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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This amended Assessment Report (AAR) has been prepared by the Minister for Urban 
Development & Planning and assesses the environmental, social and economic impacts of a 
proposal by Transpacific Waste Management (TWM) to receive and dispose of low level 
contaminated waste, namely soils and waste residues (including that from liquid treatment 
plants), at its Northward Fill landfill at Inkerman.  The landfill is located approximately 85 
kilometres north-west of Adelaide, approximately 15 kms south east of Port Wakefield, in the 
Wakefield Regional Council area.  This report is written as a comprehensive document.  
However, further information on the initial establishment of the landfill site can be obtained from 
the  Assessment Report for the Construction of the Inkerman Landfill Depot (1997) and the 
Amendment to the Assessment Report for the Environmental Impact Statement (as Amended) for 
the Inkerman Landfill Depot Northward Fill (1998). 
 
1.1 BACKGROUND 
 
Transpacific Waste Management (formerly Waste Management Pacific and before that Path Line 
Australia Pty Ltd), was granted Development Authorisation for the Northward Fill by the 
Governor on 21 January 1999.  This followed a full EIS process that commenced in 1995. 
 
The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) issued a Waste or Recycling Depot licence (14463) 
to Waste Management Pacific (now TWM) on 1 September 2001 to enable establishment of the 
landfill, which was commissioned in 2004. 
 
The Northward Fill landfill currently provides a disposal facility for Adelaide’s putrescible and 
inert waste, with a waste capacity of approximately 12,000,000 m3, and is currently permitted to 
receive the following waste streams: 
 

• Waste from the Adelaide Metropolitan Area that has gone through a Resource Recovery 
and Waste Transfer Facility. 

• Waste from regional areas that has been through a kerbside recycling service, has been 
through a mobile garbage bin kerbside recycling system or has been processed through a 
resource recovery facility/transfer station, prior to being transported for disposal. 

• Other wastes that cannot be effectively recycled. 
• Shredded tyres deposited in cells with other approved waste. 
• Non-friable asbestos, subject to handling and disposal procedures, as provided in the 

specific Environmental Management Measure (EMM) 
• Quarantine waste, subject to approval from AQIS. 
• Foundry sands as provided in the specific EMM in the Landfill Environmental 

Management Plan (LEMP). 
• Chromated Copper Arsenate (CCA) treated timber. 

 
On 19 September 2008, TWM made an application to vary the development authorisation to 
enable the reception and disposal of low level contaminated waste (LLCW). 
 
The Minister determined that the proposed new waste was not envisaged in the earlier EIS, and 
accordingly an amended EIS should be prepared by TWM in accordance with the relevant 
provisions of the Development Act 1993.  The document titled Transpacific Waste Management, 
Northward Fill - EIS Amendment to Accommodate Additional Waste Types, 19 September 2008 
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(EIS Amendment) was prepared by the proponent and included details of the proposal and 
anticipated effects. 
 
1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES 
 
Section 47 of the Development Act 1993 enables the Minister to publicly exhibit the EIS 
Amendment.  Following a three public display period for the EIS Amendment, between 11 
February and 4 March 2009, all public and government submissions were forwarded to the 
proponent to respond to matters raised on the EIS Amendment.  Copies of all submissions 
received are included in Appendix A.  The proponent’s response to submissions is included in 
Appendix B. 
 
Pursuant to Section 47 of the Act, in preparing this Second AAR, consideration has been given to 
the original EIS; the Amended EIS; submissions from the public, the EPA and other government 
agencies; comments from the Wakefield Regional Council; the proponent's response to 
submissions; additional advice from the EPA; and any other matters considered relevant. 
 
Pursuant to Section 48(7) of the Act the Governor must, when making a decision, have regard to 
the provisions of the appropriate Development Plan and the relevant regulations, Building Rules 
(if relevant), and the Planning Strategy.  Further, when making a decision on an "activity of 
environmental significance", as listed in the Act, the Governor must have regard to certain 
provisions of the Environment Protection Act 1993.  In particular, the Governor must have regard 
to the Objects of the Act, the general environmental duty under the Act and any relevant 
environment protection policies.  The Governor must also, pursuant to Section 48 (5)(e) of the 
Act, have regard to the EIS Amendment and the Second AAR.  Further, as indicated in Section 
48(7), the Governor may specify conditions which should be attached to a development 
authorisation that must be complied with in the future and, under some circumstances, may vary 
or revoke conditions to which the development authorisation is subject or attach new conditions 
to the development authorisation. 
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
2.1 PROJECT JUSTIFICATION 
 
The EIS Amendment states that the proposal responds to market demand and provides a 
commercial opportunity to maximise the waste disposal opportunities of the site.  
Accommodation of these additional waste types at the Inkerman landfill would provide a highly 
engineered and environmentally sound disposal option for the needs of state wide authorities. In 
addition to this, the Transpacific Industries Group operates its own Liquid Treatment Plant and 
the disposal of this waste at the Inkerman facility offers a safe and orderly disposal option that 
will improve operating efficiencies of this facility.  Operation of the LLCW containment cell 
within the approved footprint of the existing site would take advantage of the operational controls 
and environmental management practices already in place. 
 
The proponent is of the view that the proposed LLCW cells have been designed to current 
standards that apply for the disposal of contaminated soils and waste residues in South Australia 
(such as at the IWS Northern Balefill at Dublin) . 
 
