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Appendix 1. Scientific Literature  
 

Current State of Air Quality  
Air quality in the Hunter region is monitored by the Upper Hunter Air Monitoring Network 

consisting of 14 air monitoring stations, and the Lower Hunter Air Monitoring network consisting of 

three air monitoring stations with further monitoring stations due to be added in 2014. The NSW 

State of the Environment Report: Atmosphere gives an overview of the current situation surrounding air 

quality in NSW.  The Upper Hunter Particle Characterisation Study, 2013 1 gives further details on the 

composition and sources of air pollutants in the Upper Hunter region. A particle characterisation 

study for the Lower Hunter began in Newcastle in March2014, and as such no data had been 

analysed at the time of writing2. 

NSW STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT REPORT: ATMOSPHERE (NSW OFFICE OF 

ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE, 2012) 

Although air quality has improved substantially since the 1980s, national standards continue to be 

exceeded in some regions for particle pollution (up to 21 times per year).  These locations are 

Albury, Bathurst, Tamworth and Wagga Wagga. The particles are attributed to bushfire, agricultural 

burning, dust storms, coal mine dust and wood heating.  PM10 standards are generally met in Sydney, 

the Illawarra and the Hunter.  It tends to be seasonal – it tends to be exceeded in summer, when 

bushfires and dust storms occur.   

There are two advisory reporting standards for PM2.5 in the National Environment Protection 

Measure (NEPM) – a 24 hour average (25μg/m3) and an 8 hour average (8μg/m3).  In NSW PM2.5 

concentrations have generally been at or below the 24 hour average advisory reporting standard but 

above the annual average advisory reporting standard.  From 1992 – 2008 emissions of PM10 for the 

Sydney region decreased by 20% even though energy consumption, people travelling in vehicles and 

general population growth all increased.  This is in large part due to Government regulation of 

industry, wood heaters, fuel quality, and motor vehicle standards. In the Greater Metropolitan 

Region (the region incorporating the greater Sydney, Hunter and Illawarra regions), emissions of 

PM10 increased by 48% for that time period, largely due to increasing coal mining.  

Woodsmoke is the largest contributor to PM10 and PM2.5 pollution in Sydney. The EPA in 

collaboration with local government have introduced and implemented strategies to reduce 

woodsmoke.  As a result, new improved standards for wood heater emissions are being developed.  

Improvements in monitoring, reporting and communicating include 14 new air quality monitoring 

stations which commenced operation in the Upper Hunter region in 2011-12. All measure PM10 with 

two monitors also measuring PM2.5. This is in addition to the monitoring that industry must do as 

part of their environmental protection licences.  

  

                                                           
1 http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/aqms/uhaqmnfpcs.htm’= 
2 The Lower Hunter Particle Characterisation Study is also mentioned in this report under ‘Actions taken by 
the EPA’ 
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UPPER HUNTER VALLEY PARTICLE CHARACTERISATION STUDY (HIBBERD ET AL., 2013) 

This was a study carried out for the OEH and NSW Health by the CSIRO and ANSTO.  Its aim was 

to understand the composition of PM2.5 in the two main Upper Hunter population centres of 

Muswellbrook and Singleton in 2012.  Sources of PM2.5 include mining, coal-fired power generation, 

diesel emissions from vehicles, road and rail transport, solid fuel heaters and prescribed burning. 

PM2.5 was concentrated on here, because of greater health concerns surrounding them. The most 

likely source of emissions was identified using chemical composition analysis and information about 

wind, seasonal variation, atmospheric chemistry and known sources.  This information allows the 

NSW Government programs to better target the reduction of fine-particle pollution. 

The factors contributing to annual PM2.5 concentrations at Singleton3 and Muswellbrook4 were 

ranked according to contribution of the factor to the total annual PM2.5 mass. There is a strong 

seasonal pattern to woodsmoke, from domestic wood heaters, particularly in Muswellbrook where 

it becomes the dominant source in winter (62%), and is also a strong source in Singleton in winter 

(38%).  Woodsmoke makes no contribution to particle levels during summer.   In summer, 

secondary sulphate and industry aged sea salt make the largest contributions.  

Secondary sulphate originates from sources such as power stations and atmospheric chemical 

reactions; sea salt results from power stations and the sea.  However, the secondary sulphates were 

not directly attributable to local power stations, and were found to be no higher than recorded at 

other Australian locations. The study found that sulphates as a pollutant are regional rather than 

local in origin. Vehicle and industry sources include fuel combustion emissions from vehicles and 

industry activities such as metal smelting and processing.   Biomass smoke is from bushfire and 

hazard reduction burning.  

Fugitive coal dust emissions contribute more to PM10 than to PM2.5. The authors did not definitively 

attribute the appearance of black carbon in the soil factor to coal dust.  However, more black 

carbon in the soil factor was found than in other Australian studies, which the authors state could 

also be contributed by non-road diesel vehicle emissions during mining activity. 

