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Mr Tony Circelli
Chief Executive
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GPO Box 2607
ADELAIDE SA 5001

Dear Mr Circelli

Re: Draft Environment Improvement Plan - Adelaide Brighton Cement

I write to provide my feedback on the draft Environment Improvement Plan (EIP) for
Adelaide Brighton Cement (ABC), discussed at the recent meeting of the Community Liaison
Group (CLG) on Monday 7 September 2015.

Overall, I believe that the draft EIP seeks to address the main issues of concern to the
community - stack emissions, dust emissions (both from plant operations and from fugitive
sources), noise emissions, vibration, site environmental improvement and landscaping, and
monitoring ofABC's operations on the adjacent community.

However, I also believe there are a number of matters which should be addressed in the
draft EIP so that it will be more acceptable to the local community. I highlight these below.

Stack emissions

While it is commendable that that the draft EIP requires the international firm FLS to conduct
an independent review of stack performance and emissions, if indeed FLS is a leading,
independent global expert, then I suggest that the scope of their study be expanded to cover
all site operations, plant infrastructure, buildings and equipment.

Further, I suggest their report and findings be made available to the CLG and EPA, and
there be a requirement for ABC to take those remedial actions as outlined in its report which
are anticipated to improve the plants impact on the community.

Fugitive dust emissions

The draft EIP outlines a number of initiatives to more fully enclose aspects of the plant's
operations. However, many processes will still be conducted in the open, leaving the
potential for ongoing fugitive dust emissions. I propose more detailed work and further
commitments from ABC to more fully enclose its operations.

This is particularly the case with stockpiles. It is acknowledged by ABC that while stockpiles
are proposed to be either "bunkered" or "stabilised" with surface additives; this still leaves
the likelihood of fugitive dust emissions during severe weather events, and/or stockpile
movements. Fully enclosing these stockpiles should be investigated and where practical,
undertaken.



Noise emissions

I am told by residents that there have been many complaints and representations to ABC
about noise from plant operations. These are both for regular operations, and also for
irregular occurrences such as the sounding of alarms, etc.

I am surprised that ABC does not yet have a menu of noise mitigation measures which can
be included in the EIP. This is a major omission in the draft EIP.

If there is insufficient information about noise emissions, then a noise monitoring station
needs to be established immediately. Further, there should be a commitment from ABC to
implement those measures which will reduce noise emissions to bring them within
acceptable limits, and noticeably reduce impacts on the community.

I would also suggest ABC consider the installation of noise barriers on its property along the
western fence line, along Victoria road, in an effort to reduce noise emissions.

Dust emissions monitoring

There has be long-standing concern in the community about the sufficiency of emissions
monitoring throughout the community. While the Le Fevre monitoring stations (both 1 and 2)
aim to cover the plant's operations (and others in the area), there is a desire for a more
comprehensive network of monitoring stations. This should be investigated, and where
practical, committed to in the draft EIP.

Other matters

While these may not be directly relevant to the draft EIP, there remains a desire within the
community that ABC improve its processes in considering and approving compensation for
car cleaning, external house cleaning, and solar panel cleaning. For the sake of relatively
modest amounts of money, ABC has put many in the community off-side by being seen to
be mean-spirited in considering requests in the past. Allocating some additional funds to
these efforts, better publicising its availability, and approving more applications, would be
well-received in the community.

The above suggestions should be read in addition to those measures in the current EIP.

I would be happy to discuss these matters.

Yours sincerely

Stephen Mullighan MP
MEMBER FOR LEE

2< September 2015