2.2 THE SITE AND CURRENT LAND USE 
 
The receipt and disposal of LLCW is proposed to occur at the existing approved and licensed 
TWM Northward Fill, that operates under a Landfill Environmental Management Plan (LEMP).  
As part of the EIS Amendment, additional management measures relating to the disposal of 
LLCW have been developed, which would need to be incorporated in the LEMP (to the 
satisfaction of the EPA), if the proposal is approved by the Governor.  Establishment of the 
LLCW facility in a portion of future waste cells within an existing waste depot does not represent 
a change in land use, as these materials are waste products. 
 
In terms of services, the site has electricity, mains pressure water, telephone services and a septic 
tank for sewerage from the amenities.  There is a fully serviced staff amenities facility, an 
administration building at the weighbridge and a fully equipped workshop.  A sealed road 
extends from the secure entry gates, past the gatehouse to the existing wheel wash.  The road 
extends further into the site as a specifically designed and constructed all weather access road. 
 
The adjacent land uses have not changed since the original EIS was produced in 1995 and 
comprise livestock grazing and cereal cropping, with some intensive animal keeping.  The 
nearest residence is 500m from the south-eastern edge of the landfill disposal area, whilst three 
other residences are 830m, 1030m and 1500m from the site.  A Mineral Lease is located on the 
northern property boundary and agricultural activities (mainly grazing) occur within 1 kilometre 
of the other property boundaries, including a piggery to the north. 
 
2.4 THE PROPOSAL 
 
A general description of the proposed facility and method of operation is provided in this section.  
For a more detailed description refer to the proponent’s EIS Amendment document (dated 19 
September 2008). 
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The additional waste stream would primarily comprise soils and waste residues (including 
residues from liquid treatment plant operations) containing low levels of contamination that meet 
the relevant EPA LLCW criteria.  Other types of wastes or from other sources may be received at 
the site, provided they comply with the criteria.  It is expected that an additional 20,000 tonnes 
per annum is likely to be received at the site. This amount, in conjunction with current volumes 
being received at the facility, is within the range contemplated by the original approval (ie. 
700,000 T/yr).  The disposal of LLCW is proposed for approximately 30-40 years, in accordance 
with the overall anticipated life of the landfill. 
 
2.4.1 Design Aspects 
 
It is proposed to dispose of LLCW in the western portion of future landfill cells. The LLCW 
disposal area would have a capacity of approximately 1.2 million m3 of airspace.  LLCW cells 
would be specifically designed and constructed in accordance with the proposed new provisions 
of the LEMP (EMM 14), within the approved landfill footprint.  In order to ensure effective 
segregation of the LLCW from other waste disposal areas on the site, a bund wall would be 
constructed of clay soil progressively as waste disposal operations occur.  Following completion 
of filling a LLCW cell, the area would be capped which, when combined with the low 
permeability lining system underlying the site, would effectively encapsulate disposed waste 
material. 
 
The proposed barrier system and leachate monitoring system are specifically varied for the 
LLCW cells to provide a higher level of performance than required for cells receiving other 
waste types.  The LLCW cell has been designed to ensure the lining system maintains a 2 metre 
separation between the groundwater and the underside of the standard liner profile.  The 
engineering approach adopted for the liner is that used elsewhere in the state for the disposal of 
LLCW materials and put forward as the benchmark by EPA. The approach consists of a 
secondary clay liner overlain by a primary composite liner (comprising a HDPE 
geosynthetic/clay liner) separated by a “geogrid” geo-composite drainage layer. The lining 
system is overlain by a cushion geotextile protection layer and leachate collection system.  This 
liner profile is substituted for the 1m thick low permeability clay liner approved for cells 
receiving approved waste types. 
 
In accordance with EPA requirements, the proposed concept design of the profile of the liner and 
leachate collection system for the LLCW cell would comprise the following: 
 

• A geotextile separation layer, underlain by a leachate drainage layer (300mm thick), 
underlain by a cushion geotextile protection layer, underlain by a HDPE (ie. plastic) 
geomembrane and underlain by a compacted clay liner (600mm thick), with a 
permeability of < 1x 10-9 m/s. 

• A leakage detection layer in the form of a geonet. 
• A secondary compacted clay liner (600mm thick), with a permeability of < 1x 10-9 m/s 

that has a minimum separation distance to groundwater of at least 2m (ie. based on the 
highest groundwater elevations previously recorded at the site). 

 
2.4.2 Method of Operation 
 
LLCW would only be received on site by prior arrangement, to ensure that wastes are 
appropriately classified prior to arrival.  Where project specific receival and handling procedures 
require changes to standard site acceptance and handling procedures (ie. to meet an approved 
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projects environmental management plan or to respond to an EPA request), this would be subject 
to prior approval of project specific handling procedures by the EPA.  Should any staging of 
materials be required on-site in accordance with the above, it would only occur in a level area 
provided within the LLCW cell footprint specifically for this purpose. 

Site procedures require that odorous or dusty materials shall not be left uncovered at the end of 
any working day. 

The disposal of LLCW would be conducted during the same hours of operation as the landfill. 

2.5 CONSEQUENCES OF NOT PROCEEDING 

The EIS Amendment does not specifically addressed the implications of not proceeding with the 
proposed development.  If the proposal is not approved, there are existing facilities for the 
disposal of LLCW.  However, the establishment of another facility would provide additional 
competition in the market, putting downward pressure on disposal costs for contaminated 
materials and reducing overall costs to industry and the community. 
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3. CONSISTENCY WITH GOVERNMENT POLICIES

When making a development decision on a major development or project for which a declaration 
applies, the Governor must have regard to the Planning Strategy, provisions and regulations in 
the Development Plan and if relevant, Building Rules.  In addition where the development 
involves a prescribed activity under the Environment Protection Act 1993, the Governor must 
have regard to the objects of the Act, the general environmental duty and any relevant 
environment protection policies. 

