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I strongly object to this proposal. It is not in the right location. Detailed submission attached. 
 

 



I strongly object to the Plasrefine proposal. 
IT IS A CRIME AGAINST THE PEOPLE AND OUR ENVIRONMENT 

 
This is ludicrous! 
Where is the common sense? 
Where is the duty of care? 
 
 

  

 

 

HUMAN INTERVENTION 

 
Specifically, this proposal if operational requires far too much human intervention to guarantee 
adherence to conditions and safety. There are multiple actions that may require human intervention: 
 

 Manually closing roller doors in event of emergency (1) 
 Manually changing air filters (2) 
 Packing/transporting pellets and other materials 
 Driving heavy vehicles and forklifts 
 Cleaning up spillages (3) 
 Keeping doors/windows closed to maintain the negative air pressure (4) 

 
Yet, the proponent states there is no possibility of microplastics going outside. 
 
In GHD’s meeting presentation to the IPC (10), page 10 has an image showing their idea of Plasrefine’s 
recycling, in which I count at least 8 functions that require human intervention, with 140 employees 
that number is greater. So with 140 potential areas of human error, I seriously question the statements 
made of “no possibility”, 

NEGATIVE AIR PRESSURE 

 
The proponent claims the building will have negative air pressure and when the roller doors are open 
air can’t flow through as there are no other windows open. (4) 
 
Yet on the architectural plans (5) there are doors and windows on the side of the building and exits on 
the eastern side of the building. How can the proponent guarantee that none of these egress points 
could be opened by human intervention?  
 
In addition, thinking about Bunnings, will there be air conditioning and/or fans to keep the facility 
temperature acceptable for a working environment?  
 
If yes, what will be the effect on air flow? 
 
I note NSW Planning comment that architectural plans need to be updated but I ask how a correct 
assessment can be made when we do not have accurate documents to rely on, this is beyond 
ludicrous, it is unprofessional. 
 



The high-speed roller doors presented in GHD’s correspondence with the IPC (11) were the DMF Series 
RL3000 High Speed Rapid Roll Door. According to DMF’s website the RL3000 rapid roll door model can 
tolerate wind speeds of about 70-80km/h depending on the width of the door.  
 
What are the maximum wind speeds at this site? 
What can happen to the roller doors if speeds are greater? 
 
In addition, GHD stated the roller doors would be shielded by the WWTP that is 5m in height (11). 

 
Has it been addressed what effect the WWTP will have on the wind flow as according to the research 
below “turbulent flow remains one of the unresolved problems of classic physics” (12). 
 

 
 



 

 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 

In GHD, EIS Main Document “The general public/local community” are listed as stakeholders yet many 
in the community did not know, still don’t know. 

Many in the community do not buy local papers or are on social media.  
 
The number of community engaged has increased recently due to the work of the community and not 
the “extensive” engagement by GHD and yes some via social media, sharing information in an effort to 
cut down on the time required to digest and research the material which we have not been afforded the 
time as it is attended to outside of working hours for the community. 
 
How many of the GHD’s engagements were unique individuals? 
 



The “extensive” community engagement claimed appears to be quite targeted and for a state 
SIGNIFICANT development this should be broader. 
 
(13): 
 

 

“There are people who live 40km away who are rallying the troops.” (13) 
 
Yet nearly half of the submissions lodged in support came from postcodes way in excess of 40 km. 
 

Extract of support from ANALYSIS OF SUBMISSIONS 11/10/24 - 14/11/2024 
 
POSTCODE 2000 (Sydney) 

 
POSTCODE 2220 (Hurstville) 

 
POSTCODE 2207 (Bexley/Bardwell Park) 

 
POSTCODE 2154 (Castle Hill) 



 
POSTCODE 2138 (Concord West/Rhodes) 

 
POSTCODE 2064 (Artarmon) 

 
POSTCODE 2064 (Artarmon) 

 
POSTCODE 2207 (Bexley/Bardwell Park) 

 
POSTCODE 2296 (Islington/Newcastle) 

 
 
I believe GHD are now hearing from the “silent majority”: 
 
 
 

 
 

