 
Regulations), for amendment to Condition 9 of the Development Approval (Application). 

Concerning the Application for amendment – Development Approval DP/14/00039 by Mr Robert 
Henry Chester, the registered proprietor of Lots 4869, 5931, 9926 and 26932 Great Southern 
Highway, St Ronans, being the development approval for a landfill, or ‘Waste Disposal Facility’. AMI 
Enterprises Pty Ltd, which holds an option to purchase the Land from the Owner through an executed 
legal agreement and Alkina Holdings Pty Ltd, which is the wholly owned subsidiary of AMI Enterprises 
Pty Ltd, that will operate the development the subject of the Development Approval. The Development 
Approval was granted by the State Administrative Tribunal on the 8

th
 March 2016. Condition 9 of the 

Development Approval states: The development approved is to be substantially commenced within 
two years after the date of the approval, and the approval will lapse if the development is not 
substantially commenced before the expiration of that period. 
 
The Shire, as the “Responsible Authority” needs to compile a ”Responsible Authority Report” (RAR). 
The RAR produced previously stated the many reasons why the Council was against the proposals. 
Please accept our submissions to be taken into account when compiling the new RAR as we are 
strongly opposed to the proposal and the extension of a planning approval for the following reasons:  

Adequate time:  

 We do not agree to the Application amending Condition 9, by –deleting: ‘within two years after 
the date of the approval’; and extension of the period for substantial commencement by 
inserting ‘by the 8

th
 March 2020’. 

 Alkina Holdings has had sufficient time to have their landfill proposal approved. 

 Alkina Holdings are leasing Allawuna from AMI Enterprises Pty Ltd for a period of 
approximately 20 years. Alkina Holdings is a small company with few shareholders and we 
question their financial position to have a multimillion dollar contingency plan when 
contamination occurs to the environment or businesses in the area.  

 

Environmental risks: 

 The landfill possesses significant risks to the environment. 

 A landfill will contaminate the flora, fauna, reserves and National Parks, the land water and air 
surrounding the site. 
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 The most serious of these environmental risks is the landfill has the potential to impact ground 
and surface water and contaminate drinking water. 

 The landfill proposal will result in land contamination and degradation. 

 There will be a loss and reduction of productive agricultural land. 

 The bio-security of surrounding agricultural land will be affected. 

 York is a Seismic activity hot spot, so there is great concern over lining damage within the 
landfill. Earthquakes can destroy liners.  

 The proposal is not consistent with the principles of sustainable development. 

 There is no facility of this type in the locality and the landfill is foreign to rural amenity. 

 The precautionary principle and the principle of stainable development are not being 
considered as a landfill will have a huge negative impact on our legacy for future generations. 

 

No benefit to the York Community 

 The proposal will impact amenity, heritage and the lifestyle of York. 

 There are no quantified benefits to the community as a result of the proposal. 

 There is substantial community objection to the landfill, which has increased over the last six 
years. 

 The landfill is incompatible with proposed future zoning of the immediate locality. 

 The proposal is not consistent with State and Regional Strategic Plans and Policies for use of 
rural land. 

 The proposal will put undue and unnecessary strain on local emergency and service 
volunteers.  

 The landfill does not encourage tourism in the Shire of York. Many York community members 
and businesses rely on tourism. With the increase in traffic along Great Southern Highway 
tourism will seriously be affected in York thus affecting the enjoyment and quality of the lives 
of community members.  

 

Landfill Technology and Purpose 

 Under Government regulations, there needs to be a demonstrated need for the landfill  

 There are sufficient landfills available to cater for metropolitan waste. The reduction of waste 
and the increase in recycling practices have increased the life of existing landfills. 

 Landfill technology is out dated and there are better alternatives available. 

 There are other more appropriate and suitable sites are available for use as landfills already. 

 The proposal is ad-hoc and is not considered proper and orderly planning. 
 

Transport Risks 

 Great Southern Highway is not a safe and appropriate road to position a landfill. Great 
Southern Highway is amongst the top three in road accidents in the State. 

 The proposal will result in an unacceptable risk to the community, road users and the 
environment. 
 

 

We, as an environmental group with stewardship to care for the local environment strongly oppose 

the landfill proposal or the extension of time for the application and believe the Shire of York should 

reject the application to extend planning approval. 

Yours sincerely, 

Talbot Brook Land Management Association 
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Sharla Simunov

From: David Wallace

Sent: Monday, 15 January 2018 8:48 AM

To: Records

Subject: I164135 - GR2 - Fwd: Allawuna Landfill Proposal

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: David McDonnell <David.McDonnell@swan.wa.gov.au> 
Date: 14 January 2018 at 2:16:27 pm AWST 
To: "david.wallace@york.wa.gov.au" <david.wallace@york.wa.gov.au> 
Subject: Allawuna Landfill Proposal 

Subject: Submission to Shire of York on proposal by Alkina Holdings Pty Ltd to develop - Class II or III 
putrescible Great Southern Landfill site at Part Lot 4869 on Plan 224502 CT Volume 285, Folio 78A 
Great Southern Highway 
  
  
Hi David, 
  
I understand that the applicant for the proposed landfill at Great Southern Landfill at Allawuna is 
seeking to commence development and has requested an extension of time to substantially 
commence development until 8 March 2020. 
  
I wish to lodge a submission on behalf of the Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council.  
  
I thought it would be best to contact you first and make you aware of my intentions so as not to 
surprise you or your staff and also request your consent to do so. 
  
As an FYI – My submission will be to refuse based on potential environmental impacts (given the 
applicant has no experience in landfill/leachate control)/Loss of Amenity/Nexus and Need for 
additional Landfill (Current Landfills are substantial under capacity). I believe my submission will 
provide additional leverage to support a refusal. 
  
I will wait your response. 
  
  
Cr David McDonnell 
  
Councillor - Pearce Ward, City of Swan 
  
Chairman - Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council (EMRC) 
  
M – 0418 222 541 
  

IMPORTANT: This e-mail message, including any attached files, is private and may contain information that is 
confidential. Only the intended recipient may access or use it. If you are not the intended recipient, please 
delete this e-mail and notify us promptly. We use virus-scanning software but exclude all liability for viruses or 
similar defects in any attachment. 
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