Since development approval was granted to the TWM Northward Fill in January 1999, there 
have been changes made to the Planning Strategy and Development Plan.  The following sections 
assess the proposal against relevant provisions of the Planning Strategy and Development Plan at 
the time of decision. 

3.1 PLANNING STRATEGY 

In making a decision on the Amended EIS the Governor must have regard to the Planning 
Strategy for South Australia, which sets out the State Government’s vision for development and 
directions for future growth and development for the community, the private sector and local 
government.  The Planning Strategy is based on the integration of economic, social and 
environmental factors pertinent to regional South Australia.  The Yorke Peninsula Regional Land 
Use Framework (December 2007), which is a volume of the Planning Strategy for South 
Australia, applies to the landfill site. 

The Framework includes an integrated vision for the region, with the key elements comprising: 

• Population and industry growth – with a focus on the Copper Coast and Wakefield Plains.
• Sustainable coastal growth
• Strengthened inland towns
• Conservation and nature based tourism – in particular in western and southern Yorke

Peninsula

Objective and Strategies have been developed to support this vision, under the following 
headings: 

• Environmental and Cultural Assets
• Economic Development
• Population and Settlements

This assessment of the proposal has had regard to specific policies in the Strategy that relate to 
waste management.  Previous assessments of the appropriateness and sustainability of 
establishing a waste depot (landfill) at the site against the key objectives and policies of the 
Strategy have been made in the original Assessment Report and Amendment to the Assessment 
Report. 

In regard to policies related to economic activity, the community and the environment, the 
following assessment has been made: 
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• The proposal involves the reception of additional waste materials at an approved waste
depot on land that is now alienated from agricultural use and no additional land will be
lost from agricultural use.  This means there is no need to establish a new facility at an
alternative location and therefore provides for an orderly, efficient and economical option
for management of listed wastes.

• The design of the facility is to a high standard and together with the management and
monitoring measures proposed will minimise impacts on the environment, including
contamination risk to groundwater and surface water.

• There are adequate buffers established at the site and management and monitoring
measures ensure there would not be impacts on adjacent residents and land uses.

• The proposal involves the establishment of a facility to receive contaminated soil that has
originated from the cleanup of contaminated sites.  Without appropriately designed and
managed facilities able to service metropolitan Adelaide and regional areas, remediation
of site contamination may not occur or result in higher costs to the community.  This
facility will primarily service the northern metropolitan area but would also be available
to the regional community.

Conclusion 

The proposal is consistent with the Planning Strategy, in that it would be undertaken in a 
strategic location at a site that is an existing waste depot where the potential impacts can be 
managed appropriately using best practices. 

3.2 THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

The relevant Development Plan is the Wakefield Regional Council consolidated version dated 23 
April 2009.  The EIS Amendment contains a detailed analysis of the proposal against the Outer 
Metropolitan and Council Wide Objectives and Principles of the previous version of the 
Development Plan (dated 25 January 2007).  Since the time of the preparation of the EIS 
Amendment, the Development Plan has been updated to be consistent with the Better 
Development Plan format. The Development Plan now contains General Objectives and 
Principles of Development Control (rather than Council wide ones), but retains specific Zone 
policies that are now more consistent with other Council Development Plans.  The Zone policies 
now include a Desired Character section.  The existing landfill and proposed cells for the receipt 
of LLCW is still within the Primary Production Zone. 

General (Waste Management Facilities) 

Objectives 
1. The orderly and economic development of waste management facilities in appropriate

locations.
2. Minimisation of human and environmental health impacts from the location and

operation of waste management facilities.
3. Protection of waste management facilities from incompatible development.

Principles Of Development Control 
1. Waste management facilities should be located and designed to minimise adverse impacts

on both the site and surrounding areas from the generation of surface water and
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groundwater pollution, traffic, noise, odours, dust, vermin, weeds, litter, gas and visual 
impact. 

2. Waste management facilities in the form of land fill and organic processing facilities 
should not be located in existing or future township, living, residential, centre, office, 
business, institutional or environmental protection, conservation, landscape, water 
protection and open space areas. 

3. Waste management facilities should not be located where access to the facility requires, 
or is likely to involve, the use of non-arterial roads in adjacent residential areas. 

4. Waste management facilities should be appropriately separated from sensitive land uses 
and environmentally-sensitive areas. The separation distance between the waste 
operations area and sensitive uses should be incorporated within the development site as 
illustrated in the figure below. The waste operations area includes all closed, operating 
and future cells. 

5. Only land uses and activities that are compatible with both a waste management facility 
and any adjacent land uses may be located within the separation distance. 

6. Separation and/or noise attenuation should be used to ensure noise generation associated 
with the waste management operation does not unreasonably interfere with the amenity of 
sensitive land uses. 

7. Sufficient area should be provided within the waste operations area for the: 
(a) maximum expected volume of material on the site at any one time 
(b) containment of potential groundwater and surface water contaminants 
(c)diversion of clean stormwater away from the waste and potentially-
contaminated areas. 

