3C Advice to Cabine- Attachment D (e

CORE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE ON WASTE (3C) RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS MADE ON THE EXHIBITED SHORT LISTED
SITE — KEMERTON INDUSTRIAL PARK

The Core Consultative Committee would like to thankall individuals/groups who provided comments on te Exhibited sites. This document
summarises all submissions received that are spdcito the Kemerton Industrial Park and contains the3C’s responses to these. Any comments in
submissions that are generic to all sites (i.e., @anot site specific), have been summarised in a segate document titled “Response to Submissions on
Non-Site-Specific Issues”.

In order to analyse and respond to comments, subng@®ns have been summarised and presented in tabulformat with 3C responses to the issues

raised also provided. To protect the privacy of sulmission writers, a unique code has been allocated tach submission. A letter will be sent to

advise you of your code when the final summary ofubmissions document is released after the Cabinetdision has been made. Any submissions
made by public authorities (e.g. Local and State G@rnment Agencies) or broad stakeholder interest gups (e.g. the eight Representative

Community Groups, clubs, churches, chambers etc) arpublicly identifiable and are listed in the finaltable appended to the end of this report.

Table 1 contains comments relating specifically tthe site selection criteria. The remaining tableselate to non-criteria specific factors.

These documents have been provided to State Cabinetsupport of our advice on preferred sites.
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Table 1: Kemerton Industrial Park - Summary of submssions against the Site Selection Criteria

No. Specific Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
1 Flood plains At least 500mm above a 1. An approximate calculation of the developable gedger eliminating The assumption for the need of 45+ hectares |was
100 year ARI all areas that do not meet essential criteria)alsvihat a single area  based upon the use of evaporation ponds. There are
floodplain. of the required size (45+ha) is not available ie #IP. Council other alternatives for dealing with waste water and
requests that the 3C review the area requirementeeoproposed will be determined by the proponents with approval
site, and conformation that sufficient land is &aldie outside the from regulatory authorities.
floodplain. (SoH) 2-8 The expected size required for a precinct in thahsp
2. Site area required exceeds the available land @pese the 100y west region is 20ha. 3C believe sufficient land is
ARI flood Level. (Kem49, Kem155, Kem121-122, KemiP33, available at the KIP 500mm above the 100 year ARI
Kem135-137, Kem140-145, Kem149, Kem151, Kem168, KEmMm floodplain to meet this criterion. Evidence suppart
Kem338, Kem365-394) that the areas that the 3C have identified as [dsita
3. For large parts of the year, significant areashef park are under for a precinct are at least 500mm above the 100 yea
water, especially in a good rain season. This ddotlude the ARI floodplain.
eastern 3C site. (Kem207, Kem302, Kem313, Kem314) 9-10 The flooding potential of roads within, or to, the
4. It is doubtful there is sufficient area above floledels without an KIP is not a site selection criterion. However| if
extreme cut and fill of a ridgeline or the introtioo of outside fill sections of the KIP access roads proved to| be
that would present its own set of problems. (Ken)334 susceptible to flooding this could managed |by
5. | don't believe the area designated for this plartbtally above the improved drainage or culverts.
100yr flood level. (Kem310)
6. High rain fall area with 5-6 months of rain a yeBetween 45-5(
inches of rainfall a year. (Kem5, Kem12, Kem8, KeihPA)
7. Flooding is a risk factor for the KIP (Elder Markeesearch, Advice
to Kemerton Community Committee, 2006, p10-12).r(H&3)
8. Flooding of much of the KIP in extreme weather égemay also
cause problems for the precinct operations. (ACEAC
9. Excessive rain and flooding will affect the sitkem10, Kem221)
All roads would be cut off and mopping up capaigifitdo not exist
(Kemb)
10. Access routes to the site may well be cut by a nfégod — limiting | 3C Conclusion
the site access. (Kem49, Keml121l, Keml155, Keml22nI®&,| The 3C believes that sufficient land within theesiheets)
Kem126, Kem127, Kem128, Kem129-133, Kem135-137, ¥40n | the criterion.
145, Kem149, Kem151, Kem168, Kem201, Kem202, Kerr205,
Kem212, Kem338, Kem365- 394)

2 Natural Not less than 1000m | 1. DCLM'’s concerns with the GIS selection process K@merton is| 1. Noted. The more elevated portions of the KIP were
Waterways’'W | from high conservation/ that sites within the Kemerton area have been wmeldoecause they  selected because they conformed to Site Selection
etlands/Marin | ecological value aquatic are slightly more elevated within a broader areat tis widely Criteria 1 by being at least 500mm above the 1Q0yr
e Systems ecosystems, not less than covered with wetlands and groundwater close tcstiteace. (DCLM) ARI floodplain.
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No.

Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

500m from a slightly too
moderately disturbed
systems and not less than

250m  from highly
disturbed aquatic
systems.

10.

11.

12.
13.

The selected sites are within 150m of wetlands hieven if
degraded, are believed to have hydraulic connestit;m other
wetlands of higher conservation rating. (DCLM)

Eastern edge of the KIP site contains EPP (Envisoriad Protectior
Policy) wetlands and is about 800 metres to thé &ahe Wellesley,
River. (DCLM)
Kemerton is largely a wetland area — vulnerables¢éepage intd
groundwater. (Kem15, Kem7, Kem173, Kem126, Kem3(2n314,
SoDard)

The eastern site is close to conservation wetlékdm49, Kem338)
The western site is less than 500 metres from wated subject tg
local flooding. (Kem49, Kem338)

Adjacent to swamps, sumpland, dampland and pulusplatiands.
(Kem49, Kem338)

A significant humber of wetlands have been idesdifiwithin the
KIP. The predominant portion of these wetlandsehaeen identified
as being of high conservation significance as eit@®nservation
Category (CCW)' or ‘Resource Enhancement (REW)' larets
under the DoE’s Wetland Position Statement (2001urder the
Environment Protection Policy for Lakes (1992) oefdnds (2004
Draft). The eastern portion has been identifiedagaining 2 REW
and being adjacent to both CCW and EPP wetlandsnsi@ering
appropriate buffering and precautionary approachigk to these
wetlands the eastern fragment should be removex ¢ansideration
(LCC)

Western Australian Land Information System ideasifa number o
wetland areas in close proximity to the KIP. Comaton, Resource
Enhancement and Multiple Use EPP Wetlands. (S
www.walis.wa.gov.au

Based on information from the Water and Rivers Casgsian, there|
are less than 5% of the original permanent wetlaadsining on the
Swan coastal plain. The wetlands associated witP Kvere
recognized decades ago for their conservation \aahgeare meant t
be protected under system 6 requirements. (Kenk&gms197)

As is stated in your initial analysis (EC2), thestean area is within
1000m of the Wellesley River and its environs ahdstis not
suitable for siting the plant. (Kem315)

Consideration of site disregards sensitive watesn&gm210)

D

Large sections of the site constitute sensitivdamels. (Ind)

2-13

14.
15.

. Agreed. The 3C understands that this should happ

17.

18.

The DoE has advised that wetlands within
KIP are ephemeral and therefore assessed under

desirable criterion. The DoE has further adviseat th

the

the

the wetlands near the western site are designated a

Multiple Use (MU) management category wetland

S.

The WRC Position Statement: Wetlands (2001)

describes MU wetlands as having few importa
ecological attributes and functions remaining. a\s

nt

highly disturbed aquatic system these wetlands bave

250m buffer applied to them.

The 3C believe the larger 3C site on the westata |s

of the estate meets both the essential and desirabl

components of this criterion. The 3C believes that
smaller site in the eastern portion of the KIP ragké
essential component of the criterion, but doesmext
the desirable component, as it is within 1000m
ephemeral Conservation Category wetlands 250m
degraded ephemeral wetland systems.

of
of

Noted.
The  Peel-Yalgorup  wetlands are Iocaﬁed
approximately 8.5 km to the north of the KIP in the

Yalgorup National Park, which is outside of the

1000m buffer of this criterion. Any potential ingia
on listed wetlands of international significanceubb

be assessed during the detailed Environmental Itmpac

Assessment (EIA) studies.

D

the EIA stage if the site at the KIP is recommendgsd
a location for a HWTP.

n

The combined site selection criteria and technolpgy
suitability criteria are some of the most stringent

criteria for any type of industrial facility. When
implemented together, these criteria should entwee

risks of impacts on the environment can be managed.

Any clearing of native vegetation at all precinites
would have to meet all the requirements of
clearing regulations.
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Specific

No. Criteria Submissions Response
Factor

14. KIP contains vegetation and wetlands of regionghigicance and
their associated values should be managed to etisatethey are
retained and protected, and it is the EPA’s prefegethat the
Conservation Category wetlands are not disturbeBA(E2005).
(DoE)

15. A listed wetland of international significance, tlreel-Yalgorup
system is In the Kemerton area and listed migrabinys associated
with that wetland are likely to be in the area. @BY)

16. A wetland identification and evaluation survey skobe conducted
(LCC)

17. The site is close to important wetlands and the l&8kly River,| 3C Conclusion
which flows into the Leschenault inlet. This aisaimportant for| The 3C believe the western portion of the KIP mekés|
bird migration and breeding and pollution by toxiaste would bg essential and desirable components of this criteridhe
disastrous. There have already been problemseipdist with spill§ 3C believe the eastern portion of the KIP meets |the
from the Laporte (SCM) plant at Australind (now redv to| essential component of the criterion, but not theirdble
Kemerton) and these mistakes must not be repe@&dS, Kem123,| component, as it is within 1000m of ephemeral
Kem134, Kem173, Kem175, Kem180, Kem222-243, Kem298) | Conservation Category wetlands and within 250m| of

18. A precinct would also require significant clearinighative vegetation degraded ephemeral wetlands.
and there may be difficulties in finding a site lwgufficient buffers
from wetlands. (NTN)

3 Groundwater | Not  within Public | 1. KIP is located within the Groundwater resourcesthef Kemerton| 1-27 The 3C have received advice from the
Drinking Water Source Sub Area and there is a Local Area Management felating to this Department of Water (DoW) that the proposed sitg is
Areas (PDWSAs) P1-P3 catchment. Although this is not a public drinkingter source arep not in a PDWSA and is not considered a risk to [the
priority areas identified this water is used for domestic purposes, agricalltuse and for the public water supply. Further to this the DoW
in published surrounding ecosystem. (SoH) recommend domestic users of bore water from |the
development plans. 2. The Local Area Management Plan specifies the inapoe of superficial aquifer should be guided by the Dept |of

groundwater on surrounding ecosystems which caimipacted by Health brochure ‘Using bore Water Safely’ which|is

even a slight reduction in groundwater levels artamination of thig available at http://www.population

water source. (SoH) .health.wa.gov.au/environmental/resources/using%gbor
3. Water and Rivers Commission report (Dec 2005) Logaka eY%water%20safely.pdf.

Management Plan for the Groundwater ResourceshiéoiKemerton

Subareas: states that this is a catchment arébdaoegion as verified The KIP straddles 2 Ground Water Supply Are¢as

by the signage adjacent to Kemerton. The repotéstdne need to (GWSA). GWSA's cover land that has begn

increase the area of the catchment to sustain gveater use into the proclaimed under th®ights in Water Irrigation Ac

future. (Kem37, Kem341) 1914to protect the quantity of ground water availaple
4. Leschenault River and Inlet would be affected asfiomed in the for extraction. The DoW has recommended

EPA Report and Recommendations — proposed Alumigumalter — amalgamating the two GWSA's straddled by the KIP

Kemerton, Bulletin 241 June 1985, 7.2.2.5 Groundw&esources|

The Kemerton area is a proclaimed ground water aggal as such

into the Bunbury Groundwater Area.
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No.

Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

10.

all bores must be licensed by the Public Works Bepent. The
superficial groundwater in the region is a major usce of
freshwater, which salinities usually less than B@iligrams per litre.
This resource is extensively used for irrigatiomgmses via shallow|
low capacity bores. In the vicinity of Bunbury, tieeper Leederville
formation contains freshwater, and this is usedstpply Bunbury
with water for domestic and industrial supplies aiod irrigation.
This report demonstrated the susceptibility of #rea to ground
water pollution risk in detail. (Kem37, Kem152)

Kemerton is the recharge for the Leederville Aquifa the Mialla
mound. Water from the Mialla mound flows diredtlya North West
direction towards Australind where public drinkimgater is drawn

from the Leederville aquifer. It also flows to theschenault estuary

on the West and the Wellesley River on the Eastn{833)
A Department of Water (DoW) local water allocatjglan was issued
in December 2005 and legislative changes will oaturing 2006,
bringing the area under the Bunbury Groundwatera aveth
allocations for public drinking water supplies. (K49, Kem152,
Kem201, Kem205 Kem206, Kem313, Kem338, Kem347).

The KIP lies within the Leschenault Catchment Arkagislative
changes in 2006 will bring the area under the Buypltaroundwater|
Area with allocations for drinking water supplieem121-122,
Kem155, Kem125-137, Kem140-145, Kem149, Keml51-]
Kem168, Kem194, Kem212, Kem302, Kem327, Kem334, B&m
Kem365-394)

KIP straddles the South West, Coastal and Bunbuoyrgiwater
areas — Bunbury and Australind are serviced by ngndand water
for drinking and it is essential for use as stoekex and horticultural
use. (Kem5, Kem49, Kem207, Kem338, Kem340)

Despite the 3C’s claim this criterion is met be@kemerton is not &

published PDWSA, the area is a published catchraesd. Its close
proximity to bore water supplies both private anchesme is
undeniable and a waste precinct poses a veryhesdttto this watef
supply. (Kem184)

The park lies over a valuable drinking water souimethis States
future use. (Kem321)

There are families who draw their drinking wateplies from this
groundwater. Any spills of hazardous waste liquidsthis area
would result in immediate contamination of the grdwater.