The authors note that the Singleton site is located closer to the coast and closer to mine sites than 

the Muswellbrook site, and that the Muswellbrook site is located closer to houses.  

                                                           
3 Factor 3 (secondary sulfate), 20 ± 2%; Factor 5 (industry aged sea salt), 18 ± 3%; Factor 2 (vehicle/industry), 
17 ± 2%; Factor 1 (wood smoke), 14 ± 2%; Factor 6 (soil), 12 ± 2%; Factor 4 (biomass smoke), 8 ± 2%; Factor 
7 (sea salt), 8 ± 1%; Factor 8 (secondary nitrate),  3 ± 2%. 
4 Factor 1 (wood smoke), 30 ± 3%; Factor 3 (secondary sulfate), 17 ± 2%; Factor 5 (industry aged sea salt), 13 
± 2%; Factor 4 (biomass smoke), 12 ± 2%; Factor 6 (soil), 11 ± 1%; Factor 2 (vehicle/industry), 8 ± 1%; Factor 
8 (secondary nitrate), 6 ± 1%; Factor 7 (sea salt), 3 ± 1%    
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Health Concerns  

Exposure to air pollution including particulate matter is now widely regarded as being linked to 

cardiovascular disease, respiratory disease including asthma, and lung cancer (e.g. Raaschou-Nielsen 

et al 2013).  Exposure to air pollution in the form of fine particles has recently been estimated to 

have contributed to 3.2 million premature deaths globally in 2010, mostly to cardiovascular disease 

(IARC 2013). However, there are limited Australian studies, and few studies done in the Lower 

Hunter region specifically. The studies both overseas and in Australia show mixed findings (Howie et 

al 2005), however it is still widely regarded that the majority of evidence points toward ambient air 

pollution as a major health concern.  Some key studies are summarised here. 

AUSTRALIAN CHILD HEALTH AND AIR POLLUTION STUDY (UNIVERSITY OF QUEENSLAND, 

2012)  

Little research has been carried out on the long term effects of air pollution on the health of 

Australian children.  There are inconsistencies in international findings on the effects of air pollution 

on child health, but the evidence does appear to suggest adverse effects.  Asthma is the most 

common chronic disease in Australian children.  Around 30% of Australian children aged 13-14 were 

affected, according to the International Study on Asthma and Allergies in Childhood (1998, cited by 

University of Queensland 2012).  Other data suggest 16-26% of children will have a diagnosis of 

asthma, and 18-23% will have current asthma (Australian institute of Health and Welfare, Australian 

Centre for Asthma Monitoring 2008, cited by University of Queensland 2012).  

This study involved 2,860 children aged 7-11 years from 55 schools at 30 locations across Australia. 

The selected schools were all within 3 kilometres of an air monitoring station.  

This study found particulate matter (PM) exposures showed varied results. Lifetime exposure to 

PM10 was associated with decline in Forced Expiratory Volume (FEV1).  Recent exposure to PM2.5 

was associated with adverse effects on Forced Vital Capacity (FVC) and airway inflammation.  Recent 

exposure to PM2.5 was found to be associated with risk of wheezing, asthma, use of asthma 

medication and itchy rash in non-atopic children (non-atopic meaning not related to allergies).  PM10 

was associated with day and night-time cough and wheeze when NO2 (nitric oxide) and CO (carbon 

monoxide) were added.  PM10 was also associated with runny nose when SO2 (sulphur dioxide) was 

added. Small affects from PM10 alone were found on cough and wheeze.   The study did not find 

adverse effects on lung function in the short term from particulate matter (PM) alone.  NO2 was the 

pollutant most consistently associated with adverse effects on children’s health.   

They cited other studies that have found increases in hospital respiratory admissions of children with 

PM2.5 and PM10 (Barnett et al 2005). Children in the Hunter-Illawarra region were found to have a 

correlation between PM10 and night time cough and chest colds (Lewis et al 1998).  

The study found that although air pollution levels are low in most areas of Australia, they may not 

prevent adverse health effects.  The authors suggest reductions in combustion emissions are 

required to combat increasing air pollution in the future. They also suggest exposure-reduction to 

reduce whole of population exposure to air pollution in addition to setting air quality limits such as 

NEPMs.  
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SENATE INQUIRY INTO IMPACTS ON HEALTH OF AIR QUALITY IN AUSTRALIA (AUGUST 

2013) 

The committee heard submissions from concerned individuals, community groups, federal and state 

governments, and other interested organisations.  A number of recommendations were made by the 

committee.  

The committee found that there is no safe level threshold for exposure to most pollutants.  

Exposures below standards still represent a real health risk to the Australian population.   