8. Landscaping should be provided to screen views of the processing facilities and 
operational areas. 

9. Waste management sites should be accessed by appropriately constructed and maintained 
roads. 

10. Traffic circulation movements within any waste management site should: 
(a) be of a dimension and constructed to support all vehicles transporting waste 
(b) enable all vehicles to enter and exit the site in a forward direction. 

11. Suitable access for emergency vehicles should be provided to and within waste 
management site. 

12. Chain wire mesh or pre-coated painted metal fencing to a minimum height of 2 metres 
should be erected on the perimeter of a waste management facility site to prevent access 
other than at entry points. 

13. Plant, equipment or activities that could cause a potential hazard to the public should be 
enclosed by a security fence. 

14. Litter control measures that minimise the incidence of wind blown litter should be 
provided. 

15. The waste operations area of a landfill or organic waste processing facility should be 
sited: 

(a) at least 3 kilometres from an airport used by commercial aircraft to minimise 
the risk of bird strikes to aircraft 
(b) at least 1.5 kilometres from an airport used by piston aircraft 
(c) at least 500 metres from: 

(i) the boundaries of the allotment 
(ii) the nearest dwelling, shop, office, public institution or other building 
designed primarily for human occupation in the case of an organic waste 
processing facility for the composting of waste 
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(d) at least 250 metres from a public open space reserve, forest reserve, national
park, conservation zone or policy area
(e) at least 100 metres from:

(i) the nearest surface water (whether permanent or intermittent)
(ii) a 1 in 100 year average return interval flood event area.

16. The waste operations area of a landfill should not be located on land:
(a) that is subject to land slipping
(b) with ground slopes greater than 10 per cent, except where the site
incorporates a disused quarry.

17. The waste operations area of an organic waste processing facility should not be located
on land:

(a) that is subject to land slipping
(b) with ground slopes greater than 6 per cent
(c) where the interface of the engineered landfill liner and natural soils would be
within any of the following:

(i) 15 metres of unconfined aquifers bearing groundwater with less than
3000 mg/L total
dissolved salts
(ii) 5 metres of groundwater with a water quality of 3000 to 12 000 mg/L
total dissolved salts
(iii) 2 metres of groundwater with a water quality of greater than 12 000
mg/L total dissolved salts.

18. Where required, a leachate barrier should be provided between the operational areas
and underlying soil and groundwater.

19. Landfill activities that have a total storage capacity exceeding 230 000 cubic metres
should make sustainable use of landfill gas emissions. For smaller landfill activities, if
the sustainable use of the landfill gas emissions is not practical or feasible, flaring should
be used to avoid gases being vented directly to the air.

Primary Production Zone 

Objectives 

1. Economically productive, efficient and environmentally sustainable primary production.
2. Allotments of a size and configuration that promote the efficient use of land for primary

production.
3. Protection of primary production from encroachment by incompatible land uses and

protection of scenic qualities of rural landscapes.
4. Development that contributes to the desired character of the zone.

Desired Character 

The zone accommodates a wide range of farming practices which contribute to local 
employment, and the local economy, where sustainable farm management is practised and where 
an attractive well vegetated landscape exists.  This zone covers the majority of the council area, 
excluding the townships and several special zones. The predominant uses are livestock grazing 
and cereal cropping which are generally farmed on relatively large land holdings as well as 
intensive animal keeping.  Agricultural production within the region contributes the most 
significant component to the local economy, and generates additional employment and revenue 
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through related spin-off activities including processing, manufacturing, transportation and local 
service towns. The pattern of occupation with homesteads, ancillary buildings, and paddocks 
enclosing crops and livestock dominate the environment and firmly establish an open, rural 
appearance. The natural conditions existing throughout the region are well suited to support a 
highly productive agricultural industry. Rural-based activities should continue to operate and 
expand within the region, provided sound management techniques can be demonstrated, and the 
long-term productivity of the land is ensured.  (Note: Abridged version). 

Principles of Development Control 

Land Use 
1. The following forms of development are envisaged in the zone:

• commercial forestry
• dairy farming
• diversification of existing farming activities through small scale tourist accommodation:

- within existing buildings; or
- in the form of farm stay, guesthouse, rural or nature retreat, or bed and breakfast
accommodation as an integral part of the farm buildings complex

• farming
• horticulture
• intensive animal keeping.

2. Development listed as non-complying is generally inappropriate and not acceptable unless it
can be demonstrated that it does not undermine the objectives and principles of the
Development Plan.

3. Industry and warehousing should only be developed if it supports primary production,
processing, storage and distribution of local primary produce or products produced on the
same site, and should be developed where:

(a) it has a direct relationship with primary production
(b) it is unlikely to limit or inhibit the use of adjoining land for primary production
(c) the particular use requires a site in proximity to a particular natural resource or other
product or materials sourced from the locality
(d) it will not result in the alienation of land or water resources identified as significant
for primary production or ecological reasons
(e) the use would be inappropriate within a township.

Form and Character 
8. Development should not be undertaken unless it is consistent with the desired character for the

zone.

Non-complying Development 
Development (including building work, a change in the use of land, or division of an allotment) 
for the following is non-complying: 

• Waste reception, storage, treatment or disposal where it is located within Beaufort Flood
Protection Policy Area 2.