52,

The combined site selection criteria and technol
suitability criteria are some of the most string
criteria for any type of industrial facility. Whe

implemented together, these criteria should enthee

risks of impacts on groundwater from the propo
precinct can be managed. Further to this the Dag/
advised the 3C that it is unlikely any contaminat
from the proposed site at the KIP would move sd
west towards production bores in Australind or Baf
and if it did it would be several thousands of gear
longer, if at all, that it reached the bore siteBhat
said PDWSA are given high level protection by I3
and bores are protected by bylaws. Private drin}
water supplies are protected by private laws amed
onus is on the individual to ensure what they
drinking is safe. The DoW recommends that dome
users of bore water from tiseiperficialaquifer should
be guided by the Dept of Health brochure ‘Usingeb
Water Safely’ which is available :
http://www.population
.health.wa.gov.au/environmental/resources/using%
eY%water%20safely.pdf.
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No.

Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

(Kem155, Kem121-122, Kem125-133, Kem135-137, Kemla8,
Kem149, Kem151-152, Kem154, Kem168, Kem175-176, kK&3n

Kem191A, Kem196, Kem207, Kem294, Kem300, Kem302,

Kem311, Kem321, Kem338, Kem340, BCA, Kem352, Kem368)
Household is dependent on licensed bore water fowater —
including drinking purposes. (Kem2A, Kem10, Kem&em197,
Kem214, Kem222- 243)

Family lives 4km from site — uses rainwater as osburce of
drinking water supplemented by bore water. Neighboses borg
water as main drinking water source (Kem16)

Rely on rainwater for drinking water and a bore f@mrden and
vegetables. (Kem12, Kem123, Kem179, Kem196, KemR2im292,
Kem330, Kem340)

The proposed site will affect our ground water, athive use for ou
gardens, pool, and general maintenance of our pyog&em179)
Treated bore water is utilized by the 25% of thstriit population
not connected to scheme water. (Kem126, Kem194)

The residents west of the area have always usedndveater to
augment stored rainwater, and as rainfall is ngplastiful in some
seasons as it used to be, this groundwater withbee important tq
them in the future. (Kem163)

Live approx 6km from KIP, No scheme water connectetdly on
bore/rain water for all drinking water. (Kem154)

Whether from our own bores, from shallow streamsabreme water,
the whole of Bunbury and the surrounding areas dnater which
comes from under Kemerton. (Kem174)

All  surrounding settlements, Binningup, AustralindEaton,
Brunswick and Bunbury depend on bore water for rthiiewn
supplies. (Kem312, Kem4)

Site is incompatible with PDWS catchments. (Kem18&m217)
Evidence sourced by Elder Market Research (referdd@ in Pain
2006) indicates water flows permeating the LeedervAquifer
which is a PDWSA. (Kem49, Kem139, Kem176, Kem20&nR05,
Kem334, Kem338)

Piped water for household purposes in the follovangas: Myalup
Binningup, Leschenault, Australind and Eaton, isd férom
underground aquifers and intermixing with waterleéahin the areg
(Kem2A)

1

The Leederville aquifer extends beneath the KIPatd#/ supplying
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No. Specific Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
the 15,000+ residents of Australind, Leschenauligsiyarth ang
Eaton is drawn from the Leederville aquifer. (KeshB2

24. Water Board bore water from the Yarragadee Aqu#feeticulated to
all other areas including the whole of Bunbury Citpm under
Kemerton. (LPA)

25. The surface waters in the area recharge the Ledldexguifer, which

supplies many residents with water. Any spillagdarardous waste
liquids would result in contamination of this watsurce. (Kem121j,
Kem122, Kem125-133, Keml35-139, Kem140-145, Keml149,
Kem151-153, Kem155, Keml56, Kem158-161, Keml164-166,
Keml71, Kem168, Kem202, Kem212, Kem299, Kem30ImB8@2,
Kem307-310, Kem322, Kem324, Kem338, Kem349, Kem350,
Kem353-394, Kem400)

26. Risk to water supply outweighs benefits of a preciiKem216,
Kem293, Kem299, Kem301, Kem303, Kem334, Kem339, PAN

27. We know the water for our irrigation bores flowsrfr the proposed 3C Conclusion
site in an S-S.W. direction and it is availableaatery shallow depth The site meets this criterion.
down to various deeper layers. (Kem163)

4 Groundwater Groundwater should pé. Shire questions this in the light of a larger diging required tq 1. Evaporation ponds may not be the only solution to
maintained at least 5m accommodate for the bigger evaporation Ponds. Euitivestigation dealing with treated waste water. There are other
below the surface. is required. (SoH) alternatives for dealing with waste water and these

2. Testing for acid sulfate risk, and surveys for teptio groundwater will be determined by the proponents with approval
and analysis of water quality and the physical proes of the soilg from regulatory authorities. A solution will be esit
should be undertaken. (DCLM, Kem208) specific.

3. It should be recognized also that development efsite will require| 2. Depth to groundwater will be measured and
ground levelling which will also have the effect bfinging the appropriate solutions adopted should this site| be
development floor closer to the groundwater. (DCLKemA49, selected for a precinct. Groundwater depths would
Kem153, Kem156, Kem158-161, Kem164-166, Kem171, R@mMm need to be confirmed prior to any development. The
Kem217, Kem322, Kem327, Kem330, Kem331, Kem338, B&3n 3C expect this would happen at the works approval
Kem349, Kem350, Kem353-364) and EIA stage.

4. Depth to groundwater over the area is variablegrotess than % 3-14 he 3C acknowledge groundwater at the KIP
metres below the surface and with surface expressassociated typically ranges from O to greater than 5 metrdewe
with very high hydraulic conductivity. (DCLM) surface level. The DoE has advised that [the

5. A study shows that groundwater ranges from 0.5 mefers deep| groundwater below the green areas exhibited by| the
(Kem5, Kem49, Kem175, Kem197, Kem217) 3C is likely to be greater than 5m below the swefac

6. Superficial water varies from 0 to 2m from the aod. (Kem152) The 3C of groundwater levels at the KIP was based o

7. Groundwater in Kemerton is less than 2m below thiéase and loca the Kemerton Water study — Phase 2 final Repmyt

knowledge provides evidence of how the site ‘flodisring winter Aquaterra (2002) which takes into account seasenabl
months, particularly during average and above a@eerainfall years variations in ground water level. The 3C consigder
3C Response to Submissior—- Kemerton Industrial Park Page7 of 41



No. Specific Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
(Kem339) sufficient land on the elevated western side ofsite

8. Water table is very high in the KIP. (Kem10, Kem3®bDard, is likely to meet this desirable criterion.

Kem342, Kem400), which could be disastrous if thesea spill| 15. Noted. It has been estimated that a precinatldvp
(Kem33, Kem317, Kem318) -depth to water being argr&Hrom 0 require 1040 riia of potable water for its operatign
to 5 metres. (Kem338) per year, which is not a large amount. The 3C capn

9. The shallow depth of groundwater across the emtlfe presents a confirm if this would come from scheme water of a
higher risk to the shallow superficial aquifer from potential bore on site, but either way it should not affect
pollution spill. (LCC) ground water levels.

10. The proposed Kemerton site has a water table bieingery close| 16. Essential and desirable site selection criteriaewer
proximity to the ground surface and also experisnmo@jor seasonal determined by a public process involving community
fluctuations in ground water table height with maaports indicating and industry stakeholders. The outcomes of this
that the water table will rise above the groundasg level at times process were ratified by Cabinet. The 3C is na |n
of high water table pressure as the ground wateedharged from position to change the classifications of the site
seasonal rain falls. (Kem341) selection criteria.

11. The water table is high in this area and it is prém flooding. It is| 17. Noted.
therefore a very inappropriate site for a wastatinent precinct
(WCS)

12. The original testing of the Kemerton site for inttysvarned of high
water tables (Kem163)

13. In certain areas, the water level frequently coregust below
ground level and this can cause significant problewth structure
such as swimming pools. (Kem207)

14. 1t has not been indicated whether depth to groutelwtakes in
seasonal variability. (LCC)

15. Concerned that water levels will be compromiseaniz10)

16. Should be an essential criterion. (Kem208, KemKEm318) 3C Conclusion

17. Predicted rising ocean levels may cause groundwéderrise.| The site meets this criterion.

(Kem2A, Kem222-243)

5 Groundwater | Hydraulic conductivity | 1. CALM would expect that the soil on the more eledasands in the 1-11 It is acknowledged that the inherent capacity] of
of any soil (natural or Kemerton area would have a very high hydraulic cotigity the site in its natural state to limit transporhdi of
engineered) above (contrary to one of the essential criterion) (DCLM) potential contaminants to groundwater is Igw.
ground water shall| 2. Is situated on Bassendean sands and any contaomnaitithe soil However, this criterion allows for engineered
ensure that the would permeate the underground water supply (DOIR). approaches to be used to ensure that the trartsper
transport time of | 3. The 3C assessment is incorrect — the site lies ass&hdean and of contaminants to ground water is more than 2sigar
contaminants to Spearwood sands which are porous. (Kem5, Kem2l, 4Qem  Any development of this site is likely to requireils
groundwater is more Kem123, Kem146, Kem152-154, Kem156, Kem158-161, Ké4n engineering to adequately address the aspectssof th
than 2 years. 166, Keml171, Keml170, Keml75, Keml176, Kem183, Kem190 criterion. The 3C is confident that this criterican be

Kem191A, Kem208, Kem211l, Kem316, Kem221-243, KemZ298 met.
Kem302, Kem313, Kem315, Kem322, Kem327, Kem331, B&m| 12. Costs related to the development of any precirtet|si
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e Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

KIPCC, SobDard, Kem342, Kem343, Kem349, Kem350, K&31J
364)

Eventual filtration of substances will occur to lpté ground
water/farming pastures and the Wellesley River.ni&e Kem33,
Kem15, Kem175, Kem221, Kem324)

Not confident that two year transmission time frobpase of
infrastructure to the groundwater table can be eaddd within the
confines of the existing geology of the site. (L&E@m174, Kem201
Kem205, Kem206, Kem310, Kem338)

The site lies on Bassendean and Spearwood sarus peFmeability,
of these sands is high. Contamination would odouhours not
years. (Kem322, Kem327, Kem330, Kem331, Kem333, B3&9dn
Kem350, Kem353-364)

The site sits on permeable and conductive Bassaenda#
Spearwood sands which are above the Bunbury regheater table
These are of insufficient height to absolutely guéee no risk tg
either this or nearby lakes and estuaries. (Kem139)
Contamination of groundwater could happen due tagaoils and
closeness of water to the surface, or from spillsrum off from
storms or if there was a fire at the plant. (Kem332

Research has shown that the area is a re-chargé&emderville
underground water. Seepage into sand will take thas 2 yrs.
(Kem5, Kem21, Kem49, Kem339)

High soil permeability to 40 m/d. (Kem49, Kem338)

In its natural state the site does not conformhte triterion. By the
admission of the 3C, soil would have to be remosed replaced
with a combination of different soils treated to ehecertain
specifications (engineered soils) before it confernto the
requirements. (Kem322, Kem330, Kem331l, Kem343, k&3
Kem350, Kem353-364)

Engineering soils will be costly. (Kem153, Kem136m158-161,

are to be considered separately by Government
will be a factor in Cabinet's decision as to thesin
suitable sites for precincts.

13. a) Noted. b) This criterion relates specifically thee
precinct and similar risks relate to all precirit¢s

14-17 How best to manage groundwater to meet
criterion will be determined by the proponent g
approved by the regulator. The 3C has statedah
combination of engineered soils, containment
groundwater monitoring could prevent groundwg

contamination.

technologies will be assessed to ensure they rhee

criterion.

Kem164-166, Keml71l, Kem316, Kem315, Kem322, Kem334,

Kem342, Kem349, Kem350, Kem353)

a). While the 3C has incorporated some very goosventative
measures to avoid groundwater contamination (tHrolignds andg
engineered sails)
b). the risk of transport spills in the vicinity tife precinct is too high
to consider. (ACE, CSA, Kem174, Kem184, Kem208)

Council and community seek confirmation from the &C how the

and

this
nd
at
and
ter

Individual  processes and

tt
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No. Specific Criteria Submissions Response
Factor

site will be managed and monitored to ensure thatamination doe$
not occur. (SoH)

15. Engineered solution is not ideal for a precinchewdd be located in
an environment where the soil systems are not asgable. (SoH).

16. It may be claimed by supporters of the facilityrigeiocated at KIP
that engineering can overcome any difficulty withPKsoils, the
engineering solutions are not necessarily trustefditsafe. (KIPCC,
Kem169, Kem342)

17. 3C has not articulated how ground water managersentd be| 3C Conclusion
achieved (Kem153, Kem156, Kem158-161, Kem164-166mK71,| The site meets this criterion.
Kem322, Kem327, Kem330, Kem331, Kem343, Kem349, B&n
Kem353-364)

6 Constructed | Not within 100m of an 1. Shire questions 3C assessment that sufficient imm@bailable morg 1-4 The 3C expect that the maximum footprint of the
drainage entry point of a than 100m from constructed drainage in the lighthef possibility precinct will be 20 hectares. The 3C believes that
systems e.g. | constructed drain. that the minimum site area of 20ha has been migledérl. Further there is sufficient land greater than 100m from|an
storm water or assessment of this criterion is warranted shouldné&on be entry point of a constructed drain. The western
road drainage considered for selection. (SoH) portion of the KIP exhibited by the 3C is on thgher

2. Major and minor drainage channels have been pottim area as ground, which is greater than 100m from areas that
required by the KIP — these drain into the Wellg&éver. (Kem5) would be subject to any requirements to drain sub-
3. The KIP requires slotted drains every 100 metresafbcustomers surface waters.
(Kem49, Kem198, Kem201 Kem202, Kem205, Kem206, Kem2 5. Noted.
Kem338) 6. Essential and desirable site selection criteriaewer
4. Proposed slotted-pipe drainage system would allomtasmination to determined by a public process involving community
reach the Wellesley River and subsequently the Hagsault Estuary and industry stakeholders. The outcomes of this
(Kem324, Kem339) process were ratified by Cabinet. The 3C is na |n
5. No road drainage or storm water facility at presetem217, position to change the classifications of the site
Kem338) selection criteria.
6. Criterion should be upgraded to essential. (Kem217)
3C Conclusion
The site meets this criterion.