The committee heard repeated calls throughout the inquiry that stricter air quality standards should 

be put in place for PM2.5, ultrafine particles and other pollutants.  A large number of submissions to 

the enquiry suggested the current NEPM advisory reporting standard be replaced with a compliance 

standard.  Compliance standards were initially rejected due to a lack of monitoring data.  Now there 

is sufficient data to develop compliance standards, as noted in the NEPM Ambient Air Quality 

Review.  

Some communities expressed concern to the committee that communities are located too close to 

ports, mines, power stations and transport corridors as to be safe.  Buffer zones already mandated 

in some locations in Australia are recommended to be used to protect populated areas from large 

point-source emitters.  For example, locating a mine 2km from the town as to provide a gap, and 

taking into account the meteorological conditions and planning situation of the population.  

The committee recommended that pollution monitoring take place proximate to pollution point-

sources, to accurately capture population exposure for homes, schools and the rest of the 

community.  There was criticism that current monitoring of regional, or airshed, exposures does not 

accurately reflect air quality where people live, study and work.  Data are reported for the airshed 

as a whole, rather than a specific area.   A submission from Doctors for the Environment heard that 

the EPA receives industry monitoring data, but that this data is not easily accessible by the public 

should they wish to look at it. The committee recommended that health impact assessments be 

made available for all new developments.  

Another suggestion made to the committee from the Asthma Foundation NSW is that stockpiles of 

coal are covered or veneered and that coal wagons must be covered to manage the dust.  Veneering 

is a most effective means of suppressing coal dust from wagons, according to the Queensland 

Resources Council. The committee recommended that state and territories require industry to 

implement covers on all coal wagon fleets.  Non-road diesel emissions such as from trains are a 

source of 13.2% of PM2.5 and 3.1% of PM 10 in the Upper Hunter. The committee heard that diesel 

trains in Newcastle affect 32000 residents who live within 500m of the train line, and 23 000 

children attend school within that zone.  The EPA supports development of new standards for diesel 

equipment and the committee recommended that a national emissions standard be developed for 

diesel and small non-road engines in Australia.  

Wood-smoke was raised as a key pollution issue during the inquiry, primarily occurring from home 

wood heaters.  The committee also recommends that governments implement minimum efficiency 

and maximum emission standards for all new wood heaters in Australia and that local councils 

continue to manage the use of wood heaters in their jurisdictions by use of buy-backs, bans, 

efficiency standards and other appropriate means.   
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RESPIRATORY AND CARDIOVASCULAR DISEASES AND CANCER AMONG RESIDENTS IN 

THE HUNTER NEW ENGLAND AREA HEALTH SERVICE (NSW HEALTH 2010) 

This study was undertaken on diseases which the community of the Hunter New England Area 

Health Service of NSW has expressed concern, namely diseases associated with exposure to air 

pollution.  

Muswellbrook ranked highly for emergency department presentations for asthma, but Tamworth 

and Gunnedah were higher.  Singleton also ranks highly for asthma presentations in emergency 

departments, for those aged 15 – 64.  However, Muswellbrook and Singleton also rank highly for 

presentations at emergency for conditions not related to air pollution. Cessnock ranks highly for 

emergency department visits for respiratory illness in 2007-2009. Lung cancer rates for the New 

England Hunter area are similar to those for the rest of NSW.  

The study found that the death rate from respiratory disease for the area is no different to that for 

NSW.  Lung cancer, the only cancer associated with air pollution, has incidence and death rates in 

the area similar to those for NSW. The Upper and Lower Hunter do have higher rates of 

emergency department presentations for asthma and respiratory disease but also for other 

unrelated conditions, suggesting a greater use of emergency facilities in these areas.  Hospital 

admissions for respiratory conditions and asthma are higher in the Upper Hunter. 

This data “may indicate an adverse health effect due to exposure to coal mining or coal-fired power 

generation activities in the Hunter New England Area Health Service, or may be due to other 

factors such as smoking” (p 157).  The study concludes that it is not established that the adverse 

health effects are attributable to air pollution or any specific exposure. 
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Key peer-reviewed studies on health: 

DALTON, C. 2003.  ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH CONCERNS IN THE HUNTER.  IN THE 

NATIONAL CLEAR AIR CONFERENCE: LINKING SCIENCE, POLICY AND MANAGEMENT, 23-

27 NOVEMBER 2003, NEWCASTLE NSW.  

This study surveyed Hunter residents via the NSW Health Survey in 2002.  1000 residents were 

asked “What is the most important environmental health issue in the Hunter today?” They also 

surveyed Hunter Health Council members with the same question.  Air pollution was the most 

frequently named environmental health issue in the Hunter, by both groups. Vehicle emissions and 

dust from mines were some of the answers given that fell under “air pollution”.  67% of respondents 

mentioned coal mining and 49% mentioned power stations.  91% of Hunter Health Council members 

who nominated air pollution as the major environmental concern believed that this was causing 

illness in residents.  In Cessnock (67%), Dungog (71%), Lake Macquarie (88%), Maitland (71%), 

Newcastle (81%) and Port Stephens (65%) respondents reported believing that this environmental 

health concern was causing illness among residents.  