It is considered that the proposal complies with the relevant principles of development control, 
especially given that the disposal of LLCW would occur within the ambit of an existing, 
approved (and licensed) use of the site as a waste depot.  In particular, reference is made to the 
high level of design of the lining and leachate collection system for the LLCW disposal cells and 
the management and monitoring provisions detailed in the LEMP.  The visual amenity is not 

13 



 

altered from the original approved waste depot, as closure will produce the same landform.  The 
design of the facility is of a higher standard than the existing landfill, with management and 
monitoring measures ensuring that there are no impacts on the environment and nearby residents 
and land uses.  The LEMP would address issues relating to the control and management of soil 
erosion, air emissions, water and land pollution risks. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
It is concluded that the proposal complies with the relevant policies of the Development 
Plan.  Section 5 assesses the potential issues in detail. 
 
3.3 BUILDING RULES 
 
This Second AAR does not include specific assessment of the proposal against the provisions of 
the Building Rules under the Development Act 1993.  It should be noted that there are no 
proposed structures that would need Building Rules Consent. 
 
3.4 ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION ACT 
 
The proposed development involves an activity of major environmental significance as 
prescribed in the Environment Protection Act 1993 and accordingly was referred to the EPA.  
When proposals involve activities of major environmental significance the Governor, before 
making a decision on the proposed development, must have regard to the objects of the Act, the 
general environmental duty and any relevant environment protection policies. 
 
The objects of the Act are: 
 

- To promote the principles of ecologically sustainable development; 
- To ensure that all reasonable and practicable measures are taken to protect, restore and 

enhance the quality of the environment having regard to the principles of ecologically 
sustainable development, and to prevent, reduce, minimise and, where practicable, 
eliminate harm to the environment. 

 
In addition, proper weight should be given to both long and short term economic, environmental, 
social and equity considerations in deciding all matters relating to environmental protection, 
restoration and enhancement.  The EPA is required to apply a precautionary approach to the 
assessment of risk of environmental harm and ensure that all aspects of environmental quality 
affected by pollution, and waste are considered in decisions relating to the environment. 
 
Changes to the Act relating to site contamination (ie. increased liability and responsibility for 
cleaning up polluted sites) are likely to lead to increased demand for facilities to dispose of 
contaminated waste. 
 
The proposal would help meet key objectives of South Australia’s Waste Strategy 2005 – 2010 
by encouraging sustainable behaviour through the provision of a facility for the improved 
management of wastes in the State. 
 
The EPA provided comment on the Amended EIS (refer to Section 4.4.1). 
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3.5 OTHER MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
South Australia’s Strategic Plan (2007) 
 
The Governor is also required to have regard to any other matters considered relevant.  In this 
context, an assessment has been carried out with reference to the Strategic Plan.  The Plan seeks 
to widen opportunities for all South Australians through the pursuit of six strategic objectives: 
 

1. Growing prosperity 
2. Improving well being 
3. Attaining sustainability 
4. Fostering creativity and innovation 
5. Building communities 
6. Expanding opportunities 

 
Of relevance to the proposal are the objectives of improving well being by improving the quality 
of life and well being of the community and individual citizens, and attaining sustainability, with 
the focus being on the protection of biodiversity, sustainable water and energy supplies and 
minimising waste. 
 
Past industrial practices have resulted in the contamination of land that has the potential to 
impact the health and well being of the community and individuals.  In addition in order to 
minimise the State’s ecological footprint there is an opportunity to redevelop land that has been 
degraded by contamination for residential use, subject to appropriate clean-up being undertaken.  
In many instances there are no economically viable technologies to treat the contaminated soils to 
a level that would enable the effective use of the site for residential purposes.  In these cases it 
would be necessary to dispose of the contaminated soils in appropriately located and designed 
facilities. 
 
Establishment of an appropriately designed facility within the existing approved landfill site 
would mean there is no need to develop a new site with potential impacts on the community or 
biodiversity.  The design and management measures proposed for the disposal of LLCW would 
provide a high level of environmental protection in terms of potential impacts. 
 
The waste materials proposed to be disposed of are primarily soils containing contaminants that 
come from sites that are difficult or costly to remediate. 
 
The establishment of the proposed facility within an existing approved waste depot is considered 
to be appropriate from an environmental perspective and accords with relevant provisions of the 
Strategic Plan, provided it is managed appropriately.  Section 5 considers these issues in detail. 
 
Strategic Infrastructure Plan for South Australia (2005/6 – 2014/15) 
 
The proposal would provide a high-quality facility for the appropriate handling and disposal of 
hazardous waste that ensures community safety and the environment are protected. 
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4. CONSULTATION WITH THE PUBLIC, COUNCIL AND 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
 
The EIS Amendment was placed on public exhibition for 3 weeks from 11 February to 4 March 
2009, with a total of 11 submissions received (comprising 3 from the public and 8 from 
government, including submissions from the Wakefield Regional Council and the Member for 
Goyder Steven Griffiths MP).  Refer to Appendix A for a copy of all submissions received.  All 
submissions were forwarded to the proponent, which subsequently prepared a response to the 
submissions (Appendix B). 
 
4.1 PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS 
 
The issues raised in the submissions were: 
 

• Risks associated with contaminated waste, especially potential airborne toxins leaving the 
site during windy conditions and affecting adjoining land uses and the community. 

• Dumping needs to be done under some form of covered structure, with waste covered 
immediately. 

• Air emission controls and adequacy of dust/odour monitoring. 
• Potential effect of chemicals on integrity of HDPE liner, especially over time. 
• Ability of liner and leachate collection system to prevent groundwater contamination (and 

contamination of the Gulf St Vincent).  Has modelling been undertaken?.  Adequacy of 
groundwater monitoring and need for results to be provided to community (or undertaken 
independently). 