7 Hydrogeology | Should be located in an 1. Hydrogeology shows that the site lies on the Miataund that 1-5 The 3C notes the information presented |in
area where the drains under the KIP in a south west directionh® ¢xtent of 3 GL submissions. However, the 3C has a high level of
hydrogeology can be per annum. (Kem49, Keml190, Keml191A, Kem201l, Kem205, confidence that the site specific hydrogeology| at
readily monitored and Kem206, Kem221, Kem338) Kemerton site satisfies this criterion that grouathv
managed with | 2. A hydrogeological assessment of the site shouldcdmucted, as can be monitored and managed with confidence. [This
confidence. hydrogeology of the area is regionally known but site specific, tg is based on a detailed study undertaken of |the

identify the susceptibility of the soil profile follution transmission Kemerton Water study — Phase 2 final Reployt
and to determine the scale of required engineeaxim)soil solutiong Aquaterra (2002).



Specific

generating potential.

Risks of Acid Sulfate Soils in the area would néede monitored
and managed to ensure no impact on groundwateeragsand on-
flow impacts to surrounding landowners and locabsgstems,
Council queries the monitoring and management pragr which
could be put in place to safeguard against poteintipacts of Acid
Sulfate Soils. (SoH)

KIP is a high risk acid sulfate soils area. Whemxedi with air this
mineralisation will contain traces of aluminum ardenic. (Kem5)
The whole KIP core is identified as a risk areadoid sulfate soils
(Kem49, Kem170, Kem202, Kem217, Kem338)

The proposed Kemerton site has been identifiechaarea with acid
sulphate soil risk. Liberation of acid sulphatélssin this area ha
the potential to produce a broad range of detrialegffects on
waterways and the broader environment. (Kem341)

The proposed site would be vulnerable to acid subail problems if
the land was cleared and wetlands drained. Thiddcpollute

o

11.

relates specifically to soils with a ‘high’ acidlfate

cte

No. Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
to protect shallow groundwater. (LCC)
Presence of Bassendean and Spearwood sands metasgdhfails
this criterion. (Kem190)
More studies need to properly assess the potefatigbollution of
groundwater and the stream system feeding the kesciit Inlet
(Kem200)
There can be no widespread alteration to the watde height. Thig 3C Conclusion
limitation has been imposed over the entire KIP fiootection of| The site meets this criterion.
wetlands. (Kem334)
8 Geological Located on  stable There are scaled records of ground movement in dhea —| 1-3 The 3C has received advice that there is no exge
Stability ground; ie, not in a Meckering earthquake was felt strongly in the a(gam5, Kem2A) impediment to a precinct at the site due to geckigi
seismically active area, Geological stability is a risk factor for the Kertar area. (Kem123) stability or underlying geological formations. The
areas susceptible to soi The site is at the base of the Darling Ranges amdhewve had KIP meets the definition of a seismically stableaar
sinking, landslides or recordable tremors in this area in the past, exam fyreat distances. based on the Global Seismic Hazard Assessment
swelling, karst or (Kem313). Program, which was adopted by the 3C as a measure
sinkhole terrain. of seismicity. The KIP is in an area with an
acceleration coefficient of 0.08 to 0.09g, repréisen
a low to moderate seismic hazard.
3C Conclusion
The site meets this criterion.
9 Acid Sulfate| Not located on soils with Testing for acid sulfate risk and the physical pmies of the soilg 1-10  The 3C acknowledge that acid sulfate soils risk is
Soils high acid sulfate should be undertaken (DCLM, DA). an issue for the entire coastal region. The cdtefi

generating potential and the 3C will recommend that

assessment for potential acid sulfate soils isrtake
account as part of the environmental

impact

assessment of any recommended site. This assessment

and any management strategies required would

be

worked out between the proponent and regulator.

However, as this is a desirable criterion, the

site

cannot be removed from consideration on the bds|s o

this criterion alone.

The 3C have reviewed the report mentioned. Theare ar
other alternatives for dealing with waste water and
these will be determined by the proponents with

approval from regulatory authorities.
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No. Specific Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
surrounding wetlands, rivers and the Leschenaldt.i(\WCS)
7. Disturbance could liberate arsenic into public kimig water and
environmental flows into the Leschenault catchmefitem49,
Kem175, Kem217, Kem332, Kem338)
8. The eastern site is in a high risk acid sulfatéssaiea. (Kem338)
9. Disturbance of any part of this area could illiait acid sulfate soil
response. With the proximity of wetlands and wassss, infiltration
of acidic water could significantly contaminate tinearby waterways
and wetlands. (LCC, Kem139, Keml69, Keml190, Keml91A
Kem197, Kem200, Kem221, BCA)
10. Land above flood level near the Wellesley Riveinisan area with
high risk acid sulphate soils. (Kem202)
11. The 3C would be advised to study the Governmenitvéf “Local
Area Management Plan for the Groundwater Resouofd&emerton
Subareas”dated December 2005. This document and in p#atiguBC Conclusion
Section 6.13 refers to acid sulphate soil which wé affected by The site meets this criterion.
excavation for evaporation ponds. (Kem152)
10 Topography Not located in an ared Dr Pain’s report advises that because of the ustiaration of the| 1-2 Evaporation ponds are not necessarily part of| an
with a slope >4 %. evaporation pond sizes this may require substae@aihworks to established precinct. There are other alternatfoes
achieve acceptable gradient over the 40+ ha — megjuiurther dealing with waste water and these will be deteeahin
investigation by the 3C. (SoH) by the proponents with approval from regulatory
2 Area required for evaporation ponds would requingemsive authorities.
earthworks to bring it to engineered levels. (Kem5)
3C Conclusion
A re-evaluation of the site by the 3C indicatest tthee
western portion of the KIP does not meet this dote
11 | Threatened Not within 500m of | 1. Because of the potential increase in the size efsite (due to the 1. The assumption for the need of 45+ hectares isdbjpse
Flora, Fauna | known habitats  of requirements of the larger than anticipated evajmorgoonds) this upon the use of evaporation ponds. There are gther
and threatened gpecies of criterion should be reviewed. EPA recently advidezl Council that g alternatives for dealing with waste water and these
Ecological flora or fauna or site located within the Kemerton buffer (and lesant4 km from the will be determined by the proponents with approval
Communities | threatened ecological site) was part of the conservation valued Yoonlgrilvegetation from the regulatory authorities. Yoongarillup
communities except complex. The EPA subsequently advised this is lafdhigh vegetation complex is found along the coast from
where the maintenance conservation value and clearing of this land isikefy to be Mandurah to Bunbury, 45% of original 24,767ha
of threatened species or supported. Detailed spring site surveys are alsergml for the site remains, of which 3,998ha is in secure tenure.
threatened ecological prior to the 3C accepting compliance with thisemiin. (SoH) However as the vegetation is located 4km from |the
community valuescan be | 2. There are a number of species of Declared RareaHDRF) site it is outside the 500m buffer for this critari
clearly demonstrated. recorded in the area and Priority Flora (PF) ocmoy or near, the 2. Agreed.
eastern boundary and to the south of the area.yMaem associated3. Noted. Any clearing of native vegetation at gall
with wetland habitats. (DCLM) precinct sites would have to meet all the requinese
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No.

Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

10.

11.

The site has potential to impact DRF and PF anddaand would
result in the loss of Bassendean Central and Seetfetation
complex. (DCLM)

The Black-striped Jollytail (a Priority 4 fish speg) occurs in Gwalia
Nature Reserve wetlands 4 or 5 km south and mayrdocsuitable
wetlands nearer the area. (DCLM)

The Muchea Limestone threatened ecological commuaniturs neat
the proposed Gwalia nature reserve wetlands appedgly 4 km to
the south. (DCLM)

Migratory birds associated with nearby listed wads of
international significance are likely to be in theea. This would
need investigation. (DoEH)

From Dr Pain’s report there is rare flora which wscin the western
boundary of the KIP core and Vulnerable Fauna iittmgpthe areal
including the Chuditch and Quenda. Migratory bindkich are
included in international treaties inhabit the amgatimes. (SoH
Kem49, Kem121, Keml122, Kem125-133, Kem135-137mKk40-
145, Keml49, Keml51-153, Keml55, Kem156, Keml58;]
Kem164-166, Keml171l, Keml168, Kem194, Kem198, KemJ
Kem205-207, Kem211, Kem212, Kem302, Kem322, Kem329-
Kem343, Kem349, Kem350, Kem353-394)

The Chuditch is in danger of local extinction ascknown to live in

this area. It has a large range, the female usingerous burrows

and fallen timber. (Kem338)

The public works department of the day purchasédaat in the
Benger swamp to protect the endangered Frecklet B&tictonetta
Naevosa this area is adjacent to the KIP which means
evaporation ponds would attract these birds thrégetheir survival.
(Kem38)

Endangered species occur on the site and rareatsmloitcur here|

(Ind)

With over 300 flora species, including 19 nativetods, significant
large blocks of remnant bush and habitat for raten& such as th
Chuditch that requires large areas of untouchedsfpiKemerton is
recognised for its biodiversity. It forms part tfree ecologica
linkages and its territory for migratory birds proted under
international treaties. The water birds would biaated to a large
artificial toxic water body and suffer the conseoges. (Kem49

1

N

16
202

Kem194, Kem201, Kem205, Kem206, Kem338)

4-5.Noted. As the Gwalia Nature Reserve is in excés

7-18. Advice from DCLM indicates that the sitg

ah9-21. The 3C agree that a detailed flora and fal

of the clearing regulations.

500m from the exhibited site, the site is considdre
meet the criterion. However, these issues shoal
addressed during any studies undertaken to ol
regulatory approvals.

Noted. This would be investigated at the reguiat
approvals stage if the KIP were recommended 3
precinct site.

exhibited by the 3C within the KIP are not with
500m of known habitats of threatened species o&f
or fauna or threatened ecological communit
although they are known to occur on or near
eastern boundary and in the south of the parks
considered that sufficient land within the site isg
this criterion. The proponent of any facility witha
precinct would be required to clearly demonstrhse
their project could be managed to ensure

maintenance of threatened species or threat
ecological community values. As noted in respo,
to 1, above, there are other alternatives for dgg
with waste water than evaporation ponds that

attract bird life. These will be determined by

proponents with approval from the regulatg
authorities.

survey should be conducted before any precing
established and it is the 3C’'s expectation thg
comprehensive flora and fauna survey would oqg
at regulatory approvals stage. Any clearing ofueg;
vegetation at all precinct sites would have to nadle
the requirements of the clearing regulations.
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Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

Priority Flora (PF)Caladenia specios& located in close proximity
to the eastern fragment. Both the eastern andeweftagments arg
within 2km of PF and 4 species of Declared Raragad(®DRF), a
detailed flora survey would be required as paraahore detailed
consideration of the viability of either site. (LEC

We have a long standing International Agreemenh w@hina and
Japan not to endanger their migratory birds — wiaoh known to
breed in the wetlands at Kemerton and feed in tkschenault
Estuary. (Kem2A, Kem329)
The presence of important wetland systems aroumghdtential siteg
in Kemerton under consideration by the 3C is intilea of
connections between important ecological commumitiet may be
impacted by the precinct if a fire or major incitletcurs. (ACE,
CSA)

Development of the site for a hazardous wasteifiacbuld involve
destruction of 40 hectares of native forest immeetijeadjacent to the
located priority floradrakaea elasticand reported habitat of the ra
Chuditch and other fauna, including water birdgetisunder CAMBA
and JAMBA. (PAN)

Wildlife and vegetation should be protected atcalbts. (Kem199
Kem313)

Abundance of bird life — migratory. (Kem35)

Migratory birds are supposedly protected. Evapomaponds will
not protect them. (Kem197)

A flora and fauna identification and assessmenteurshould be
conducted. (LCC, Kem334)

KIP contains Bassendean Central and South Heddlgetsgon
Complex which is currently recognised as being7862f its original
extent across the Swan Coastal Plain. This vegetatomplex is
considered “vulnerable” by the Commonwealth Dept Ndtural
resources and Environment 2002 Audit. (LCC)

Clearing of important conservation vegetation tdalelssh a 20
hectare footprint could be avoided by choosing kerraative site.
(ACE, CSA, Kem334)

D

h)

re

3C Conclusion
The site meets the essential and desirable comfoél
this criterion.

12

Conservation
Value

No negative impact on
national parks, nature
reserves, or areas under
conservation covenants.

Should the 40+ha be cleared this would have a fiignt
conservation value — a detailed survey should lieetaken for flora
and fauna should this be undertaken. (SoH)

Nearby CALM-managed lands include the CALM Act satt5(1)

1.

(g) reserve (Kemerton buffer) which adjoins thee gib the west

The 3C expect that the maximum footprint the

precinct will be 20 hectares. The 3C agree thg
detailed flora and fauna survey should be condu
before any precinct is established and it is thés 3

it a
cted
C

expectation that a comprehensive flora and fauna
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Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

10.

11.

12.

Leschenault Peninsula Conservation Park 5 km tontbst; Benger
Nature Reserve 2.5 km to the east; proposed GWaliare reserve 4
km to the north; State Forest 6 km to the north éalgjorup National
Park 8.5 km to the north. (DCLM)

Area includes a CALM area of protected vegetatiormoval of this
could lead to the ultimate possibility of acid asvdarsenic entering
groundwater — there are already acid sulfate goilse area. (Kem2)
The Leschenault Peninsular Conservation Park iatéocvery close
to the proposed waste treatment site. (Kem153, k@&nKem158-

Kem349, Kem350, Kem353-364)

Remnant Jarrah forest would have to be destroyedaaproval is
considered unlikely. (Kem49, Kem153, Keml56, Kemlb9,
Kem164-166, Keml71l, Keml86, Kem198,
Kem206, Kem211, Kem216, Kem322, Kem331, Kem338, B40n
Kem343, Kem349, Kem350, Kem353-364)

The area contains remnant vegetation that would teebe cleared to
establish the treatment ponds. Clearing remnagetedion has beep
halted in WA and therefore this site is not suigafdr the proposed
plant. (WCS)

| endorse the findings of Dr Pain’s report on them. (Kem152,

Kem153, Kemi156, Kem204, Kem322, Kem329-331, Kem349, selection criteria.