The author states that the visibility of air pollutant emitters such as industry and vehicle traffic locally 

make it likely that residents will nominate air pollution as a key issue.  The survey demonstrates the 

level of concern in the region and confirms the need to address community concerns.  

GUEST, M., ATTIA, J., D’ESTE, C., MCELDUFF, P., OLDFIELD, C., PORT WARATAH COAL 
SERVICES HEALTH STUDY REPORT. 2012. UNIVERSITY OF NEWCASTLE 
 
This study examined the reported high number of cancer diagnoses among employees of Kooragang 

terminal. The study compared cancer incidences of employees of the PWCS Kooragang terminal to 

employees at the Carrington terminal and the Australian population. The study examined data from 

859 workers from 1983 to 2006. The study found employees of the Kooragang terminal were 1.8 

times more likely to be diagnosed with a cancer when compared with the Australian population, and 

those only ever employed at Kooragang were 2.8 times more likely to be diagnosed with a cancer 

than those only ever employed at Carrington. Incidence of cancer amongst Carrington employees 

was similar to the Australian population. The most common cancers found were melanoma, prostate 

and bowel cancers.  None of these are known to be associated with occupational or environmental 

exposures.  These types of cancers are almost always influenced by hereditary and lifestyle factors 

such as age, diet, sun exposure and level of fitness. PWCS has committed to the three 

recommendations that were made in the report. Additionally they have included further measures 

such as engaging an Occupational Medical Specialist, encouraging healthier eating, medical 

examinations, smoking cessation and the use of a free gym for employees, providing sun protection 

to all staff and ongoing monitoring and testing of environmental aspects at their sites.  

 

HENRY, RL., ABRAMSON, R., ADLER, JA., WLODARCZYK, J AND HENSLEY, MJ.  1991.  

ASTHMA IN THE VICINITY OF POWER STATIONS: I.  A PREVALENCE STUDY.  PEDIATRIC 

PULMONOLOGY 11: 127-133.  

This study looked at the prevalence of asthma in primary school children in Lake Munmorah 

compared with a control area of Nelson Bay, following on from community concerns about the 

power stations near Lake Munmorah.  The results showed an increase in wheezing and bronchial 

hyper-reactivity in the children of Lake Munmorah compared to Nelson Bay. Also found was an 

increase in sibling chest disease and asthma at Lake Munmorah compared to Nelson Bay. The 
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authors note there may have been an over-representation of asthmatic children in the study sample 

from Lake Munmorah.  

 

HENRY, RL., BRIDGMAN, HA., WLODARCZYK, J., ABRAMSON, R., ADLER, JA AND HENSLEY, 

MJ.  1991.  ASTHMA IN THE VICINITY OF POWER STATIONS: II.  OUTDOOR AIR QUALITY 

AND SYMPTOMS.  PEDIATRIC PULMONOLOGY 11: 134 -140.  

This study unfortunately did not include particulate pollution, only sulphur dioxide (SO2) and 

nitrogen oxide (NOx).  It studied children in Lake Munmorah and Nelson Bay.  Lake Munmorah is 

located close to power stations and the community had expressed concern over children’s health 

and air pollution.   No correlation was found between nitrogen oxide, sulphur dioxide and cough, 

wheezing or breathlessness.  On high SO2 days there was a 13% increase in symptoms, at most, and 

25% on high NOx days. Air quality measurements taken during the study were well within 

guidelines.  Symptoms of asthma at both locations were similar, and on average air quality had no 

adverse effect on symptoms.  

 

HIGGINBOTHAM, N., FREEMAN, S., CONNOR, L., ALBRECHT, G., 2010. ENVIRONMENTAL 

INJUSTICE AND AIR POLLUTION IN COAL AFFECTED COMMUNITIES, HUNTER VALLEY, 

AUSTRALIA. HEALTH & PLACE 16, 259-266. 

Complaints to the NSW EPA hotline rose by one-third from 2002-2006 with large rises in air 

pollution complaints amongst the residents of Singleton, Muswellbrook and Maitland.   

Residents express frustration in being unable to get a response from authorities about health 

concerns, with authorities offering ‘excuses’ such as “it’s such a complex issue… it’s really a health 

issue… it’s not this department’s responsibility” (Higginbotham et al 2010, p261).   