• Clarification of buffer requirements. 
• Adequacy of existing vegetated buffers to screen operations, especially from Port 

Wakefield Road. 
• Litter control. 
• Climate change implications, especially increased coastal flooding and increased wind 

speeds. 
• ‘Remoteness’ from essential services. 
• Need for financial sureties. 
• Compliance with current LEMP. 
• Current practices not in accordance with approvals/license conditions. 
• Ability of proponent and EPA to control operations. 
• Need for greater, ongoing community liaison. 

 
4.2 WAKEFIELD REGIONAL COUNCIL 
 
The Wakefield Regional Council made the following comments on the proposal: 
 

• Objection to accepting another waste source due to concerns regarding the long term 
integrity of the containment cells and close proximity to the Gulf St Vincent. 

• Ratepayers concerns with current activities, especially dust and lack of coverage of waste.  
Apparent lack of monitoring by approving or licensing authorities. 
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• If approved, LLCW should have a minimum of 300mm cover, quarterly reports (as part 
of the Annual Report) should be provided to Council and EPA officers should make 
random monthly inspections to ensure license complied with (and provide reports to 
Council). 

 
4.3 MEMBER FOR GOYDER 
 
The Member for Goyder, Steven Griffiths MP JP, made the following comments on the proposal: 
 

• Possibility of LLCW soils being transferred off-site during windy conditions and being 
blown onto surrounding properties. 

• Suggested measures to minimise impact, including: 
- restrict unloading hours to between 6am and 12 noon when wind velocity <15 knots or 
only unload when wind velocity <15 knots 
- use of portable covered shelter during unloading 
- increase daily cover to 300mm 
- sides of each cell to be covered at all times 
- improve dust monitoring strategy 

 
4.4 GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
 
Relevant government agencies were consulted, with comments received summarized below. 
 
4.4.1 Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 
 
The EPA provided its comments as follows: 
 

• The proposed expansion will take place further away from the nearest residential 
dwellings than the current activities on the site, so noise from the site at the nearest 
residence will be less of a concern than currently. 

• There is unlikely to be a potential odour impact above that which already exists at the 
development. 

• The leachate management and groundwater protection measures in the revised Landfill 
Environment Management Plan deal adequately with stormwater management concerns. 

• It is recommended that the following conditions be attached to the amendment to the 
current Development Authorisation: 
1. Prior to the construction of the Low Level Contaminated Waste/Treatment Plant 

Residues Cell (LLCW/TPRC), the Licensee must submit to the Environment 
Protection Authority for assessment and approval a revised Landfill Environmental 
Management Plan (LEMP) incorporating the design, construction, technical 
specifications, environmental and post-closure management of the LLCW/TPRC.  

2. The Licensee must, no less than three months prior to construction of any 
LLCW/TPRC at the Premises: 

(a) provide to the Environment Protection Authority a specification document that 
provides a detailed design for the relevant cell; 

(b) not construct any cell unless written approval has been received from the 
Environment Protection Authority. 
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3. The Licensee must prior to receiving, storing, treating or disposing of any waste 
within the LLCW/TPRC, provide to the Environment Protection Authority: 

(a) an “As Constructed Report” certifying compliance with the approved design for the 
lining system, including a Construction Quality Report (CQA) for the liner and the 
Level 1 Supervision Report; and 

(b) not receive any LLCW/TPR without written approval from the Environment 
Protection Authority. 

4.4.2 Department Of Water, Land And Biodiversity Conservation 
 
• The proposal did not contain sufficient information to establish with certainty whether native 

vegetation would be impacted upon or not.  

• Development should occur in areas that avoid the clearance of native vegetation. Where 
native vegetation is to be removed, it should be replaced in a suitable location on the site 
with vegetation indigenous to the local area to ensure that there is not a net loss of native 
vegetation and biodiversity. 

• Development should be located and occur in a manner which:   

(a) does not increase the potential for, or result in, the spread of pest plants, or the spread of 
any non-indigenous plants into areas of native vegetation or a conservation zone 

(b) avoids the degradation of remnant native vegetation by any other means including as a 
result of spray drift, compaction of soil, modification of surface water flows, pollution to 
groundwater or surface water or change to groundwater levels 

(c) incorporates a separation distance and/or buffer area to protect wildlife habitats and other 
features of nature conservation significance. 

4.4.3 Department Of Transport, Energy And Infrastructure 
 

• Port Wakefield Road/Primes Road junction not suitable for road train/B-Double truck 
turning movements unless upgraded (ie. to the satisfaction of DTEI). 

 
4.5 PROPONENT’S RESPONSE 
 
The proponent responded to the concerns raised in public and Government submissions.  Refer to 
Appendix B. 
 
This has also been considered in the assessment of the proposal in Section 5. 
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5. ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

ISSUES 
 
Issues related to whether the site is suitable for waste disposal were addressed in the previous EIS 
and Assessment Report documents that were considered by the Governor when the landfill was 
initially approved.  Such issues include the potential  impact on nearby residents and land uses; 
groundwater and surface water contamination risk (including the risk to the Gulf St Vincent); air 
emissions (ie. dust and noise); litter; visual impact; site access and traffic implications (especially 
for Port Wakefield Road); fire risk; effect on native vegetation and fauna; pest plants and 
animals; economic implications; and management and monitoring (including post closure 
remediation). 
 
The following assessment concentrates on additional issues associated with the receival and 
disposal of LLCW.  Issues related to the general management of the landfill would be addressed 
by the existing LEMP. 
 