Kem350, Kem353)
The western elevated areas and eastern areas larsidarable
potential conservation value but have not yet betmtlared.
(Kem207)

Significant remnant vegetation on the west sideKt® has been
suggested for preservation by CALM and EPA. (Kem315

While the site itself contains no areas presentlypject to
preservation for conservation values, apart froempghesence of rar
and priority listed flora, there are areas to tletN West and East g
KIP, which are subject to preservation due to thminservation
values. (Kem315)
Kemerton is currently recognized for its biodiversivhich would be
destroyed with the introduction of a toxic wasteilfty. (Kem329,
Kem330, Kem334, Kem343, Kem349, Kem350, Kem353-364)
Sections of the KIP are recognised wildlife corrgldinking other
parts of the adjacent coastal plain with the Darlidcarp. The
ridgeline immediately to the west of the most likeite forms part of

= (D

Kem201,Kem205, meet all the requirements of the clearing regutegio

survey would occur at regulatory approvals stage.
2-4.The 3C believes that there will be no impact ors¢h
sites occurring as a result of the development sifeq|
at any of the exhibited 3C sites.
5-6.Any clearing of native vegetation at all precinites

[}

would have to meet all the requirements of the

clearing regulations.
7. Noted.
8-11. Noted.

sometime in the future. The wildlife corridors dece
the west of the exhibited site. However any clea
of native vegetation at all precinct sites wouldédéo

12. The 3C acknowledge that wildlife corridors occur
the area.

the approvals process.
13. This is a Cabinet endorsed site selection critesod
the 3C is not in a position to change or amend

3C Conclusion
The Western portion of the site meets this criter
However due to the proximity of Conservation Catgg

The 3C can only assess sites against
161, Keml64-166, Keml7l, Kem322, Kem329-331, Kem343 current legislation, not what could potentially ocq

in

The 3C expect that appropriate buffers
would be applied if a precinct were established rrea
wildlife corridor. This would be determined during

site

[e 3N

Wetlands to the Eastern portion and despite thegsint
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Specific

No. Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
a North/South wildlife corridor. (Kem334) technology suitability criteria the 3C are not ddefit a
13. Council argues that the conservation value of agotannot be solely precinct in this location would have no negativeact.
measured by protected areas. The DoE has previalestyified land
in the immediate surrounds of Kemerton as being aofhigh
conservation value, and providing essential corrliohis. (SoH)
13 | “Bush Not within areas | 1. There are no “Bush Forever” sites located at the Kécause thesel. Agreed.
Forever” sites | designated or proposed sites are restricted to the Perth metropolitan.gam219) 2. This criterion applies to the Perth Metropolitaraar
as ‘Bush Forever’ sites. | 2. LCC is aware that the investigation process assmtiavith the and as such, does not apply to this site. Howawugn
southern expansion of the Swan Bioplan is to conumén the nea clearing of native vegetation at all precinct sitesild
future. This work, to be undertaken by the DoE,ntended to have to meet all the requirements of the clea
identify new sites for inclusion on the Bush Forexegister. Given regulations.
the low representation of the local vegetation clemand proximity
to Priority and Declared Rare Flora and wetlandscarfiservation
significance, it is considered that a number o&ari@ the KIP will be] 3C Conclusion
considered for registration. (LCC) The site meets this criterion.
14 | Public A minimum 3km buffer 1. If HWTP were located in the western portion of KI®, 3km buffer| 1-3.No sites will be recommended within 3km of
Acceptability | from the nearest sensitive zone would extend to residential areas west of @ldst Rd and this sensitive land use.
land use, with a desirable is not a permissible outcome. (CoB) 4-6.1t is acknowledged that the site does not mee6kme
buffer distance of 6km 2. In the recently published Harvey Shire StrategynRéand adjoining desirable buffer distance. However as the 6kmeou
from the nearest sensitive the Kemerton buffer is recommended for residentialal sub is a desirable criterion, the site cannot be remig
land use. division — which includes their farm. (Kem15) from consideration on the basis of this criteritoma.
3. There are existing sub divisions adjoining the éuffLeschenault] 7-11. Essential and desirable site selection criterieew
Settlers Estate etc). (Kem15, Kem146) determined by a public process involving commu
4. The proposed site is within 6km of a sensitive lasd. (DOE) and industry stakeholders. The outcomes of
5. Shire of Harvey/WA planning Commission Strategiariiing (2006) process were ratified by Cabinet. The 3C is nc
for the land between Buffalo Rd, north to Myalupkm@wledges position to change the classifications of the
population growth will extend to within 6km radio$ the nominated selection criteria.
site. (Kem49, Kem338) 12-17. 1t is acknowledged that there are people liv
6. Urban areas within the 6km preferred buffer. (Ke)32 within 3km of the KIP. The 3km publi
7. Should be an essential criterion. (Kem208, Kem217) acceptability buffer was negotiated betwe
8. 3km buffer inadequate. (Kem37, Kem190, Kem212, Kem2 stakeholders to remove the potential
Kem315) encroachment by areas zoned residential, ho
9. Why is the arbitrary 6km buffer not an essentiékbcion? (Kem206) motels and hostels, caravan parks, hospitals
10. This buffer is entirely arbitrary, decided with tacal consultation nursing homes, schools and other educati
and little or no local practical knowledge. Envinsental justice, a establishments, shopping centres, some pu

principal upheld by the USA EPA acknowledges thatnmunities
have the right to have effects to lifestyle, praperalues, safety o
movement and enjoyment of natural resources coregidevhen

buildings, and indigenous communities. This buf
f is not related to the level of risk that may
associated with the establishment and operatio

[ing

ff
ve

=
ity
this
n
site

ng
en
for
tels,
and
nal
blic
fer
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n of

decisions are being formulated and made on theipityxof such

the precinct, nor does it imply public acceptanég
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No. Specific Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
things as HWTP. Arbitrary decisions in this cas@de relatively, the proposed HWTP.
from afar, do not allow this. (Kem334) 18-19. The 3C can only assess its criterion against|the
11. Buffer zones for toxic chemical treatment plantsedeto be current Town Planning legislation and residentially
considerable. They should be measured in tensnofiot hundreds zoned areas.
of metres. (Kem147) 19-22. The technology suitability criteria require that
12. Public acceptability has been shown to be abskei(86, Kem217 emissions are eliminated or minimised to ensure| the
Kem313, Kem343) protection of the community and the environment,
13. We believe we live within the 3km buffer zone. (KedAl2, including farming practices. It is these criterather
Kem139, Kem175) than the 3km public acceptability buffer, that are
14. People currently reside well within the 3km buffeone. (Kem28, designed to protect all land wuses, including
Kem2, Kem49, Keml2l, Keml122, Keml125-133, Keml135;137 agriculture and individual farm houses from possipl
Kem139-145, Kem149, Keml51, Keml55, Keml168, Kem197, effects and emissions. The application of the ipupl
Kem201, Kem205, Kem206, Kem2l7, Kem?222-43, Kem31l3, acceptability buffer does not preclude landuses|not
Kem314, Kem338, Kem365-394) covered by the definition of “sensitive landuses”
15. Live approximately 3km from the KIP. (Kem5, Kem197) from occurring within the buffer.
16. Significant population lives between 3 & 4 km frafP and this
number is likely to increase. (Kem315, Kem313)
17. My farm adjoins the buffer zone to the north easthe proposed
toxic waste treatment precinct at Kemerton. (Kem147
18. There are planned subdivisions on Buffalo Road, IMy#&em2A)
19. The eastern boundary of the site is within 1-5kmttef Wellesley|
River. For a 3-6km buffer to be applied would eroio on the
farmland on the eastern side of the river. (Kemb)
20. Extremely valuable, highly productive irrigated iagitural,
horticultural and viticulture areas are locatedhimitthe 3-6km buffer
zones. (Kem339) 3C Conclusion
21. | endorse the findings of Dr Pain’'s report on tham. (Kem152, The site meets the essential 3km component of this
Kem176) criterion.
22. KIP, with its large buffer zone and established eyaecy service The site does not meet the desirable 6km compafent
planning is ideally situated for the establishmefhsuch a facility.| this criterion.
(Kem177).
15 | Heritage No negative impact on| 1. Aboriginal sites in the area should be respecteem302) 1-3.The 3C recognize that it is extremely important| to
Value sites of recognised 2. Lack of investigation into Aboriginal heritage site (Kem28, protect significant sites of Indigenous and Europga
cultural or historical Kem313, Kem334) heritage (whether registered or not) from impdgcts
significance. 3. Given the existence of the river and mosaic of avets and the arising from industrial development. It is undecst
wildlife they would attract, it is to be expectedrther Aboriginal by the 3C that more detailed studies will pe
sites will be found here, especially around thelavgts within the undertaken to identify the best location within the
KIP. (Ind) exhibited site for a precinct. It is at this stapat
4. There are proven native title sites within thisaaren the eastern side.  detailed studies would be undertaken.
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Specific

Criteria

Submissions

Response

(Kemb)
Numerous Aboriginal sites have been located orettstern side and
western sides of the KIP and experts and locaggmus elders state
further investigation is necessary and mandatedleigislation.
(Kem49, Kem201, Kem202, Kem205, Kem206, Kem338)

| endorse the findings of Dr Pain’s report on them. (Kem152,
Kem334)

Thirteen sites are recorded on the DIA registethia area around
KIP, of which 5 are mythological sites associatethwivers and
wetlands and the rest are artefact scatters. (Ind)

Two sites are recorded on the proposed Kemertoatitot They
were exposed in a road cutting where Mariott Roamksses the
Wellesley River. (Ind)

4-8.The 3C has made all reasonable efforts to ide

3C Conclusion
The site meets this criterion.

sites of Indigenous and European heritage withen
KIP. This includes searching databases held by
Department of Indigenous Affairs and engag
Nyaarla Projects P/L to liaise with
stakeholders who’s Country may be affected.

Elder Market Research Report includes a map

tify
th
the

ng

Indigenous
The

(on

page 28) which was produced by Sinclair Knight

Merz for Western Power which shows 7 sites
Indigenous or European heritage in the eastern
western sides of the KIP buffer and 2 sites plyta
wholly within the KIP core. None of the sites ddpit

of
and

encroach on land exhibited by the 3C for locating a

hazardous waste treatment precinct.

N Factor
16 Transport
Routes

Must be within 25km of
major transport routes d
suitable railway lines.

=

From Main Roads viewpoint this site does not presary issues
(MR)

Road safety is an important issue to local resgleifKem49,
Kem338)

Putting large numbers of hazardous waste trucks ithe mix is
unacceptable to public safety. A rail facility wdube a superiof
option.

Kem291, Kem365-394)
Who pays to upgrade Roads on the transport roudeirathe areg
(e.g. merging lanes)? (Kem217, Kem20l1, Kem338, k&3
Kem350, Kem353-364)

This criterion should be upgraded to essentialn{ge&7)

1.
2.

(Kem155, Keml12l, Keml22, Keml125-133, Kem135
Kem136, Kem140-145, Kem149, Keml51, Keml68, Kem217,

Noted.

The 3C acknowledge the concerns about road safety

issues but do not believe truck movements

substantially increase the risk to road safetyha
area. It is estimated that if all of the hazardoastes
currently treated in the State were directed tg
precinct, that there would be between 10 and 2kt
movements per day. The movement of contro
wastes on the road are regulated under

Environmental  Protection  (Controlled Wasl
Regulations. The transport of dangerous goodsthg
in accordance with the existing suite of procedd
flowing from the Australian Code for the Transpoft
Dangerous Goods by Road and Rail, associ
dangerous goods regulations and emergency resf
procedures would apply.
See response 2 above. While using rail to trang
waste to a precinct is an option, given the voluwie
waste generated in Western Australia transporaiy
may not be viable.
If road upgrades are required, the 3C understdrats

will
t

D a
ru
led
the
e)
o
res

ated
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port
5
r

t

the cost would be met by government. Main Ro

ads
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No.

Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

would be consulted and involved in an assessme
preferred transport routes if this site wg
recommended as a location for a HWTP.

Essential and desirable site selection criteriaew
determined by a public process involving commur
and industry stakeholders. The outcomes of
process were ratified by Cabinet. The 3C is noa
position to change the classifications of the
selection criteria.

3C Conclusion
The site meets this criterion.

Nt of
bre

jer
ity
this
n
site

17

Transport
Routes

Any traffic on local
roads must be within
acceptable  congestion
and safety limits.

From Main Roads viewpoint this site does not presaty issues
(MR)

Perth- Bunbury road is dangerous with 6 fataliiggear. Bottleneck
regularly occur in Mandurah. (Kem37, Kem152, Kem3dm332)
The Old Coast Rd is one of the most hazardous in \Ab&idents
doubled in the last decade. (Kem21, Kem49, Kem123,-IKem125-
133, Kem135-137, Kem139-145, Kem148, Kem149, Kerrls3,
Kem155, Keml156, Keml158-161, Keml164-166,
Keml174, Kem207, Kem213, Kem214, Kem217, Kem306, &Ein
Kem311l, Kem313, Kem314, Kem322, Kem327, Kem329-3
Kem334, Kem338, Kem343, BCA, Kem347, Kem349, Kem3
Kem353-394, Kem400)

Old Coast Road would be the main road used to actesKIP —

many crosses line the road — testament that it darsgerous road.

(Kem27)

Toxic waste would be transported to the site vihegi of the two
busiest rural highways in the state, namely the tfsonestern
Highway or the old Coast roads (or, quite likely throposed new
Perth-Bunbury highway) which in turn increase tlkellhood of
accidents and exposure of the public to raw toxiendicals.
(Kem298, Kem303)

The main road between Preston Beach and Bunbuates as ong
of the WA’'s worst roads with a collective risk of68 casualty
crashes per km in 1999 — 2003. (Kem176)

There has been numerous traffic accidents on tHe00ast Road an
in fact on the Australia weekend this year thereawkfatalities in the
Lake Clifton area. (Kem329)

Kem168-1

1

D

71

32,
50

=

D

2-16.

Noted.