Resident’s concerns and complaints go unheard despite pressure from anti-coal groups and other 

community groups.  The author states that pro-mining advocates refuse to accept community and 

environmental groups as legitimate stakeholders.   The government’s continued profit from the coal 

mining industry is cited as a contributing factor to residents’ scepticism on why their concerns are 

not taken seriously.  

Some of the information in this article is now out of date, such as the information regarding the 

rejection of a levy to fund research and monitoring, which has now been implemented.  

 

LEWIS PR, TONEGUZZI, R, LANG K, DUNN T, WILLISON R. 1995.  THE HUNTER-ILLAWARRA 

STUDY OF AIRWAYS AND AIR POLLUTION. NSW PUBLIC HEALTH BULLETIN  6 (10) 110 – 

112 

This study arose from community concerns about health and air pollution in these regions.  It 

surveyed primary school children over a seven-month period in Mayfield, Stockton, Lake Macquarie, 

Wallsend and Beresfield.  

Proportions of children diagnosed with asthma were generally higher in the Hunter region than the 

Illawarra.  In the Hunter, the proportion of children who experienced four or more episodes of 

wheeze was higher in localities closer to heavy industry.  
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LEWIS PR, HENSLEY MJ, WLODARCZYK J, TONEGUZZI RC, WESTLEY-WISE VJ, DUNN T 

AND CALVERT D.  1998.  OUTDOOR AIR POLLUTION AND CHILDREN’S RESPIRATORY 

SYMPTOMS IN THE STEEL CITIES OF NSW.  MEDICAL JOURNAL OF AUSTRALIA 169: 459-463 

This study of primary school children in Lake Macquarie, Stockton, Mayfield, Beresfield and Wallsend 

is part of the above study.  This study found that chest colds and night-time cough were associated 

with increased emissions of PM10.  With each 10μg/m3 increase in mean annual PM10, children were 

43% more likely to have four or more chest colds and 34% more likely to have night-time coughs.  

This occurred even in relatively low levels of PM air pollution.  The findings are of the same order as 

for exposure to indoor tobacco smoke.  

MERRITT TD, CRETIKOS MA, SMITH W, DURRHEIM DN.  2013.  THE HEALTH OF HUNTER 

VALLEY COMMUNITIES IN PROXIMITY TO COAL MINING AND POWER GENERATION, 

GENERAL PRACTICE DATA, 1998 – 2010.  NSW PUBLIC HEALTH BULLETIN 24 (2).   

This study used the Bettering Evaluation and Care of Health (BEACH) general practice consultation 

data, in response to concerns raised by the community about health in the area.  

This study found no significant difference in rates of problems managed or medications prescribed 

for Hunter Valley region residents compared with the rest of rural NSW.  Rates of respiratory 

problem management in the Hunter Valley did not change over time, while in other rural NSW 

areas these rates decreased significantly.  The authors suggest this trend is worthy of further 

research.  

There were fewer records from the Hunter Valley than in the rest of the NSW data which may 

explain this trend. The authors state that had the Hunter Valley sample been larger there may been 

a significant difference in the rate of management of respiratory illness, as there was with the rural 

NSW data.  

MORGAN, G., CORBETT., WLODARCZYK, J AND LEWIS, P 1998.  AIR POLLUTION AND 

DAILY MORTALITY IN SYDNEY, AUSTRALIA, 1989 THROUGH 1993.  AMERICAN JOURNAL 

OF PUBLIC HEALTH.  88 (5): 759-764 

This study examined mortality data for respiratory, cardiovascular and all-cause diseases for Sydney 

and particulate pollution in Sydney. Particulate pollution and respiratory mortality showed a strong 

association. There was also an association between all-cause and cardiovascular mortality and ozone 

air pollution.  The results add to the evidence that there is an association between daily mortality 

and particulate matter pollution around the world. Even though particulate pollution levels were 

comparatively low in Sydney, an association still exists.  
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Coal Dust and Coal Trains 

The Queensland Resources Council, which represents the minerals and energy sector in that state, 

has taken steps to address concerns over coal dust which result from mining (EHP 2013). One key 

move has been the introduction of veneering systems on coal trains. Veneering is “an application of a 

biodegradable polymer onto the surface of the loaded coal” (QRC 2013). The Queensland 

Department of Environmental Heritage Protection5 website states that “by the end of 2013 all mines 

in Central Queensland will have veneering systems installed at their load-out facilities” and that the 

veneering method reduces dust by up to 75% (EHP 2013). While coal dust emissions from coal 

trains has not been conclusively found to impact health, it can have negative amenity effects, such as 

reduced visibility and build-up of coarse particulate matter (>PM50 “black dust”) outside homes. In 

their submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Community Affairs Inquiry into the impacts 

on health of air quality in Australia, the Queensland Resources Council stated that ‘the resources 

sector has a significant interest in holding a strong social licence to operate, and as such takes air 

quality and community health and amenity very seriously’ (QRC 2013). They also state that although 

there are no demonstrated benefits to health expected from veneering the coal wagons, the industry 

accepts that there is public concern surrounding coal dust from coal trains (QRC 2013). That senate 

committee’s report recommended implementing covering of coal wagons in all states and territories 

(CARC 2013) (See also earlier section in this report on the Senate Inquiry). Veneering has been 

implemented internationally, with railway company BNSF using sealant spray in its operations in 

Montana and Wyoming, USA, resulting in a reported reduction in coal dust by 85% (BNSF 2013). In 

Canada, the Canada Pacific rail network uses sealant both before and after loading coal railcars to 

reduce coal dust (Canada Pacific undated). 

