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Newcastle Community Consultative Committee on the Environment 
(NCCCE) 

Feedback on Clean Air for NSW Consultation Paper 

Date: 15 February 2017 
 

 

Submissions 
 
Rick Banyard – Community Representative  
 
1. Do you have any comments on the proposed actions in the Clean Air for 

NSW Consultation Paper to improve air quality?  
Hybrid vehicles may be a far better option for the time being including for trucks 
and buses 
Loco emissions essential 
Driverless cars and trains more environmentally friendly 
Set standards and issue fines 
No wood fires at all 
Keep expanding monitoring 
Exclude natural events from reports. 
Need action for aircraft 

 
2. What specific actions in the paper are most relevant to the Committee? What 

outcomes are sought for each of these? and How do members propose 
these outcomes be achieved? 
All of the above 
Need to set Newcastle targets (and be a State leader and model) 
More clearly stated EPLs 
EPLs that are enforceable 
Automatic penalty issuing 

 
3. Are there other issues and actions that Clean Air for NSW should cover that 

are not currently included? 
Adoption of new technology 
Providing the EPA with “tools” to administer regulations e.g. Train Checking Station 
at Rutherford 
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4. Do you have any other comments or ideas on improving air quality in NSW 

generally? 
Education is a key factor 
Regulation of shipping both in port and along the coast 
Escalate the roll out of regulations and guidelines (actions speak louder than 
words) 
Much more emphasis on public health 
NSW standards should be far more stringent than the National (and International) 
standards 
Tourism should be shown as a source of emissions 
 
Question 
Why was the Chief Scientist’s recommendation rejected as her determination was 
sound? 
Why were Prof Ryan’s reports not rejected as they were totally unsound?  

 
Keith Craig – Community representative 
 
1. Any Comments on the paper 
• No mention of coal stockpiles near communities such as Kooragang Island in 

relation to increasing dust capture - this should be reflected in page 5 under 
Industry Clean Air at a Glance and relevant sections in the report as no mention 
of this 

• Under Transport page 5 no mention of diesel pollution from shipping and control 
- this is an important point and haven't seen in mention anywhere in the paper 

• Co-benefits page 5 renewals is a key here moving away from pollution and 
greenhouse gas generating coal 

• Household pollution - what about people’s use of pesticides and spraying outside 
of houses and effects on neighbours with toxic chemicals 

• Pg 30 managing dust emissions need to mention coal stockpiles at the end of the 
transport line and controlling dust from these 

• Pg 31 Transport emissions - no mention of shipping which is an important one to 
include 

 
2. Most relevant action 
• Reducing industry emissions (e.g. PRP such as Orica's ammonium nitrate issue 

and improve monitoring plus load base system) 
• Manage dust emissions rail corridor - improved monitoring and improve methods 

to be adopted by industry 
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• Reducing Transport engine and fuel emissions (for shipping high quality fuel 
mandatory in port or connect to power) 

• Minimise non-road diesel emissions 
•  PETROL VAPOUR RECOVERY REQUIREMENTS IN REGIONAL CENTRES  
• Reducing household emissions - controls on wood heaters and what can be sold 

and regulations 
• REDUCING HEALTH IMPACTS OF HAZARD REDUCTION BURNING AND 

OTHER OPEN BURNING (weather forecasting link to when hazard burns can be 
done and regulation 

• AIR QUALITY MONITORING REVIEW -  
• AIR QUALITY FORECASTING - help reduce pollution (e.g. to reduce dust of coal 

stockpiles and industry change operations under adverse conditions such as 
shutting down operations 

• AIR POLLUTION INCIDENT RESPONSE - review procedures and also how 
community notified and updated 

• Co-benefit actions - critical with climate change issues - increased use of 
renewals and reduction in polluting and green house generating coal 