It is agreed that increasing the movement
materials can increase the risk of spillage. Hawe
the movement of controlled wastes on the road
regulated under the Environmental Protect
(Controlled Waste) Regulations. The transport
dangerous goods is done in accordance with
existing suite of procedures flowing from t
Australian Code for the Transport of Dangerq
Goods by Road and Rail, associated dangerous ¢
regulations and emergency response proced
would apply. It is unlikely that a precinct woulesult
in an increase in congestion to South West roads.
estimated that if all of the hazardous wastes atlyre
treated in the State were directed to a precimett
there would be between 10 and 20 truck moven
per day. Traffic volume data provided by Main reg
indicates that in April 2004 7139 vehicles travel
south past Lake Clifton on average per day on tlde
Coast Rd, off which 7.4%, or 528 were classed
heavy vehicles. Main Roads expect vehi
movements south of the Peel Deviation to increag
12000 — 15000 by the year 2021.

17. Noted.
d18. Noted.
19-20 Maintenance of roads is a matter for Main Ro

and beyond the scope of the 3C.
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No.

Specific
Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

21.
22.

If chemicals cannot be transported safely in thethPBletro area,
what likelihood is there of getting them to Kemertap to 160km
away without incident (submission contains an kertfcom Sat Fel
18 2006 West Australian about a spill from a troe€k 000+ litres of
chemicals in Warnbro). (Kem148, Kem332)

Increase in traffic on Old Coast Road will increasgse pollution,
affect safety of road users and cause congestianill-turn away
tourists. (Kem27, Kem28, Kem30, Kem5, Kem2A, KemBgm?21,
Kem8, Keml, Kem49, Keml39, Keml53-156, Kem158-]
Kem163-166, Keml126, Kem201l, Kem219, Kem310, Kemg3
Kem322, Kem327, Kem329, Kem331, Kem332, Kem342, B&3)
The Coast and South West highways are not adedoatenore
vehicles. (CoB)

Current road structure unable to cope with existiaffic. (Kem186,
CoB)

Disagree with 3C assumption that a precinct wilt nompromise
safety or cause congestion. (Kem194)

Both the Old Coast Road and the South West Highavaymarked as

tourist routes and are heavily congested at holtttags. (Kem310
Kem311, Kem347)

Presence of additional hazardous wastes on thermajtes is a
concern to the public. (SoH, Kem47, Kem123, Kem1R8m146,
Kem150, Kem152, Kem154, Kem163, Kem170, Kem174, Kéén
Kem183, Kem219, Kem292, Kem298, Kem306, Kem308, &KEn
Kem311l, Kem313, Kem321, Kem322, Kem327, Kem330-3
Kem334, SoDard, Kem338, Kem343, BCA, Kem346, Kem3
Kem350, Kem353-364, Kem400)
Presence of additional hazardous wastes on thermaijtes is g
concern to the public. (SoH)

Hazardous waste being delivered by road (or rait)figrave concern.

(Kem30, Kem195, Kem196, Kem207, SoDard)

School buses are a special factor in this arean{K&em347)
Waste should not be transported on public roadsm(k88, Kem308
Kem329, Kem330)

Roads will deteriorate with constant and heavyfitraf(Kem35,
Kem174, Kem201)

Current roads in KIP in poor condition. (Kem207, k310, Kem311)
Rail facility would be a better option. (Kem212)

3C GIS Webmap shows that the coastal plain betwésmdurah to

21. Noted, however given the relatively small volume
hazardous/industrial waste currently generated &

and that it will be sent to the precinct from mqg

different sources it is likely that the use of r

transport will not be viable.

22. Main Roads have advised that transport to the

present no issues from their viewpoint.
accepts this advice.

61,

11,

32,
49

3C Conclusion
The site meets this criterion.

The

of
W
ny
Al
KIP
3C
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Specific

accident — traffic or pollution. Patients are beaiglifted to the city.
No full ICU available — would necessitate an upgradf hospital
system at additional cost to ratepayer. (Kem37, B&mKem49,

No. Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
South of Bunbury does not meet the criterion. (Kém3
18 Emergency Within approximately 25 1. It is in reasonable proximity to the Bunbury Fir@at®n, which is @ 1. Agreed. The site meets this criterion.
Services minutes of adequate off- career station and is, located about 20 km fronptisposed site and2. Noted.
site emergency services  would have a response time of about 20 minutesS&JE 3-15 FESA have advised that the KIP is within R5
including medical and 2. Our local Bunbury office however advise that beeatlwere are so minutes of offsite emergency services. St Jphn
firefighting facilities. few permanent staff from Bunbury, they could requlvack up) Ambulance advises that KIP is within 25 minutes| of
support from Fire & Rescue Service volunteers, aodld have an adequate offsite emergency services, with |the
expected response time of about 30 minutes. (FESA) Australind volunteer substation within 5km apd
3. Local FESA does not have the equipment or expegi¢naeal with Bunbury paramedic station approximately 20km away
toxic waste fires or chemical spills. (Kem2A, Kem21Kem121, as is the Bunbury Regional Hospital. Therefore [the
Kem122, Kem125-133, Kem135-137, Kem140-145, Kem149, site is considered to meet this criterion. Howethés
Kem151, Kem155, Kem156, Kem158-161, Kem164-166, K&m was set as a desirable criterion rather than améab
Kem168, Kem176, Kem212, Kem302, Kem310, Kem311, &b criterion in acknowledgement that on-site emergency
Kem329, Kem330, SoDard, BCA, Kem365-394, Kem400) services could be provided if required.
4. Volunteer fire and rescue do not have HAZMAT tragi- delays in 16. Agreed.
appropriately trained persons from Perth would Imacoeptable| 17. Essential and desirable site selection criteriaewer
(Kem27, Kem28, Kem49, Kem201, Kem205, Kem206, Kem21 determined by a public process involving community
Kem310, Kem311, Kem338) and industry stakeholders. The outcomes of this
5. Local fire brigades are voluntary and rely on Bumbservices for process were ratified by Cabinet. The 3C is na |n
backup, taking at least 30 minutes to become operakem139, position to change the classifications of the site
Kem313) selection criteria.
6. Local knowledge points to inadequate fire fightiagd emergency
services, especially if bushfires are being fougkem49, Kem123
Kem202, Kem217, Kem338)
7. FESA s currently trying to justify getting rid emall rural volunteer
Fire Brigades from many of the rural council ar¢asugh which
materials will travel on the way to the precinct ®ho will fight
your fires when your truck rolls over on the OldaSbRoad and sefs
the bush on fire? (Kem163)
8. A recent bushfire in the Park highlights the inagpiateness/risk of
a toxic waste plant being located there. (Kem123nk39, Kem153
Kem163, Kem184, Kem196, Kem202, Kem207, Kem300, B&2
9. What would happen if a bushfire got into the fagi (Kem124)
10. There is a high danger to residents in the evera blish fire, ag
Kemerton is in a high risk bushfire area. (Kem382m342)
11. Bunbury Hospital does not have capabilities to hena major
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Specific

e Factor

Criteria

Submissions

Response

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Kem332, SoDard, Kem338, Kem343, Kem349, Kem350, 8&3n
364, Kem400)
Bunbury Regional Hospital does not have a burns. Kiem2A,

Kem33, Kem121, Kem122, Kem125-133, Kem135-137, K&bnl

145, Keml149, Keml51, Keml53, Keml155-156, Keml158-]
Kem164-166, Kem171, Kem168, Kem212, Kem322, Kem322-
SoDard, Kem343, Kem353-394, Kem400)

Our regional health service is not supplied withffstrained or
equipped to admit patients requiring acute intensbare beyong
emergency triage, which could only prepare sevdrglyed patientg
for transfer to Perth by RFDS or road ambulanceniik39)

South West Health Campus could not cope with towiaste
emergency. (Kem211, Kem318)

The nearest unit with Breathing Apparatus gear ablat for
Hazardous Chemical Response is Bunbury. (Kem310)

The Kemerton Industrial Park (KIP) with its largefter zone and
established emergency service planning is ideatlyated for the
establishment of such a facility. (Kem177)

161

3C Conclusion
The site meets this criterion.

17. Should be an essential criterion. (Kem208, Kem217)
19 Proximity to| Within ~ 150km  from
waste where 80% of the waste |t
generating treats is generated.
areas
20 Land Located on State
Ownership Government owned land
21 | Legislative Within the jurisdiction 1. Any proposal to establish toxic evaporation portd§éeanerton would| 1-2 The nature of the criterion was to ensure thateStat
Jurisdiction of Western Australian be subject to Federal oversight — the EPBC Act 1898 CAMBA environmental regulators could execute their
legislation, policies or and JAMBA treaties. Under the above treaties, piolflusources must jurisdictional requirements at the proposed precinc
regulations; ie, not on not be introduced into areas where migratory bfegsi and breed. sites. The 3C welcome the ability of Federal
Commonwealth land. (Kem49, Kem152, Kem169, Kem184, Kem201, Kem206, B2Py regulators to also affect the conservation rulethim
Kem330, Kem331, Kem338, Kem343, Kem349, Kem350, B&8n site.
364)
2. 3C states the site is within jurisdiction of WA iglgtion, policy and
regulations. Of course this is true but State pevean be overlaid
by Federal International treaties eg. Migratory dbiagreement 3C Conclusion
JAMBA & CAMBA. (Kem334) The site meets this criterion.
22 Equity/ Within a reasonable 1. People can travel long distances to get to work the | 1. Essential and desirable site selection criteriaewer
employment | commuting distance of a equity/employment criterion is not necessary. (Kgm5 determined by a public process involving community
centre providing adequatg and industry stakeholders. The outcomes of this
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Specific

No. Criteria Submissions Response
Factor
facilities for a skilled process were ratified by Cabinet. The 3C is noa
workforce and their position to change the site selection criteria.
families.
3C Conclusion
The site meets this criterion.

23 | Services Ability to provide 1. Council queries the source of any required watette precinct and 1-9 The criterion requires that there be ability forveees
adequate access to any impact on the site will have on the level andliy of available to be provided to a precinct. These services ithere
water, telephone and groundwater. (SoH) available at the precinct, or could be upgraded
electricity. 2. Services in area (power especially) struggles fpecwith demand relatively easily to ensure their reliable provisidhe

Weekly power loss experienced. (Kem28) KIP site has the capacity to provide adequate adce
3. Site is currently inadequately serviced — no watepply, phone services. Government will provide essential s&wvic
service inadequate, electricity connection poss#tleconsiderable required for a precinct.
expense, gas connection. Approval very difficutein49, Kem202,
Kem338)
4. | endorse the findings of Dr Pain’s report on them. (Kem152,
Kem201, Kem206)
5. Mobile coverage in this area is extremely poor.r{iR87)
6. Services may be available but they are not presentPower station
meant to run on natural gas but runs on Diesel usai0 gas
connection provided. (Kem315)
7. lam aware there are restrictive phone servicéisdrarea. (Kem313)
8. There is no power or gas on the site at the monjisem313)
9. Services are available, but they are not presethisastage. Western
Power’s peak load power station just completeth@tiorthern end of
the KIP is meant to run on natural gas from the Pi@mBunbury
pipeline, but is presently running on diesel ahalgh the gas 3C Conclusion
pipeline runs right next to the power station, mmmection has beenThe site meets this criterion.
made. (Kem315)
24 Climate/ Notin an areaproneto | 1. Dr Pain has indicated that studying wind rose datdicates| 1-8 The 3C acknowledges that the site may be suscep
landform frequent temperature prevailing winds in summer months have potentiataory odour to to temperature inversions and this criterion has no
inversions. Binningup. Further details of this and that tempa® inversions been shown to be met. However, as this is a désirg
occur at the site are in Dr Pain’s report. (SoH) criterion, the site cannot be removed from
2. Temperature inversions in the area will cause dlcallcommunity to consideration on the basis of this criterion alone.
be affected by any airborne pollution. (Kem37, K&mKem221— Prevailing wind directions do not form part of thiee
243) selection criteria.
3. Rainfall, evaporation, wind, temperature inversand cyclone data
discovered during the exhibition show the site nsatisfactory and
uneconomic. (Kem49, Kem338)
4. Temperature inversions most of the year. (Kem4InBz8)
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Specific

e Factor

Criteria Submissions Response

5. Area prone to temperature inversions. (Kem175, K&l

6. Frequent temperature inversions and the proxiniitg significantly
large and expanding community make the Kemertoa titally
unacceptable. (Kem324)

7. Atmospheric temperature inversions that occur iny{8aptember
create possibility of evaporated chemicals remaimilatively close
to the ground and contaminating the recharge wattdre Leederville
Aquifer and rainwater entering. (Kem2A, Kem222-p43

8. Local community already receives odour nuisancefeopiggery ang
would suffer from temperature inversion, preventirglequate
dispersal of chronic or acute releases. (Kem49, KHml22,| 3C Conclusion
Kem125-133, Kem135-137, Kem140-145, Kem149, K154mK55,| The site does not appear to meet this criterion.
Kem168, Kem198, Kem201-202, Kem205-206, Kem212-213,

Kem314, Kem338, Kem365-394)
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NON SITING CRITERIA MATTERS — KEMERTON INDUSTRIAL P ARK

Table 2: Kemerton Industrial Park - Socio-Economiclssues
Issue Raised By

| fully endorse the findings of Dr Pains report. Kem37, Kem38, Kem47, Kem119, Kem153, Kem156-161mke4-
167, Kem169, Keml174, Kem176, Kem178, Kem180, Kernl®3,
Kem192-193, Kem198, Kem201, Kem204-206, Kem211, KEsn
Kem219, Kem319, Kem322, Kem329-331, BCC, Kem343nB48-
350, Kem353-364

House values will be devalued by 50% if the precis@stablished, plans for developing the coastgd opposite] Kem120

the plant is underway for residences.
Psycho-social impact of a facility on nearby reside- this issue is supported by the Wagerup (da)ldlcoa| Keml
health issues.
Land values would be affected (negatively). Kem5, Kem21, LPA, Kem49, Kem134, Kem153, Kem156mA&8-
161, Keml64-166, Keml71l, Keml73-174, Keml186, Kem211l
Kem299, Kem322, Kem327, Kem329-332, Kem338, Kem343
Kem348-350, Kem353-364
Little economic benefits from a precinct at Kemarto Kem292

| understand that this treatment plant will emptmly 12 people. The area required for this plaatrdases the Kem310

opportunity for other industries that would emplagre people, to locate here.
At best only a handful of jobs would be createdaliycand you can be sure that any person movirthecarea tqg Kem153, Kem156, Kem158-161, Kem164-166, Kem171mB822,
work at such a facility would not want to live witha 20km radius, at a minimum. Kem329-331, Kem349, Kem350, Kem353-364

Why locate a low-value waste processing plant @rcgcindustrial land at Kemerton when it could beated atf Kem33

one of a number of alternative sites of low ecormomwdlue, that are not suitable for high-value indak
development?