 

Upper Hunter Air Particles Action Plan (EPA 2013). 
The NSW Air Emissions Inventory shows that in the Upper Hunter, PM10 emissions from industrial 

activity have doubled, and PM 2.5 have increased too.  88% of PM10 and 66% of PM2.5 in the Upper 

Hunter come from mining activities.  

The goal is to reduce PM2.5 levels at Singleton and Muswellbrook to an annual average of less than 

or equal to 8 Vg/m3.  This is consistent with the National Environment Protection Measure 

(NEPM). PM2.5 is the focus, due to the greater impacts on human health.  It is expected that PM10 

levels will be reduced in the course of actions to reduce PM2.5.  

The plan outlines a number of actions to reduce particle emissions: 

1. The EPA will advise the NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DP&I), who assess 
new proposals, on air quality issues specific to new mining proposals.   These proposals should 
minimise particle emissions, identify and implement all reasonable mitigation measures and 
establish a regulatory framework for ongoing regulation of particle emissions on mine sites. 
 

2. The EPA’s environment protection licences require mining operations to minimise dust 
emissions.  Mine operators are also required to have pollution reduction programs (PRP) in 
place which are enforceable by the EPA. PRPs may include actions such as reducing dust and 
ceasing operations in poor weather. The EPA and DP&I are working towards enforcing these 
requirements and making the licensing process more streamlined.  
 

                                                           
5 https://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/management/coal-dust/emissions.html 
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3. The EPA and DP&I will inspect mining operations to ensure the conditions on environment 
protection licences are met. Surveillance can be carried out and legal action taken and penalty 
notices issued where necessary. 
 

 
4. The EPA’s Dust Stop Program requires open cut coal mines to implement best practice to 

reduce dust emissions.  All NSW coal mines report to the EPA and must abide with their 3 
PRPs: to control wheel generated dust,   control overburden handling during bad weather and 
find better ways to control dust while handling overburden.  
 

5. Rehabilitation of mining sites will continue under the direction of NSW Trade and Investment.  
 

6. The EPA is starting a study of best practice to reduce emissions from off-road vehicles and 
equipment at coal mines. A Dust Handbook has also been prepared for use on mine site 
machinery to assist operators to reduce dust emissions.  
 

7. The Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) is now required to install monitoring stations 
and monitor dust from trains.  Initial results show no difference between coal trains and other 
freight in terms of dust emissions.  This monitoring will continue to determine if new 
measures to reduce coal dust are required.  
 

8. The Director General of the DP&I may issue requirements for development proposals 
including environmental impacts.  These will draw upon guidance developed by the EPA and 
DP&I, so that mines show best practice with regard to dust reduction, including monitoring 
and reporting.  
 

9. The Upper Hunter strategic regional land plan will be implemented, in order to reduce 
impacts of mining.  This plan includes developing an impact assessment methodology and 
preparing a development assessment guideline on the health risks of dust. The EPA will 
implement all necessary actions. 
 

10. The Clean Machine program will be promoted by the EPA.  This is to reduce diesel exhaust 
emissions from off-road machinery, encourage cleaner machines, retrofit diesel particle filters 
and encourage better worksite practices.  
 

11. Wood smoke reduction will continue to be developed by the EPA with local government.  
Local government works directly with their communities to achieve this and the EPA will have 
regulatory responsibility.  
 

12. Stakeholder engagement will continue.  Forums and consultations have taken place and will 
continue to discuss air quality concerns and solutions, with educational programs on air 
pollution and to reduce wood smoke.  Industry input to manage mining emissions will 
continue to be sought.  The Upper Hunter Air Quality Monitoring Advisory Committee will 
continue to work with the EPA on managing the way air quality data is presented to the 
public.  
 

13. Detailed annual reports on Upper Hunter air quality will continue.  These will be available to 
the public and to NSW Health to inform research and health programs.  
 

14. Ongoing funding to the Upper Hunter air quality monitoring network is being made available 
through the Protection of the Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009.  This 
regulation requires bodies conducting coal mining and electricity generation to pay a levy to 
the air quality network. The levy is based on the amount of emissions and the amount of 
material removed at the mine.  
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15. The EPA will update the NSW Air emissions inventory for 2013.  This will include Singleton 
and Muswellbrook and allow comparison between 2003 and 2008 inventories.  
 

