Mangrove Mountain Landfill
Fact Sheet 4
Environment Protection Authority
(EPA) failed in its duty
In 2009, the EPA was in receipt of a registered survey plan. This plan recorded the height of the waste
mound as exceeding the maximum height shown in the Environment Protection Licence (EPL) issued
by the EPA by 15 metres.

But rather than take corrective action it appears the EPA deleted this

condition. Further, the presence of a leachate pond is also recorded in the same registered survey
plan. This leachate pond is not part of the EPL, yet no corrective action was undertaken. The waste
operator, Verde Terra Pty Ltd, was not held accountable for multiple breaches of the EPL and did as it
pleased. Their uncontrolled actions even resulted in the leachate pond being buried under tons of
waste.
But the list of failures of the EPA does not stop in 2009, but has continued up until 2016. There is a
photographic record that illustrates that large volumes of water were transferred to the top of the
waste mound. The practice of transferring large volumes of water onto the top of a waste mound is
in direct conflict with the underlying principles of an EPL.
That principle is the exclusion of water entering the waste
mound by covering waste daily and constructing
embankments to divert any overland water flow away from
the waste.
On 21 November 2001, the EPA issued an Environmental
Protection Licence (EPL) No 11395 to the waste operator at
Mangrove Mountain.

The licence sets out a range of

conditions that relate to pollution prevention and
monitoring. The whole intent of the EPL is to protect both
the natural and human environment. To ensure the EPL is
upheld the EPA has the legal power to conduct
environmental audits and enter premises to undertake
inspections.
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Not only does it have the legal power to pro-actively investigate and ensure the conditions of the EPL
are being implemented, but every six months the waste operator is required to submit a registered
survey plan. This is a contour plan that illustrates the change in the land surface. Comparing the
different contour levels every six months enables the volume of fill imported onto the site and the
tonnage of waste recorded over a weighbridge to be calculated.

Between 2001 to 2012 the licence was renewed 14 times. A requirement of renewing the EPL is to
check and monitor the waste operator’s performance. In accordance with condition O12.1 of EPL No
11395 issued on the 8 December 2008, the placement of fill and the height of fill was required to be
in accordance with a ‘Filling Sequence Plan’.

Examining the ‘Filling Sequence Plan’ it identified that the fill mound was to reach a height of RL 325.
On 13 May 2009, the EPA renewed the EPL. When the EPA renewed the licence it amended condition
O12.1 by deleting reference to the ‘Filling Sequence Plan’ and insert a new description for the disposal
of waste. By inserting a new filling plan one could assume the fill mound had reached the designated
height of RL 325.

2

However, in reference to the registered survey plan submitted on 24 June 2009, the height of the fill
mound had reached a height of RL 340.47. This is 15 metres higher than the licence authorised. It is
difficult to comprehend how 15 metres of fill height could have occurred in a period of only one month
between 13 May 2009 and 24 June 2009. Consequently, if a site inspection had occurred at the time
of the licence renewal in May 2009, a competent officer would have observed firsthand the breach of
fill height. Likewise, upon the receipt of the registered survey plan, a competent officer of the EPA
would have cross referenced the height of the survey fill with the authorised fill height.
Yet, it appears that no action was undertaken in 2009. The waste mound continued to grow in height
and to expand across the land surface.

On 29 June 2010, the EPL introduced a requirement under condition O11.3 that the waste operator
must provide written notification before any work was to commence in Cells W, X, Y and Z. The
requirement to provide written notification continues to this day.

However, introducing this requirement is rather bizarre as according to the registered survey plan
dated 24 June 2009, one month before the licence was renewed, a leachate pond in the location of
Cell Z, was drawn on the registered survey plan. Further when Gosford City Council surveyed the site
in September 2012, they recorded that material had been excavated from Cells X and Y. Plus, waste
material was surveyed on top of Cell Z. The placement of the waste material over Cell Z resulted in
burying the leachate pond shown on the registered survey plan of June 2009.
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Even today the waste landfill
operator has implemented site
management practices that have
not been authorised within the
current EPL. Examination of the
attached aerial photo taken in
April 2015, illustrates a series of
embankments constructed on
top of the waste mound for the
purpose of water containment.

This has serious implications as there is the potential for water to enter the waste mound, generating
additional leachate and increased slope instability. The storage of water on top of the waste mound
is illogical as the entire framework of the EPL is based upon a primary design principle of excluding
water entering the waste mound.

The practice of moving water to
the top of the waste mound
continues in 2016. As illustrated
in the attached photos taken in
January and April 2016, water can
be observed being sprayed into
the air on top of the waste
mound.

This is being sourced from contaminated ponds at the base of the waste mound and is an attempt to
evaporate some of the huge volumes of water collected from surface runoff at this mismanaged site.
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The storm water collected
in the various ponds is
contaminated
leachate.

with

The current

leachate holding pond is
grossly inadequate as it is
only 3% of the correct
design capacity. Only 15% of the waste mound is lined with a leachate collection membrane. Worse,
the toxic leachate was not being trucked off site to a licensed treatment facility. It was being
recirculated on site. Not until the Mountain Districts Association intervened with the EPA was this
practice halted in April 2016.

All this has and is taking place in your drinking water supply catchment. The question arises how did
the EPA oversee the compliance of EPL 11395, particularly, in light of the knowledge that there are
registered survey plans held by the EPA that identify that conditions of the EPL were not being
followed? Plus, unsound waste management practices were allowed to take place over many months.
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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