‘Clean and green’ image is vital for success ofrigim, horticultural, viticulture, agricultural andther| Kem2A, Kem2B Keml, Kem138, Kem33, Kem21, Keml3, iBem
businesses/industries — the precinct would jeopartiis. Kem49, Keml24, Keml47, Keml150, Keml54, Keml74-175,
Kem180, Kem186, Kem197, Kem205, Kem207, Kem217, KE8n
Kem292, Kem299, Kem300, Kem302, Kem303, Kem30&mnR10,
Kem329, Kem338, Kem339, Kem342, BCA

Precinct will deter people coming to the area. Kem35, Kem150, Kem175, Kem13, Kem195, Kem309, KesnBLA
All 4 shires in the district have now unanimousfposed the Kemerton Industrial Park being a siteafavaste]| Kem174, Kem186, Kem220

precinct. The communities in the district are alpposed to this.
City of Bunbury obliged to support neighbouring reki — Harvey, Capel and Dardanup formally oppose| t6oB
precinct.

The Shire of Harvey does not support a hazardowstewteeatment facility in KIP on the grounds of ogpnity | KIPCC
cost. The Shire stands to be potentially finahcidisadvantaged through loss of rates revenue.
The Dardanup Shire Council advises the Core Caatdrdt Committee on Waste and the Minister for tHgoDard
Environment, Hon. Mark McGowan MLA that it suppotte Shire of Harvey position and strongly oppabes|
proposed location of a hazardous waste precindimihe KIP.
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Issue

Raised By

The KIP has been assessed, researched, investagatedonitored over and over and over again anbeaPEP is
well aware there have been no significant adversér@aamental or social impacts in over twenty yeafs
continuous operation.

Keml177

We currently use rainwater for drinking and cookinthe thought of more toxic gases and dust sgtimour roof
and contaminating this water supply is worrying.

Kem170

Residents are dependent on rainwater for domeséicand bore water for garden, fire fighting, staoki outdoor
use. The risk of these water supplies being coint@ed by toxic gases, spillage and seepage frempands/spills
is of grave concern.

Kem123, Kem183, Kem300,

Our fresh water tanks, which will be affected byithrain”, are primarily used for all drinking, g and| Kem179
cleaning for my family.

Rainwater tanks used widely in the bush areas doeildffected by toxic gas or dust landing on ttad.ro Kem308,
Shire of Mt Marshall a more suitable site in temfisocio-economic terms. CoB
Lived close to Brookdale and witnessed first hemeldebilitating effect of this industry. Criminal establish the Kem198
precinct close to where pregnant women, babiegyandg children live and play.

My sister was a neighbour of the Brookdale site lapelieve some of her health issues today stem #oookdale.| Kem297
Have worked in the KIP and believe the precinctusthde in a more remote and less sensitive ar¥d/of Kem202
Frustrated that KIP values are being compromiseprbginct proposal and initial assurances are beasgaside. Kem210

Precinct is a threat to aquatic lifestyle pursisitieschenault area.

Kem292, Kem305, Kem312, Kem329, Kem343

Precinct is a threat to Leschenault Inlet and neslife.

Kem4, Kem294, Kem304, Kem312, Kem329, Kem352

Protect the Greater Bunbury area, especially majdvdivisions in Eaton, Australind and Dalyellup rfrg
contamination of our ground and water storagefraim toxic gases, waste spillages, toxic fumesdhfd and
habitat and lifestyle.

Kem296

If the proposal is to go ahead at Kemerton

Kem321

e | would ask that compensation be paid to the Stirelarvey for their loss of revenue from areas that

would have become urban areas.
< that compensation is paid to landowners withingkea buffer for any affects on land values
e that water is provided to all homes that do notehdrinking water provided by the reticulated system
« that a compensation process be put in place shbelglant affect people’s lives or health in anyerde
way

As a resident of Binningup, the community closesthe Industrial Park | feel it will impact in a joa negative
way to our lifestyle.

Kem310, Kem311

Employment of 12 persons will not improve the locammunity to the same degree that a more intenseeof
the land would.

Kem311

If land values are affected full monetary compensatvould be expected.

Kem21

A financial burden is imposed by the buffer on H@rvey Shire due to the restriction of urban growabulting
from the buffer.

Kem321

If the values of land and housing go down as ofdag you recommend Kemerton as the chosen sité expect
full monetary compensation from this present gonent.

Kem332

There is a lack of public acceptance of the locatiad proposal. The community is overwhelminglypaged to

the proposal.

SoDard, Kem338, Kem342, Kem399
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Issue

Raised By

If the toxic waste precinct is established therdl b& no stopping the development of the KIP intdiighly
desirable location for industries that generatesalts of hazardous waste. We do not wish to ilivanother
Kwinana.

Kem348

3C responses

* Any request or need for compensation is the respitinsof the government and beyond the scopehef3C process
e The 3C expectations that a precinct could createerjabs and add to the job opportunities in thearErom an employment perspective, skilled jolespaeferable to lower skille

jobs; and sustainable jobs are preferable to uasizile jobs. This precinct represents both cfeheeneficial

» ltis understood that people’s perceptions of liviar farming near an industrial park, or a wastatiment facility, may result in a lower sale pricetheir property.

outcomes.

Table 3: Kemerton Industrial Park - Air Quality

Issue

Raised By

The summer time wind pattern results in morningvaileng wind coming from the N.E resulting in angsgous|
leakage or spillage blowing in a S.W direction igfind towards the second largest residential ceént®A and one
of the fastest growing areas in Australia.

Kem298

The air could be contaminated with toxic gases frdmemicals emptied into the proposed evaporatiamdgg
Obnoxious smells are a gross side effect for smding residential areas, let alone people with thed bronchial
problems.

Kem138, Kem188, Kem308, Kem324, Kem332, Kem352

The thought of having evaporation ponds with tdyimes only 6km away from our homes is sickening. mRe9
On Monday & of March there was a large bush fire in the anes@meédiately south of Simcoa, less than 3km squtem184
of the larger of the proposed sites. The whol¢hef Leschenault residential area was covered bykesmdich

remained visible at ground level like a morning tnficg 36 hours. Plume dispersion models accurgiedgicted

the smoke dispersion and demonstrate how emisiomsthe proposed site will behave.

Detailed noise and odour modelling should be careid prior to the site being considered further. HSo

Odour and emissions travel with the slightest wind.

Kem7, Keml, Kem2A, Keml120-122, Keml124-126, Kem1233;]
Kem135-137, Kem140-145, Kem149, Kem151, Kem155, K&#n
Kem174, Kem210, Kem310, Kem327, BCA, Kem365-394

Odours and emissions could affect the health ofymasidents.

Kem2B, Keml10, Kem8, Kem30, Keml138, Keml47, Keml
Kem159, Keml174, Kem175, Kem180, Kem23, Kem195, KEm
Kem216, Kem299, Kem316, Kem324, Kem327, Kem329n&e0,
Kem332, SoDard, Kem343, BCA, Kem400

Strong winds in the area.

Kem5

The cumulative effect of settled airborne contamisan the surrounding land has not been addred3eposition
of contaminants from pond emissions and other ssuan the surrounding area will occur, diminishimigh
increased distance from source. Over the sumnradpeonsiderable levels of contaminants will acalate on
the ground and foliage of the surrounding areae fifst rain of the season will result in contanmitsareaching
sensitive wetlands and the superficial water table.

Kem184

There are very serious omissions in the 3C listxitéria, for example the effect on the healtic@imunity living
in close proximity to such a plant or precinct, déimel obnoxious smells emitted by such a precinct.

Kem152, Kem175

Prevailing south/west winds will bring any toxic issions to Binningup and coastal areas. The aoiteoif public

Kem167, Kem175, Kem176, Kem306, SaD&CA
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acceptability [3km buffer] is absolutely unsuitallih prevailing winds blowing.

Noticed the occasional caustic and chemical oddhias are evident whilst driving between Australiadd
Binningup. This is apparent NOW, without the wastatment plant, so | can only guess that withetimwill
become worse.

Kem170

3C Response
The 3C notes these submissions

The Cabinet endorsed technological suitabilityeciét require that operators must eliminate or misémemissions to air, land and water.
suitability criteria should ensure impacts to theimnment and community in areas around the preg@secincts are be managed
Evaporation ponds may not be the only solutionéalidg with treated waste water. There are otlterratives for dealing with waste water and thedlebe determined by the

These @iteombined with the sit

proponents with approval from regulatory authositid solution will be site specific. However thregntion of evaporation ponds at precincts is tapevate treated waste water once
the other treatment processes at the precinct reameved waste or contaminants from liquid wasté ¢banes to the precinct. The ponds themselvesnwilbe used to treat hazardqus
waste.
Table 4: Kemerton Industrial Park - Impacts on Farming

Issue Raised By

Beef producers in the area export to overseas nsarkederal Government would be held accountable Kem5, Kem339, Kem340

contaminated meat. Beef stock drink groundwateali@uAssurance may be affected.

Proximity to farming areas — the prevailing windeul carry any discharge across valuable dairyf, lgrape,| Kem146, Kem175, Kem298, Kem300, Kem302, Kem30&mR06,

citrus and hay producing land. Kem332, Kem339, Kem342, Kem400

Possible loss of overseas markets for our agri@llpproducts if contamination occurred. Kem321

Effect on horticultural belt which incorporates Bingup and Myalup which relies on the under growader. Kem5, Kem147, Kem163, Kem173

The future of agriculture and associated regiowmahmunities will be compromised through the estaiptisnt of| Kem339

the Hazardous Waste treatment Precinct in the Kiiike Kemerton site is virtually surrounded by agjtigre.

There is a pipeline through a private property thi$ is deviated due to heavy industry would mikmpossible| Kem23

to continue farming.

Leaching from evaporation ponds could impact orlityuaf organically grown crops. Kem129

3C Response:

The combined site selection criteria and technolsgiyability criteria are some of the most stringeriteria for any type of industrial facility. Véim implemented together, these critgria

should ensure the risks of impacts on groundwaten the proposed precinct can be managed.

Table 5: Kemerton Industrial Park - Environmental | ssues

Issue Raised By
The consultants report (Dr Pain) has highlightedaiage of environmental issues including the polisibdf | PAN
groundwater contamination and biodiversity loss.
Our major concern with Kemerton is the current latla clearly viable mechanism for handling watemoval.| NTN
The area required for evaporation ponds is vegeland would result in significant clearing of matvegetation.
Do not support the Kemerton site for a precincthefe are too many environmental constraints inoldiACE
groundwater that is utilised for irrigation, humaonsumption and other sensitive uses overlain lghli
permeable sand.
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Issue Raised By

Feel that if a site needs ‘engineering” to meettbshe criteria, then the site should be deemwataoeptable. Kem49, Kem338

Our committee is concerned that given our centmnithe banks of the Brunswick River, and giver fbathe last| Kem329
few years the Brunswick river has burst its barkd fiooded and its waters come to within metreswf centre.
We are concerned that should the flood waters betaounated and then when the flood waters regede
contaminants are left to dry and then be blown mtocentre.

How will migratory birds be protected from the ewagtion ponds? Netting 40 hectares of ponds wo@d Kem120
expensive.

Of the view that the hazardous waste facility sdolé on the eastern side of the Darling Scarp twwimize | SoDard
potential risk to the valuable groundwater resokmewn as the Yarragadee aquifer that is now sulbjedebate
to be used for drought proofing Perth. Regardbéske aquifer being used to supply water to Pigritha valuable
and essential resource for the South West of WAaarydpossibility of destroying this asset shouldabeided.

Changes to designated groundwater areas — wilethesbrought under scrutiny at the time of develepnif a| Kem25
number of years elapse?

Recommend the eastern fragment of KIP be excluded €onsideration and that the western fragmenérgwa| LCC
number of rigorous site specific studies to quarttie environmental values of the area.

How will permission be given to clear scrub in Ketoa, especially in the pristine bushland areagmithe State Kem120, Kem174
clearing regulations?

Permission to clear from the Soils Commissionerlditne required and is not certain. Kem49
Evaporation ponds will impact on treaty protection. Kem186
Treatment ponds could cause problems for wildéfgecially migratory birds. WCS, Kem186, Kem315n1882, Kem315, Kem329, BCA

It is a well known fact that wherever polluting usdry is established, sooner or later there willabfault in the| Kem152
operation or maintenance, and one must accepttiigtfat Kemerton will not be an exception. Thastrnuction
of evaporation ponds in porous soils is in itseffaamger of leading to a pollution problem, irrespecof protective
layers of clay or other sealing processes.

Impact on rare flora and fauna in the area is @eon Keml, Kem124, Kem138, Kem154, Kem174, Kem180, Ke®r302,
Kem305, Kem308, Kem310, Kem315, Kem327, Kem329, B&n
Kem400

Very concerned about water and air pollution, fa@nytaminants in the soil. Kem47, Kem342, BCA, Kem352

Concern that an incident such as a fire would prediire wastewater that would feed into the watgnaad | Kem2A
groundwater via the Spearwood sand — the fire wateld need to be captured adequate.

There are fresh water springs in the LeschenauliaBg near the northern end which in the early nmgrand| Kem163
evening are watering points for swans and ducksciwbould be adversely affected if the groundwatethese
springs were polluted.

As a result of investigations done for an outfgflepdirectly west of Kemerton, uprisings of freshter was found Kem163
at sea, creating ‘sand volcanoes’ where fresh vimtebled from the seabed. Contamination of growatdmwould
then get into the ocean also.