16. The NSW Chief Health Officer will continue to receive advice from the Air Pollution Expert 
Advisory Committee.  This was set up in 2010 to give current scientific advice on air pollution 
and public health.   
 

17. The Upper Hunter particle characterisation study was released in 2013. 
 

A model of PM2.5 is being developed for the Upper Hunter. This will model sources and transport, 

quantify major contributors and estimate emissions for future years. This will inform future 

measures to improve Upper Hunter air quality.
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Appendix 2. Adult Focus Group and Interview Questions  
Air Quality Study - Demographics 

This study will look at the presentation of information on air quality to different sectors of the 

community in the Lower Hunter region to improve community access to information on and 

understanding of air quality.  

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You are not obliged to answer any question that you 

would prefer not to. You can choose to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and 

without consequence.  Your answers are confidential.  

About you: 

Please mark with a cross information that best describes you.  

1. Gender  

 

    Male  Female 

 

2. Age   

 10 - 14 years  50 - 59 years 

 15 - 19 years  60 - 69 years 

 20 - 29 years  70 - 79 years 

 30 - 39 years  80 and over 

 40 -  49 years 

 

3. Do you identify yourself as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander? 

Yes No 

  

  

4. Were you born in Australia? 

Yes No 

  

If no, please specify your country of birth 
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5. Do you live in the Lower Hunter region? 

Yes No Sometimes 

   

If `no’, please skip to question 9 

6. Which Local Government Area do you live in most of the time?  

Newcastle        Maitland     Cessnock     Lake Macquarie      Port Stephens  

 Other _________________________________________ 

7. How long have you lived in the Lower Hunter region? 

 1 year or less 

 1 to 5 years 

  6-10 years 

                                   more than 10 years 

   

8. What is the postcode of your (primary) residential address? 

 

 

9. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Still attending school 

 Year 10 

 Year 12 

 Post school qualification (e.g. TAFE) 

 University Degree 

10. Primary activities 

 Student (school, TAFE, university, college etc) 

 Home maker and/or child carer 

 Government employee 

 Private enterprise employee 

 Self employed  

 Retired citizen 

 Looking for work 

 Other __________________________________________________ 
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Interview and Focus Group Questions  

1. How would you describe the air quality in your region? 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Please describe any health effects that you think may be related to air quality 

 

  

 

 

 

3. Are you concerned with issues surrounding air quality in the Lower Hunter region?  

 Yes                           No                Not sure 

If you responded `no’ or ‘not sure’ to question 3, please progress to 3f. If you responded `yes’ to 

this question, please answer the following: 

3a. How severe is this problem?  On a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being the highest (most severe) 

 

 1 (extremely severe)   2 (very severe)   3 (moderate)   4 (not very)   5 (not at all)   

 

3b. Why does it concern you?  

 

 

 

 

 

3c. What do you believe is the cause (or causes) of this issue?  

  

 

 

 

3d. Do you believe the problem is worse at certain times of the year, and if so, when?  
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3e. For long-term residents: Have you noticed any changes over your lifetime, please describe? 

 

 

 

 

3f. (Only for ‘no’ responses to Question 3) Why do you believe that air quality has been 

identified as an issue of community concern?  

 

  

 

 

 

4.  How do you learn about air quality in the Lower Hunter region?  

 

  

 

 

 

5. If you had a query concerning air quality would you know who to contact?  If so, which 

authority would that be? 

 

  

 

 

 

6. (This question is not to be asked of under-18s, if so please skip).   If you have had contact 

with a Council or government agency about air quality can you describe your experience? 

 

 

 

 

 

6b. Can you describe your level of satisfaction regarding the response to your query 

 

 1 (excellent)      2 (very good)     3 (neutral)   4 (poor)     5 (very poor) 
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7. Do you believe that air quality is adequately monitored and controlled in the Lower Hunter 

region? 

 Yes                        No                Not sure 

 

 

 

 

8. In your opinion what are the some of the ways that air quality in your area could be 

improved? 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Do you trust the information that is provided to you is giving you the whole picture about air 

quality in the Lower Hunter region? 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Have you been able to get all the information that you have sought in the past about air 

quality in the Lower Hunter? 

    Yes                            No                   Not sure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11. What information would you like to receive on air quality in the Lower Hunter? 
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12. What is the best way for you to receive information on air quality in the Lower Hunter and in 

what format? Please mark up to 4 options with a number 1 in the box that indicates the best 

way through to number 4 which is your last preference.  

