Mangrove Mountain Landfill
Fact Sheet 3
Can you rely upon the Environment
Protection Authority (EPA)?
In 1998, Gosford City Council issued a consent under DA 23042 to allow the excavation and
importation of material to remodel the land surface of a facility at Mangrove Mountain. The details
of how much was to be excavated and where material was to be placed was contained in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Adjacent is Figure 3 from the
EIS. The dark regions in this
figure identify the locations of
Areas A, B, C and D where
material was to be deposited.
The light region between the
two dark areas identifies the
location of excavation. The EIS
states

that

220,000

cubic

3

metres (m ) of fill, including
waste material was to be imported and 20,000 m3 excavated on site.
In accordance with condition 18 of the consent before any work
was permitted the waste operator was required to obtain a
licence from the EPA.

For the EPA to issue a licence it must

follow the rules as set out in the Protection of the Environment
Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act). This Act sets out matters that
must be taken into consideration when issuing a licence, such
as the contents of an EIS. Plus, the Act sets out the legal
requirement that a licence can only be issued or renewed
when there is a valid consent under the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

Unfortunately, there is hard and
compelling evidence that on nine
separate occasions over a period of six
years from May 2006 up until May
2012, the EPA failed to follow or
implement the legal requirements
contained within the POEO Act. The
consequence of the EPA not following
the legal requirements of the POEO
Act, resulted in Council finding in
September 2012, 800,000 m3 of
material in Area B, which was only approved to receive 80,000 m3. The approval was to infill a small
gully that was 6 metres deep, instead it became a 25-metre-high hill.
If that was not bad enough Council also found an excavation pit that was 149,149 m3 in size.

Plus,
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100,000 m of material was transported outside of Area B and deposited on the western side of Area
A. Earlier in 2016, the excavated pit contained a large volume of contaminated water estimated at 20
million litres.

Regrettably, the failure of the EPA not following its
legislation has resulted in a major environmental
ticking time bomb. To understand the magnitude
of this the attached graph has been prepared.

In the column marked Area B coloured green is the
80,000 m3 of waste material approved in Area B,
under the consent issued by Council.

In the

column marked EPA Controlled is the work
endorsed by the EPA licence. It is acknowledged
the right hand side of the graph is complex. This is
because when the EPA did not follow the rules set
out in the POEO Act, it resulted in multiple effects.
The first effect, coloured brown, is the 800,000 m3
of waste material imported into Area B. When you
compare the green with the brown you find the
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importation of material is 10 times greater than the volume approved.
The next effect, coloured red, is the excavation pit of 149,149 m3. When you compare the left and
right hand side of the graph you will observe no excavation was approved. If you compare the green
with the red you find the excavation pit is 1.8 times greater in size than the amount of material which
was originally approved to be imported.
The third effect, coloured orange, is the 100,000 m3 of material relocated from the excavation pit and
deposited outside of Area B. In the original consent no material was to be exported outside of Area
B. Notwithstanding this, if you compare the green with the orange you find that 1.25 times more
material has been relocated outside of Area B than what was originally approved to be imported.
The fourth effect is a black outlined cubic volume of 805,999 m3. This black outlined volume represents
the amount of material to be excavated from various waste Cells first identified in June 2009 in the
EPA licence. The excavation in the original consent was to take place between Areas A and B, and was
a total of 20,000 m3. If you compare the approved excavation within the EIS to the excavation that
has taken place and endorsed to take place under the EPA licence, you find that it is 47.7 times greater.
All this has, and is, taking place in your drinking water supply catchment. The question arises how did
the Environment Protection Authority renew a licence that has no relationship whatsoever with the
consent issued by Council? The only way to find out the full story is to add your support to the request
to the Baird Government for a Commission of Inquiry. Open and read other information sheets. You
will be surprised to learn what has taken place.
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