In terms of the potential risk posed by air emissions, the main potential risk would be the 
generation of air emissions from the dumping of materials that could be odorous, could contain 
contaminants or could generate dust during windy conditions.  The nearest residence is located 
>1,000m from the proposed LLCW disposal cells, which would be an adequate buffer distance to 
ensure operations would not pose a health risk.  This risk would also be minimised by the daily 
covering of waste with clean soil, the controlled application of water to control dust and the 
monitoring of air emissions. 
 
In terms of the potential risk of surface water and groundwater contamination, the waste would 
be disposed of to designated landfill cells designed with double liners and leachate collection 
systems to ensure surface water and groundwater is not contaminated. 
 
These risks are considered to be low, due to the small amounts of LLCW to be disposed of and 
the environmental management measures that would be implemented. 
 
Minor effects from the proposal include: 
 

• The generation of dust during construction, which would be controlled using standard 
dust suppression measures (primarily wetting down of exposed soils). 

• Additional noise sources, which are similar to current operations, for which potential 
impacts would be contained within the existing site noise buffer zone; 

• Additional truck movements, which would not have a significant impact, given the high 
volumes of traffic currently using Port Wakefield Road (ie. 6 additional trucks per day 
compared with 8,500 vehicle movements per day on Port Wakefield Road, resulting in an 
increase of <0.1% over existing traffic volumes).  Total truck movements would be below 
those predicted in the original EIS.  Road Train and B-Double trucks would not be used 
to transport waste.  Thus, existing access arrangements would not be affected. 

• The receival of soils contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons that may contain volatile 
organic compounds that could pose a fire risk, which would be managed under standard 
fire safety precautions and control measures for such materials. 

 
The lifespan and the closure and post closure arrangements for the landfill would not be affected. 
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There are no environmental impacts associated with the proposal that have not been previously 
investigated and addressed (particularly the potential effects of landfill operations on 
groundwater and the Gulf St Vincent). 
 
The mitigation of impacts associated the proposal would be addressed by licensing requirements 
for a Waste or Recycling Depot under the Environment Protection Act 1993 (and associated 
Environment Protection Policies), particularly through modifications to the LEMP.  The existing 
licence also would need to be amended to incorporate specific requirements for the disposal of 
LLCW. 
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6. MITIGATION, MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING 
 
The existing landfill was originally designed and constructed to meet the principles contained 
within the EPA Guidelines for Major Landfills, which has since been superseded.  Amendments 
to the licence and engineering specifications have been undertaken so that the facility now meets 
the requirements of the EPA Guidelines: Environmental management of landfill facilities 
(municipal solid waste and commercial and industrial general waste) 2007. 
 
The management of environmental impacts associated with the existing landfill are addressed in 
the current Landfill Environmental Management Plan (LEMP).  In accordance with EPA licence 
requirements, the LEMP is reviewed annually and updated as necessary.  This allows for the 
incorporation of adjustments to environmental monitoring and auditing, changes to relevant 
legislation, policies, guidelines and performance requirements and conditions of licence. This 
also allows for the adoption of new technologies and methods as they become available in 
accordance with principles of using BACT (Best Available Control Techniques). 
 
The current LEMP addresses the following issues: 
 

• Operational Details. 
• Environmental Management Systems. 
• Stormwater and Erosion Management. 
• Groundwater and Leachate Management. 
• Landfill Gas Management. 
• Noise Management. 
• Dust and Mud Management. 
• Odour Management. 
• Litter Management. 
• Visual Impacts and Revegetation Management. 
• Fire Risk Management. 
• Aboriginal Heritage Management. 
• Closure and Post Closure. 

 
The disposal of LLCW would need to be managed and monitored in accordance with an 
amended Landfill Environmental Management Plan (LEMP).  The LEMP would need to be 
amended, to the satisfaction of the EPA, prior to the receipt of LLCW.  The LEMP would also 
need to include a financial assurance strategy to cover the liability for operations and monitoring 
(as per the current LEMP), due to the increased potential risk resulting from the materials 
proposed to be received. 
 
6.1 LANDFILL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
In relation to the proposed disposal of LLCW, a draft new section of the LEMP has been 
included in the EIS Amendment to cover additional management measures specifically for the 
operation of the LLCW cell (EMM 14 – Operation of Cells to Receive LLCW).  Specifically, this 
includes the following issues: 
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• Leachate Management and Groundwater Protection – the barrier system and leachate 
monitoring system are specifically modified for the LLCW cells to provide a higher level 
of performance and protection than that required for other waste types. 

 
• Landfill Gas Management - whilst the composition of the gas generated from LLCW may 

vary from that generated by other waste types, it could be managed by incorporation into 
the overall landfill gas extraction and treatment system.  Should monitoring indicate an 
issue with gas quality, sampling ports in the LLCW gas infrastructure upstream of 
interconnections with other portions of the landfill could be utilised, and if required, the 
LLCW gas infrastructure could be isolated from the existing LFG system and operated 
independently. 

 
• Litter Management - the LLCW material is not expected to contain appreciable quantities 

of litter, therefore use of litter control techniques such as the existing litter net system 
would not be required for the LLCW cells. 

 
The current leachate monitoring program and groundwater monitoring program (ie. for wells 
located down gradient of LLCW cells) would be varied to include analysis of volatiles as a 
trigger parameter. 
 