Clearing 20 to 40 hectares of pristine bushlandlngult in changes to the water table which imtwill affect the| Kem174
sensitive wetland areas.

Large populations of birds attracted to the arealevoeed to be protected from the ponds by netting. Keml174

The populations of crabs, fish and birds in theast will be in immediate danger in the event ddak or spillage.] Kem174, Kem302
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Issue

Raised By

Quality of water at the Leschenault Inlet has detated considerable in the past four years.

KemRem303

The KIP has been assessed, researched, investagatedonitored over and over and over again anbeaPEP is
well aware there have been no significant adversér@aamental or social impacts in over twenty yeafs
continuous operation.

Keml177

The superficial water table is dependent on theraation between water gain in the form of rainfaitl water losg
from surface evaporation, drainage and uptake lggtation. The local hydrological cycle would bedified by
the exclusion of an area as large as the propogaplosation ponds. Adverse affects on sensitivall&PP
wetlands is highly likely.

Kem184

In the event of a groundwater contamination evieris, my understanding that remedial action invelekilling a
number of bores around the affected area to rerfayge quantities of contaminated water. Such réahedtion
at Kemerton would result in lowering the watertablgich would destroy the sensitive wetlands indhea. This
is unacceptable.

Kem184

Ocean outfall would require dilution at plant befafilution at sea due to high inorganic loads. r&tis no local
large dilution source available.

Kem49, Kem217, Kem338, Kem186, BCA

Rainwater tanks could be affected by toxic gasust thnding on the roof.

Kem188

An accident involving a “toxic waste truck” wouléve horrendous environmental implications. Waktaukl not
be transported on public roads.

Kem188

How is winter run-off of potentially contaminatedater to be kept out of the KIP drainage system,ct
discharges into the Wellesley River?

niKem191

If water is polluted the consequences just flowirdo all communities, both natural and man-designé@dhealth
happy community will save the Government moneyhalong run.

Kem197

Should be a ban on all clearing due to the valupative bush to ecosystem services and the estim#tat his
biodiversity hotspot we live in is now undergoifg tmost rapid extinction rate for 65 million years.

Kem200

The area is one of the last natural bush landsisnfast growing South West area.

Kem302

I am also concerned about the risk of air and waddution.

Keml, Kem303, BCA, Kem352

The wetlands within the immediate area will haveraylic connections to other wetlands of significacological
importance and the associated hydraulic condugtpliices it in a high risk category for a potent@lic plume
occurring, should contaminants make their way theogroundwater hydraulic connections.

DCLM

CALM has concerns that the KIP site does not nteettiteria in relation to impacts on biodiversityith potential
impacts on wetlands, groundwater and vegetation.

DCLM

Ground water, aquifers, rainwater (on which manyhis area rely) would almost certainly be endaeddry the
establishment of such a plant in this location.isTik probably supported by DoE, CALM, and the ajppiate
water authorities.

Kem304

There has already been leakage of salt from onheofturrent industries in the KIP — this reportedbliuted
groundwater at the time.

Kem2, Kem222-243

Any vegetation remaining on the Swan Coastal Alvecoming more and more important as the eveeasing
pressure for housing land develops.

Kem315

Studies carried out in 1989 concluded that “the Edgon Industrial Park was classified by the GeaaBurvey
of Western Australia of having a very high vulneligpto nutrient pollution”.

Kem329

Wetlands should be protected.

Kem197, Kem205, Kem301, Kem302
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Issue Raised By

The Kemerton Industrial Estate drains into the besault Estuary. Kem324

Surrounding area has significant ecological comtiesithat would likely be detrimentally impacted bty | DOIR

precinct activities.

Drainage to the Wellesley River is a potential peah Ind

3C Response:

e Concerns about potential impacts on the environraennoted. However, the combined site selectitaria and technology suitability criteria are soof the most stringent criter
for any type of industrial facility. When implented together, these criteria should ensure the n§kmpacts on the environment from the proposedipct can be managed.

* There are other alternatives to evaporation pooddéaling with waste water and these will be deiteed by the proponents with approval from the taiguy authorities.

* Any clearing of native vegetation at precinct sitesild have to meet all the requirements of tharaig regulations.

* Appropriate emergency response and fire fightimguirements, including fire wastewater control, iperations within a precinct would be determinedirdythe approvals an
licensing process.

e The movement of controlled wastes on the road egelated under the Environmental Protection (CdlietioWaste) Regulations. The transport of dangergoods is done i
accordance with the existing suite of procedurewifig from the Australian Code for the TransporDafngerous Goods by Road and Rail, associated darggoods regulations an
emergency response procedures would apply.

Table 6: Kemerton Industrial Park - Buffer Zone
Issue Raised By
The Stanley Road landfill also appears to be withim 3-6km desirable buffer of the precinct anddf@e may| ACE, Kem320

invalidate the site against essential criteria.
The Stanley Rd Bunbury Harvey Regional Land filesand the J W Cross and Sons land fill site balhwiithin | Kem49, Kem338
3.26 Km of the southern tip of the proposed wessgm This is unacceptably close.
Three kilometres for a buffer is not considere@fe slistance, nor even 6km. Keml176

The 3km buffer is insufficient for safety due t@pailing winds. Kem176

One of the larger sites (third site) being consdds actually located in the buffer zone betwédenindustrial corg Kem198, Kem206
and the light industrial zone to the east, neaWttedlesley River.
The local community, business and government leaddl be opposing any increase or amendmentsed<i® | Kem206, Kem219
save for it being reduced in size.

This criterion does not in any way apply to whagénerally known as acceptability to the public. enk207, Kem219
3C definition of public acceptability flawed. Atkary definition which did not include nearby resmsids. Kem213, Kem310
3km and 6km distance must be drastically revisegangs. Kem213

Other plants in other countries have had diffi@dtivhen placed too close to urban areas. The prakenbuffer| Kem321
would not be sufficient.
When the 3C seemingly has not yet determined thetexaste treatment site within the Kemerton estades can| Kem346
the 3C confidently declare that provenance as ‘tesult of lengthy negotiations between industry and

community/environment stakeholders?
Not until the site selection is firmly agreed (wiegr in WA) could any proper decision be made altloeitextent Kem346
of any buffer zone for that particular site and étecumstances? Or has the state government predeed
Kemerton is it, and any ordinary public consultatis a placatory charade played out for the bewéfiesidents in
the SW region?
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Issue Raised By

A complete long term ban on incineration and ldhdfithin the 3-6km buffer zone of any hazardoussted CSA
treatment precinct.
More appropriate buffer should be imposed on thegmy of wetlands (Criterion 2). Suggested thah&ervation’| SoH
classified wetlands should have the highest le/platection.

3C Response
e The Stanley Road Landfill is outside the 3km Essébuffer. Establishing a precinct with a landét incinerator within the 3km essential buffer wid be inconsistent with the 3C|s

intention when it recommended that landfilling @ndineration of hazardous wastes are unacceptableblogies in precincts. This Cabinet endorsede#@mmendation was based

on strong public views regarding unacceptable telcigies
e The 3km public acceptability buffer was negotialetiveen stakeholders to remove the potential foroathment by areas zoned residential, hotels,|snatel hostels, caravan parks,
hospitals and nursing homes, schools and othera¢gidual establishments, shopping centres, somegibildings, and indigenous communities. Thisféufs not related to the leve
of risk that may be associated with the establisttraad operation of the precinct, nor does it estatthe expected distance that emissions are ®gaxtravel from a precinct.
The technology suitability criteria require thatissions are eliminated or minimised to ensureptiéection of the community and the environmenis Ithese criteria, rather than the
3km public acceptability buffer, that are desigtegrotect all land uses, including agriculture amdividual farm houses from possible effects amdssions.

e The 3C concurs that incineration and landfills a@red within the 3km essential public acceptabbitjfer. This Cabinet endorsed 3C recommendatios vesed on strong publ
views regarding unacceptable technologies.

(@]

Table 7: Kemerton Industrial Park - Conduct and Process

Issue
No true test of public acceptability has been earout through a properly constructed survey. Kemz20

3C Response:
The eight exhibited sites were assessed again§ahimet endorsed site selection criteria whicmaibinclude surveying public acceptance of the psajh

Raised By

Table 8: Kemerton Industrial Park - Technology
Issue

In reviewing the 3C documeAdternate treatment options for Aqueous Effluenktaz Wa.pdft is evident that the Kem152, Kem184
cost of these treatments is prohibitive. Thissgeeially the case when there are other more seiites. The 3(
further fails to indicate storage options priotreatment and disposal of the residual waste fimrprocess.
The design and safe operation of a waste treatfaeiiity would be relatively straightforward comear with the| Kem177

industries that are successfully operating in the &t present.
Concerns about the suitability of evaporation poindghe Kemerton area have been raised. Issuesagforation| DOIR, SoH, Keml, Kem2, Keml0, Kem21l, Kem49, Kemlj52,
pond design have also been raised. Keml74, Keml76, Keml84, Kem2l1l2, Kem222-243, Kem292,
Kem307, Kem310, Kem311, Kem315, Kem332, Kem342, £&0n

In your newsletter 4/2006, under EVAPORATION POND®Y NOT BE THE ONLY SUITABLE OPTION,| Kem152
you infer that the 3C is now trying to find an aftative to evaporation ponds. | have been toldrafther site in
Sydney, where evaporation ponds are not used fstevieeatment. The atrocious smells and damabeatth are

reported to be a serious concern.
Concern with the current lack of a clearly viableamanism for handling water removal. NTN, Kem49nit888, ACE, CSA

Raised By
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Issue

Raised By

As we stated in our comments regarding (EC5), tlils san be engineered, but in our opinion the wtsite for a|
hazardous waste treatment plant would need torleel lwith clay or a suitable artificial product inder for all
potential leakages or spillages to be contained.

Kem315

3C Response:

The mechanisms for dealing with waste water wildle&rmined by the proponents with approval frogulatory authorities if KIP is recommended as a ft a HWTP.
Waste storage at a precinct would have to compty wie Explosives and Dangerous Goods (Dangerouxi$sélandling and Storage) Regulations 1992 (WA) apglicable
Australian Standards. Any residual waste fromttBatment processes would be taken off site fqradial at the appropriate class of landfill.

Proponents in waste precincts will need identifythnds, and have these approved by the regulatogniuring any groundwater below a site is protecte

Table 9: Kemerton Industrial Park - Miscellaneous

Issue

Raised By

Opposed to precinct at the short listed site.

SoH, ACE, LCC, CoB, Keml, Kem2A, Kem4, Kem5, Kenkéms,
Kem10-12, Kem15, Kem16, Kem21, Kem34, Kem23, Kenk&m?28,
Kem30, Kem49, Kem119, Kem154, Kem182, Kem183, Keml9
Kem192, Kem193, Kem196-198, Kem201, Kem203-207, Kk
213, Kem216 Kem218, Kem?219,
Kem295, Kem297-299, Kem303-311, Kem316-319, Kem322-
Kem327-331, BCC, Kem338, Kem339, Kem342, Kem348mR47-
394, Kem399, Kem400

We the undersigned say:
That a Hazardous Waste Treatment Plant at KIP wioglihge on the amenity and safety of neighbour
residents.

Public drinking water would be put at risk of camfaation.

Vulnerable fauna and flora would suffer loss ofitethand suffer from fugitive emissions.

Kem326
irgjgned by over four thousand one hundred peopl@0#)L

The following signatories (211) oppose the constoncof a “Hazardous Waste Treatment Plant” at Kidomein
the Harvey Shire.

Kem325

The Shire of Harvey’s motto is “a breath of fresfi.aWhat a joke this toxic waste treatment planll make of
that.

Kem147

Bencubbin should be the site of choice as it hasuiable environmental conditions and an acceporgmunity.

CoB, Kem2A, Kem33, Kem10, Kem139, Kem1&ém174, Kem310
Kem311l, Kem327, Kem332, Kem343, Kem345, Kem347

Knowingly allowing the plant to go ahead would lme knowingly allow a potential disaster to be setamp
Bunbury’s doorstep and to wait for the accidenti§s)ccur, as it surely would be a case of whenjfnot

Kem298

efforts and their love of their local environment.

Two of the sites are clearly too small so why diid BC exhibit them? Kem206
Grateful for opportunity to make a submission. Kem?27, Kem36
I commend the local community for their concern thegir local environment. They should be applaufbedheir | Kem301

Kem221-243, Kem291-2
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Issue

Raised By

Rrealize the need to deal with our waste responsibt do not think that a large wetland area whicks up to a
very large water catchment area, surrounded by iggpwommunities, an area in which endangered faord
fauna inhabit, is an appropriate site.

Kem302

Have been a resident in the area for more thane2@syand choose to live here because of the delidigaches
bush, climate and lifestyle. | ask again, pleas@aat let a toxic waste plant be built here.

Kem305

Potential degradation of such an area by toxicaramation would be disappointing in the extreme] aould be
something we would live to regret for ever. Oneendged, the damage cannot be undone. Please thi tios
happen.

Kem305

Who knows over the next 30 years what additionzictavastes could be channeled to an establisheckpsing
plant (which may not be designed to handle them).

Kem307

Selection criteria are extremely questionable wihengovernment itself had not included this sitétsnoriginal
list of over 900 potential sites in the state foisttype of activity. Previous studies for the Karton site have
already determined it is not suitable for solid t@adisposal, yet here we are, at the suggestiothefCCI,
overriding studies and trying to place the planK@merton.

Kem310, Kem311

I would like to formally request that all commentsised by Dr Geoff Pain be thoroughly and objedyiv
investigated as part of the assessment process.

eKem318

In representing the opinions of the overwhelmingamty of my constituents, there is no doubt whatser from
feedback received via telephone calls, submissams personal interaction at public meetings thathajority of
local residents are vehemently opposed to the lesiaient of a hazardous waste treatment plant atdfmn.

Kem318

Suggest the selection of a good site away fromtaunist areas, and on the main rail link to thet&asStates, on Kem321

the standard gauge line, would allow transporthefseé hazardous substances by rail and stop resahinflict
with tourists and the public.

| believe the site should be selected for its tygié in order to protect our water supplies.