• Shared responsibility 
• Empowering and Engaging stakeholders - committees such as NCCCE - effective 

communication, workshops, summits 
• Strengthening knowledge - communication, R&D, best practices, air quality 

networks and reporting on data and inventories 
• Evaluating and improving air quality management - including reporting to the 

community such as quarterly reports from OEH on air quality stations in 
Newcastle and reviewing and providing information on pollution and high data 
events 

 
3. Appears to cover all the critical issues - how the community is involved and 

communicated to effectively could be an area to improve on 
 
4. There are community concerns about VOCs and toxic pollutants such as dioxins 

and furans which don't seem to be cover in air quality generally. The community 
knows there are emissions and hot spots however there appears to be no data 
available so improvements in collecting data around areas the industries that 
could emit such dangerous air pollutants would be worthwhile. 

 

Michael Dowzer – Industry representative 

I support evidence based decision making and I thought the Clean Air for NSW consultation 
paper presented a high level of data and analysis that illustrated where we have come from 
in NSW with air quality improvements and the opportunities to continue that improvement. 
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The report starkly illustrated that in the Hunter we have a comprehensive network of 
monitoring stations and this monitoring has shown both that air quality in the Hunter is good 
or very good over 80% of the time and poor on very small proportion of the time.  Through 
the NCCCE we have the benefit of deeper analysis on this air quality monitoring which 
illustrates improvement in air quality over time. 

The consultation paper espouses a policy approach of prioritising air quality initiatives in 
areas of greater population density to achieve the greatest health benefits.  This approach 
appears eminently sensible. 

The monitoring regime is currently focussed on major population areas.  I would suggest 
that expanding the monitoring to pick up other centres may provide a richer data set.  Larger 
areas and significant populations on the South Coast, the North Coast, the central west and 
the North West are not included.  Consideration should be given to these areas. 

The priorities to reduce emissions related to industry appear a little narrow in focus. 
Significant industries such as agriculture and transport are not addressed.  This could be 
connected to the above identified gaps in the State’s monitoring network. 

A minor detail but page 30 paragraph 4 of the “Why?” under “Manage Dust Emissions in the 
Hunter Rail Corridor” says “Actions to reduce lift-off and coal loss from wagons are required 
by rail networks in Queensland and North America.”  As ARTC briefed the NCCCE on 
Tuesday night, the concept that fugitive coal in the corridor comes from lift off has now been 
disproven.  Thus, the reference to utilising solutions that work on those other rail networks 
but will not work in this rail network is not consistent with the evidence based approach 
displayed by the remainder of the consultation paper.  This sentence though appearing 
quite benign does potentially perpetuate the now debunked theory that “covering the 
wagons” will address this issue.  The subsequent paragraph lays out the way forward on 
this issue with the Chief Scientist and Engineer pursuing an evidence based response.  This 
is the correct approach.  The sentence identified above appears to want to get ahead of that 
process.  I think the paper is stronger without the sentence. 

I trust these comments assist the EPA in its process. 

 

Peter Kibble – Industry representative 

• Strengthening the Mining Rehabilitation framework 

Supportive of land rehabilitation and expectations around final land use including 
voids. Yet to be convinced there is supporting evidence that would make this a 
high priority to improve air quality. 

•   Manage dust emissions in the rail corridor 

There is not yet evidence to suggest that this is a high priority and in particular I 
would reference the Lower Hunter particle Characterisation Study and the Lower 
Hunter Dust Deposition Study, neither of which determined long term average air 
quality is different to other parts of the region.  

The Chief Scientist’s Report concluded that further targeted studies are required 
to better understand the nature and distribution of particles along corridors and 
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industry. As an industry member, I support these further studies with industry 
stakeholders working constructively with the NSW Government as it responds to 
the Chief Scientist’s recommendations. 

• Review of the NSW Air Quality Monitoring Network 

Supportive of review of air quality monitoring networks. Should explore the 
potential to extend to other large regional centres not currently included to 
provide better data and inform air policy. 

General comment – actions and priorities need to be based on strong evidence 
and not by assumptions or community concerns that are not evidence or data 
based. 
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