The EPA has advised that, prior to the construction of the LLCW Cells, the proponent must 
submit a revised LEMP (incorporating the design, construction, technical specifications, 
environmental and post-closure management measures) for assessment and approval. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 
 
The amended assessment of the proposal by TWM to receive and dispose of Low Level 
Contaminated Waste (LLCW) at the approved Northward Fill landfill at Inkerman has required 
the consideration of a limited range of social, economic and environmental issues. 
 
Advice from the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) has been incorporated into this Second 
Amendment to the Assessment Report, both as required by the Development Act 1993 and as the 
EPA will be responsible for the determination of licensing requirements (if the proposal is 
granted development authorisation by the Governor).  The Governor will be responsible for 
deciding whether the current land use can be expanded to accept an additional waste stream.  The 
EPA will be responsible for controlling the activities associated with the expanded operation of 
the landfill. 
 
The Wakefield Regional Council provided a written submission on the proposal and 
consideration has been given to the relevant Development Plan, government and public 
comments. 
 
It is concluded that there is a need for facilities to receive and dispose of LLCW in South 
Australia.  There are strategic benefits in having such a facility located within an existing, 
licensed waste depot.  The issues associated with the proposal have been satisfactorily addressed 
in the Amended EIS and proponent’s response to submissions to enable the Governor to make a 
decision on the proposed development. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This Second Amendment to the Assessment Report concludes that the potential environmental, 
social and economic impacts associated with the proposed disposal of Low Level Contaminated 
Waste (LLCW) at the TWM Northward Fill site at Inkerman can be minimised to acceptable 
levels and are manageable. 
 
If the Governor were to grant development authorisation, the current development approval will 
need to be amended, with additional conditions based on the following requirements: 
 

1. Transpacific Waste Management shall undertake the development in accordance with the 
following documents and plans: 

 
• Transpacific Waste Management, Northward Fill - EIS Amendment to Accommodate 

Additional Waste Types, 19 September 2008. 
 

2. Prior to the construction of the Low Level Contaminated Waste/Treatment Plant Residues 
Cell (LLCW/TPRC), the Licensee must submit to the Environment Protection Authority 
for assessment and approval a revised Landfill Environmental Management Plan (LEMP) 
incorporating the design, construction, technical specifications, environmental and post-
closure management of the LLCW/TPRC. 

 

3. The Licensee must, no less than three months prior to construction of any LLCW/TPRC 
at the Premises: 

(a) provide to the Environment Protection Authority a specification document that 
provides a detailed design for the relevant cell; 

(b) not construct any cell unless written approval has been received from the 
Environment Protection Authority. 

4. The Licensee must prior to receiving, storing, treating or disposing of any waste within 
the LLCW/TPRC, provide to the Environment Protection Authority: 

(a) an “As Constructed Report” certifying compliance with the approved design for 
the lining system, including a Construction Quality Report (CQA) for the liner 
and the Level 1 Supervision Report; and 

(b) not receive any LLCW/TPR without written approval from the Environment 
Protection Authority. 

 

27 





 

 
9. REFERENCES 
 
Minister for Urban Development & Planning, 1997. Assessment Report for the Construction of 
the Inkerman Landfill Depot. 
 
Minister for Urban Development & Planning, 1998. Amendment to the Assessment Report for the 
Environmental Impact Statement (as Amended) for the Inkerman Landfill Depot Northward Fill. 
 
QED Pty Ltd, 2008. Transpacific Waste Management, Northward Fill – EIS Amendment to 
Accommodate Additional Waste Types 2008, prepared for Transpacific Waste Management, 19 
September 2008. 

29 





 

31 

 
10. GLOSSARY 
 
AHD Australian Height Datum (approximate mean sea level) 

AQIS Australian Quarantine Inspection Service 

AS Australian Standard 

DB Decibels 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EMM Environmental Management Measure 

EMS Environmental Management System 

EPA Environment Protection Authority 

HDPE High density polyethylene 

LCCW Low Level Contaminated Waste 

LEMP Landfill Environmental Management Plan 

L/s Litres per second 

m Metres 

mg/L Milligrams per litre 

NATA National Association of Testing Authorities 

TWM Transpacific Waste Management 

TPRC Treatment Plant Residues Cell 
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APPENDIX B 
 
PROPONENT’S RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 
 
 










	1 INTRODUCTION
	1.1 BACKGROUND
	1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

	2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	2.1 PROJECT JUSTIFICATION
	2.2 THE SITE AND CURRENT LAND USE
	2.4 THE PROPOSAL
	2.4.1 Design Aspects
	2.4.2 Method of Operation

	2.5 CONSEQUENCES OF NOT PROCEEDING

	3. CONSISTENCY WITH GOVERNMENT POLICIES
	3.1 PLANNING STRATEGY
	3.2 THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
	General (Waste Management Facilities)
	Primary Production Zone
	Principles of Development Control
	Conclusion

	3.3 BUILDING RULES
	3.4 ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION ACT
	3.5 OTHER MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

	4. CONSULTATION WITH THE PUBLIC, COUNCIL AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
	4.1 PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS
	4.2 WAKEFIELD REGIONAL COUNCIL
	4.3 MEMBER FOR GOYDER
	4.4 GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
	4.4.1 Environment Protection Authority (EPA)
	4.4.2 Department Of Water, Land And Biodiversity Conservation
	4.4.3 Department Of Transport, Energy And Infrastructure

	4.5 PROPONENT’S RESPONSE

	5. ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ISSUES
	6. MITIGATION, MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING
	6.1 LANDFILL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

	7. CONCLUSIONS
	8. RECOMMENDATIONS
	9. REFERENCES
	10. GLOSSARY