Kem321

Through the diligent work of many local volunteexad with support of the State Government through
Department of Environment, this region has an ahood of highly valued, well-maintained natural attions
that are an irreplaceable resource to the locahwanity and regional and international visitors,

tKem324

It is understood that Bush Forever sites only applthe metro area, and as we are dealing witronadjisites one
must assume the inclusion of this criteria is aarsight. However maybe a bush forever schemenaitasi could
be introduced to the quickly developing coastaimldn that case the bushland at Kemerton shoeltbbked at in
that light and brought into consideration.

Kem334

Land for strategic industry in the south of thetestis at a premium, with Kwinana Industrial areaihg only
limited land available for new strategic. A consdive estimate of the value of KIA land is thaeewdeveloped
hectare produces $10 million per annum.

KIPCC

Any development within the industry core shouldcbenplimentary to the type of industries expectethanfuture.
To allow a parcel of this valuable land to be u$amdtreating hazardous/industrial waste if not &dkto future
industry could be seen as downgrading the purpmsetich the KIP was established.

KIPCC

Latest technology waste treatment processing cbeldhe catalyst in encouraging the establishmenteaf
industries in the KIP. For example industries migk attracted that produce waste streams treatdbthe

KIPCC

hazardous/industrial waste treatment precinct.s Wauld be a useful synergy.
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Issue

Raised By

KIPCC does not support the permanent storing otevadthin the KIP. Any residue from the treatmeftvaste
would have to be disposed of at some other desdratation.

KIPCC

The KIP concept involves net value adding (no s&win core).

Kem49, Kem338

We believe a single “all waste” facility servicitige South West, located at a remote and geoloygistdble site i
most desirable and because Kemerton would not eetabcater for all classes of waste it would bétdyeto
choose a site that could.

Kem342

How can any RCG consultant properly analyse anduata anything about a Kemerton ‘precinct’ when 8@
has not yet declared/finalized a proposed siteimitie precinct.

Kem346

Siting such a plant at Kemerton would be both agjathe wishes of the community and potentially highKem399

politically damaging.

The engineering solutions for the prevention ofiagés and for retrieval of contaminated effluenttie event of 3 Kem2A

spill — do not believe the assurances have anditialiere.

At a public meeting 16 years ago the public wasi@ssthat the KIP was not destined to become amajlostrial
park and that development would be kept to a minimu

Kem2A

3C Responses:
e The 3C notes the opposition to the use of Kemdrtdastrial Park as a waste treatment precinct.

e The 3C acknowledges that neither of the two smalteas on the map on page 7 of the -listing andivation of Prioritised Sites: South-West Regiemiot large enough to provig

the anticipated 20ha required for a HWTP. Thesaswere included on the map simply because th&picn

e Cabinet has endorsed the Technological Suitab@ityeria for waste treatment technologies allowdathiw precincts. Landfilling of waste and incingaat is banned under thes

to the site selection criteria.

criteria. Any residue left over after waste hasrb&eated at a precinct would be disposed ofteftdithe appropriate class of landfill.

5

Table 10: Kemerton Industrial Park - Conformance wth Criteria (generally)

Issue

Raised By

The site fails to meet many of the listed essentigria and also fails to meet many of the lisedirable criteria.

Kem338, Kem349, Kem350, Kem363

The community strongly feels that a significant fuemof the criteria are near failing and this skodéem the sit¢
marginal at best, making it unacceptable in meetmgmunity concerns.

> Kem49, Kem338

This site does not meet the essential and desicaibdeia as per your own assessment.

Kem310, Kénsdm330

The site fails to meet many criteria that wereistield but which the community feels to be pertinent

Kem338

Kemerton Industrial Park appears to meet the esseniteria and perform well against the desiradligeria, not
withstanding the concerns raised amongst stakerso#d®ut groundwater.

CCl

The Kemerton Industrial Park fails 8 essential 4rtksirable criteria.

Keml74

Independent Environmental Scientists have asselkisedrea and have found that 9 of the 12 essentttatia to be
failed. If one essential criterion fails then thiga is not suitable.

Keml147

groundwater that is utilised for irrigation, humaonsumption and other sensitive uses overlain lghli
permeable sand. Significant doubts as to its silittafor any heavy industry

Do not support Kemerton as a site for a precinthere are too many environmental constraints inod ACE

While Kemerton meets the 3C requirements for siting less than preferable when transport costs @sts to

CCl

establish the sites are taken into account.
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3C Response
* The 3C are confident that there are areas witl@rkil? that meets all the essential site selectidgar@ and most of the desirable criteria.

Table 11: Kemerton Industrial Park - RepresentativeCommunity Group
Issue Raised By
| wish it to be known that the RCG did not functiasthe 3C intended with community members excldded it | Kem184
and no accountability demonstrated as set outeB& briefing paper 9.
Do not endorse KCC as a representative communatypgr Kem169
I do not recognise the KCC as the Representativar@nity Group as membership includes people wholavpiKem184, Kem343
have a vested interest. | understand the RCG stduh#l separate submissions due to failure of thamto agree
on certain issues. | support the submission byrthwmrity group as | believe the submission trudpresents the
community.

3C Response:
*« The 3C notes these comments.

Table 12: Kemerton Industrial Park - Transport Routes

Issue Raised By
Old Coast Road is not a publicly acceptable roateafiditional toxic waste transportation. Suggextaited risk| SoH

assessment and management measures such as ddnlilecks and reduced transport speeds are caeside
A Mr. Jackson was killed at the Myallup/Old Coast Rtersection when he collided with a vehicle geag milk | Kem47
crates. The crates and contents ended up in tiheefarains and were found all the way down thestda
Busselton and Dunsborough.

A traffic accident involving a truck carrying toxigaste could have a devastating impact on bothlpesnd the] Kem138, Kem183, Kem23, Kem308
environment. A likely scenario for vehicles trawgdl the Old Coast Rd. 3C cannot guarantee safeth@roads.
3C Response:

The movement of controlled wastes on the road egalated under the Environmental Protection (CdletidVaste) Regulations. The transport of dangeignods is done in accordan

with the existing suite of procedures flowing frahe Australian Code for the Transport of Danger@e®ds by Road and Rail, associated dangerous gegd#ations and emergeng
response procedures would apply.

Table 13: Kemerton Industrial Park - Provision of Services and Fire Management
Issue Raised By
Kemerton is the only site that has Water Corporafazilities (treatment and/or conveyance) in ti@nity of the | WC
short listed sites. Accordingly the Corporation niegyable to receive wastewater from a HWTP at Kémeon a
commercial basis. However, as Kemerton Induséniah is outside the sewerage operating area, thgofabion
has no obligation to provide services to that area.
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A detailed risk assessment plan is essential terohitte the true extent of emergency resourcesablailand the SoH
probability of containment and management in thenéwf an incident involving hazardous waste — this
responsibility should not fall to LGAs or the cominity.

Development of sites adjacent to or near CALM-makalgands will also have implications for bushfiretection| DCLM
and any site should build in its own bushfire petiten requirements, including buffers, rather tliepending on
modified management of adjoining lands.

It would be incumbent on the operators of the wasecinct at Kemerton to provide their own on dite | FESA
suppression and initial hazardous materials regpeapability. The local Bunbury office has advigkdt the
proposed site is not reticulated and therefore msatpplies will be a concern.

Storage of hazardous waste — potential for spiks/f Kem8

3C Response:
¢ The 3C notes these issues.

« Waste storage at a precinct would have to comply wie Explosives and Dangerous Goods (Dangerouxi$élandling and Storage) Regulations 1992 (WA) apglicable
Australian Standards. Appropriate emergency respand fire fighting requirements for operationthimi a precinct would be determined during the apals and licensing process.

Table 14: Kemerton Industrial Park - Planning Constderations and/or Original Intent of the

Kemerton Industrial Park

Issue

Raised By

The KIP is a Strategic Industrial Area (SIA) seekito attract heavy resource processing industrychvimay
produce hazardous waste. The KIPCC therefore répegthat hazardous/industrial waste needs toeléed in g
coordinated and responsible way. The 3C proceasgisfore strongly supported.

KIPCC

Population in the area is growing rapidly, onetaf fastest growing areas in the State.

Kem8, KemKXe&ml50, Kem205, Kem207, Kem298, Kem3

Kem309, Kem312-314. Kem329,
Kem348-350, Kem353-364

SoDard, Kem339,

Kem3

D5,
342,

The location of a HWTP within the KIP is not cornsigt with the State Government'’s intent for thekiPas stated
in the Govt's strategic framework for addressing thdustrial land and port access needs of Gréatebury
region over the next 30 yrs, “Industry 2030".

CoB

The timeline for development will bring changes development approval processes (i.e. GBR Schemg)
population growth.

&em25

Concern about site in proximity to urban expansion.

SoH

The Greater Bunbury Region Scheme allows only lnerisity rural use in the area of the eastern site.

Kem315

Using the Greater Bunbury Regional Scheme (GBRSnhblaries as a more appropriate planning instruntieet
eastern fragment identified in the Short Listingd averification of Prioritised Sites (SLVPS) shoultk
immediately removed from consideration as it islnoated within industrial zoned land but is adyiabned rural
as part of the Special Control Area designated utideKIP Buffer.

, LCC

The KIP was developed to allow industries to depetothe Harvey-Bunbury area without conflict wighpulated
areas of housing. The whole purpose of the KIP véildefeated if a toxic waste plant is establistirede. After
years of problems with Alcoa and nearby residemis, can imagine a reluctance to take employmetheatIP.

Kem307

The Kemerton Industrial Park should not be exparakeg further. It was a mistake having it therethe first

place.

Kem302
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Issue

Raised By

Totally support the concept of several toxic wastatment facilities located throughout WA and thee proposed
Kemerton site in particular. The Kemerton Industiark (KIP) with its large buffer zone and estsbéd
emergency service planning is ideally situatedHierestablishment of such a facility.

Keml177

There is a finite land resource in the Harvey ragibat can be connected to the Harvey Water Schfeme Kem205

agriculture, horticulture and viticulture purposdshis is an important land use that should beguted.

This site is too close to a rapidly growing popialat

Kem1l70, Keml72, Keml73, Keml82, Kem210, Kem304-3
Kem309, Kem313, Kem316, Kem327, Kem329, Kem330, &dD

Kem339, Kem342, Kem352, Kem400

Previous/present/future residential developmemspfar land between Leschenault and Myalup willajde.

Keml174

Locating a precinct at KIP is not consistent witie tState Governments intent for the Park — refeGieater
Bunbury strategic framework ‘Industry 2030'.

CoB

3C Response:
e The 3C notes the comments relating to planningidenations

e The 3C have been requested to assess sites atp@ir@abinet endorsed site suitability criteria.isTihcludes the requirement for sites to have astla 3km buffer to “sensitive lan
uses:, which are defined as: areas zoned resijembizls, motels and hostels, caravan parks, talspand nursing homes, schools and other eduedtestablishments, shoppin
centres, some public buildings, and indigenous canities. This buffer is complied with for the Kertan site and is not related to the level of risattmay be associated with t

establishment and operation of the precinct

e A HWTP should have no impact on future developmahtie Kemerton Industrial Park or the operatimngiability of other industries that may chooseestablish there.

06,

ne
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Key to Summary of Submissions Tables

Code Received from

ACE Alliance for a Clean Environment

ALP-Asb | Australian Labor Party Australind Sub-Branc
ALPSH | Australian Labour Party, South Hedland Suarigh
BCC Binningup Church of Christ

BCA Binningup Community Association

BEDA Bencubbin Economic Development Association
BGPA Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority

BRLC Bruce Rock Land Conservation District Comnatte
BRRCG | Bruce Rock Representative Community Group

CClI Chamber of Commerce and Industry

CfH Care for Hedland Environmental Association Inc.
CoB City of Bunbury

CSA Contaminated Sites Alliance: Mirrabooka Acti®roup
DA Department of Agriculture

DCEP Department of Consumer and Employment Protecti
DCLM Department of Conservation and Land Management
DoE Department of Environment

DoEH Department of Environment and Heritage

DoH Department of Health

DOIR Department of Industry and Resources

DPC Department of the Premier and Cabinet

DPI Department for Planning and Infrastructure

DSL Dampier Salt Ltd

FESA Fire and Emergency Services Authority

Kem338 | Facilitation Group of the Kemerton Commui@ymmittee
HC Heritage Council
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Code

Received from

Ind Indigenous Community Liaison as provided viaallga Projects Pty Ltd in their report Aboriginar@munity Liaison (May 2006
KCCFG | KCC Facilitation Group (majority response)
KIPCC Kemerton Industrial Park Coordinating Comewtt
KNS Kalgoorlie Nickel Smelter & Concentrator — NatkVest
KRCG Kalgoorlie Representative Community Group

LC LandCorp

LCC Leschenault Catchment Council

Kem200 | Leeuwin Environment

LMCG Lake McDermott Catchment Group

LPA The Leschenault Progress Association

MMRCG | Bencubbin Waste Treatment Precinct Referé&mip
MR Main Roads

NTN National Toxics Network Inc

OIC Office of the Information Commissioner

PAN Pollution Action Network

PDC Pilbara Development Commission

PG Pilbara Greens Local Group

PHCCI Port Hedland Chamber of Commerce and Induistry
Kem329 | Riverlinks Child Care and Community Centre
SBDC Small Business Development Corporation

SIPH Soroptimist International Port Hedland

Kem345 | Shire of Capel

SoC Shire of Coolgardie

SoDard Shire of Dardanup

SoH Shire of Harvey Council

SoMM Shire of Mt Marshall

SoN Shire of Northam
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Code Received from

SoR Shire of Roebourne

STAR STAR Alliance

Kem342 | South West Environment Centre Inc.
TKAN The Kemerton Action Network

ToN Town of Northam

TONS Town of Northam Supplementary Submission
TPH Town of Port Hedland

WAI Wedgefield Association Inc

wC Water Corporation

Kem40 Wildflower Society of WA Inc.

Al7 Wheatbelt Development Commission
WCS Wetlands Conservation Society
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