Comment Object Support Grand Total Percentage
BALMORAL VILLAGE (2571) 2              2                    0.13%
BARGO (2574) 2              2                    0.13%
BOWRAL (2576) 344         344               22.24%
BUNDANOON (2578) 45            1            46                  2.97%
EXETER (2579) 41            41                  2.65%
MITTAGONG (2575) 157         1            158               10.21%
MOSS VALE (2577) 2                 540         2            544               35.16%
QUEENSLAND 4              4                    0.26%
SOUTH AUSTRALIA 1              1                    0.06%
SYDNEY/NSW 1                 116         8            125               8.08%
VICTORIA 4              4                    0.26%
WESTERN AUSTRALIA 2              2                    0.13%
Other 16            1            16                  1.03%
Redacted 251         6            258               16.68%
TOTALS 3                 1,523     19          1,547           100.00%

98.45% 1.23%

Local Objections 1,131     73.3%
Local Support 4              0.3%
Non Local/Redacted Objections 394         25.5%
Non Local/Redacted Support 15            1.0%

1,544     100.0%

ANALYSIS OF SUBMISSIONS 11/10/24 - 14/11/2024



 
 
 
 
SOCIAL IMPACT 
 

In addition to impacts mentioned elsewhere, it should be noted that for the community there is an 
equity imbalance: 
 

- GHD are paid to perform their role,  
- GHD function within working hours 
- GHD have access to experts 
- The community acts outside of working hours, 
- The community incurs their own personal cost,  
- The majority of the community do not have the expertise,  
- The community incur personal cost to engage any experts 
- The majority of the community require additional time to understand the documentation 

 
 
 

 
FIRE ISSUES 
 
GHD claim there will be no lithium batteries (a potential source of fire) at the facility (6) yet some 
batteries can be as small as a few millimetres (7). How can this be guaranteed, in addition to requiring 
human intervention? 
 
GHD state repeatedly that the site is not in a bush fire zone. (8) 
Yet NSW Rural Fire Service list the site as in a bush fire zone. (9) 
If GHD are reporting with out-of-date information it is not in the public interest. 
 
 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
  



SOURCES 
 

1. P70/35 
“Now, if there was an emergency and there was a shutdown, then there would have to be an override to basically 
manually shut those doors.” 
 

2. P66/45 
“…all the process equipment will have air filtration systems. So, the amount of potential microplastics is 
potentially or obviously very low.” 
 

3. P60/20 
“So, if there is any sort of plastic pieces that come out of the bales, then they will need to be kept clean using, 
you know, vacuums and drive-around type cleaners.” 
 

4. P61/35 
“…and I’m not an air quality specialist...” 
 
P57/45  
“There would be a negative air pressure situation set up with roof ventilators drawing air into the building”  
 
“There’s no possibility of microplastics or other plastic pieces going outside” 1.  
How can Mr. Gamble guarantee “no possibility” 
 
P58/25 
“No. the entire building will be like fully enclosed, so it’s like if you open a roller door, you open a door and 
there’s no other window open, air can’t flow through.” 
 

5. APPENDIX F Architectural Plans 
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-
9409987%2120230926T040743.245%20GMT  (Page 11) 

 
 
APPENDIX F Architectural Plans 
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-
9409987%2120230926T040743.245%20GMT  (Page 12) 
 

6. P60/45 
“…there will need to be contracts with suppliers to ensure that there are no lithium batteries before they arrive. 
That’s the only way of guaranteeing that there will be no lithium batteries at the facility.” 
 



7. https://www.lithium-polymer-batteries.com/smallest-micro-lithium-polymer-
battery/#:~:text=These%20lithium%20polymer%20Batteries%20can,less%20than%20one%20milliam
pere%2Dhour. 

 

 
 

8. P62/25 
“….one thing I wanted to firstly correct is that the site is not in a bushfire zone.” 
 

9. https://www.rfs.nsw.gov.au/plan-and-prepare/building-in-a-bush-fire-area/planning-for-bush-fire-
protection/bush-fire-prone-land/check-bfpl 

 

 

 
 

10. https://www.ipcn.nsw.gov.au/resources/pac/media/files/pac/transcripts-and-material/2024/moss-
vale-plastics-recycling-facility/applicant-meeting-presentation.pdf 



11. https://www.ipcn.nsw.gov.au/resources/pac/media/files/pac/projects/2024/10/moss-vale-plastics-
recycling-facility/case-correspondence-to-and-from-the-commission/correspondence-from-applicant-on-
roller-doors-opening-times-redacted.pdf 
 

12. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749115003723 
 
 

13. https://www.ipcn.nsw.gov.au/resources/pac/media/files/pac/transcripts-and-material/2024/moss-
vale-plastics-recycling-facility/applicant-meeting-transcript.pdf 
Page 18 

 