 App for smartphones 

 Email 

 Social media (Facebook, Twitter etc) 

 SMS 

 Local Newspapers  

 Website 

 Local Radio 

 Local Television 

 Newsletters 

 Other (please specify)  

 

 

 

 

13. Is there anything further you would like to say regarding any aspects of air quality in the 

Lower Hunter region?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time and knowledge 
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Appendix 3. Questions and Demographic Form for Under 
18s 
Under-18s  - Air Quality Study - Demographics 

This study will look at the presentation of information about air quality to the community in the 

Lower Hunter region.  We hope to improve community understanding and access to information 

on air quality.  

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You do not have to answer any question that you 

would prefer not to. You can choose to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and 

without consequence.  Your answers are confidential.  

About you: 

Please mark with a cross information that best describes you.  

1. Gender  

 

    Male  Female 

 

2. Age   

 10 - 14 years   

 15 - 18 years   

3. Do you identify yourself as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander? 

Yes No 

  

  

4. Were you born in Australia? 

Yes No 

  

If no, which country were you born in? 

 

 

5. Do you live in the Lower Hunter region (this includes Newcastle, Maitland, Cessnock, Lake 

Macquarie and Port Stephens)? 

Yes No Sometimes 

   

If `NO’, please skip to question 8  
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6. Which Local Government Area do you live in (if you know)?  

Newcastle        Maitland     Cessnock     Lake Macquarie      Port Stephens  

 

7. How long have you lived in the Lower Hunter region? 

 1 year or less 

 1 to 5 years 

  6-10 years 

                                   more than 10 years 

   

8. What is your postcode (or suburb name if you don’t know the postcode)? 

 

                                      

9. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Still attending school 

 Year 10 
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Under-18s Focus Group and Interview Questions  

1. How would you describe the air quality in your region? 

 

 

 

 

2. Are there any health effects that you think may be related to air quality? 

 

 

 

3. Are you worried about air quality in the Lower Hunter region?  

     Yes                           No                Not sure 

 If ‘NO’ or ‘NOT SURE’ please skip to 3e. If `YES’ please answer the following: 

 

3a. How bad do you think the problem is?  On a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being the worst 

 

 1 (extremely bad)      2 (very bad)     3 (quite bad)   4 (not very bad)     5 (not at all 

bad) 

 

3b. Why does it worry you?  

 

 

 

3c. What do you think is causing this problem?  

 

 

3d. Do you think the problem is worse at certain times of the year, and if so, when?  

 

 

 

3e. Why do you think that air quality is an issue of community concern?  

 

 

 

4.  How do you hear about air quality in the Lower Hunter region? 
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5. If you had a question about air quality would you know who to contact?  If so, who? 

 

 

 

6. How do you think air quality in your area could be improved? 

 

 

 

7. What information would you like to receive on air quality in the Lower Hunter? 

 

 

 

8. What is the best way for you to receive information on air quality in the Lower Hunter? 

(Mark up to FOUR in order of preference, by writing the numbers 1 - 4 inside or next to the 

box) 

 App for smartphones 

 Email 

 Social media (Facebook, Twitter etc) 

 SMS 

 Local Newspapers  

 Website 

 Local Radio 

 Local Television 

 Newsletters 

 Other (please specify)  

 

9. Is there anything else you would like to say about air quality in the Lower Hunter region?   

 

 

 

Thank you for your time and knowledge!
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Appendix 4. Letter to Principals and Principal’s Reply Letter 

Template 

 

Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY   NSW   2109 

Phone: +61 (0)2 9580 8334 

 Email: kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au 

Lower Hunter Air Quality Community Research Project 

Dear Principal 

I am contacting you to enlist your school’s help. Macquarie University has been contracted by the 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) to carry out community research in the Lower Hunter 

region regarding air quality.  The research is being led by Dr Kirsty Davies of the Department of 

Environment and Geography.   

As part of this process we are committed to the engagement of young people in this research. We 

will be running some focus groups with primary and secondary students (in classrooms and in school 

time) during March – May 2014. Students aged 10 and above would be eligible to participate. Dr 

Kirsty Davies is leading the research and is highly experienced in consulting with young people.   All 

the researchers on the project have current Working With Children Clearances. 

We wish to request your express consent in allowing your staff and students to take part in this 

project.  To assist you in making an informed, voluntary decision to participate in the research 

project, we outline the research project here: 

1.  The research aims to gauge the community’s opinions and knowledge on air quality in their 

local area, what they want to know and how they wish to receive information about air quality, and 

how best for the EPA to engage with the wider community.  Please see the questions we will be 

asking the students attached.  

2. The focus group will take no more than 90 minutes.  It will not require any preparation by 

the teacher.  We simply require the classroom space, time and teacher’s presence throughout the 

focus group.  We are looking for one class per participating school, of approximately 23 students.  

For primary schools we would like to work with years 5 or 6 and for secondary schools, years 9 or 10.  

3. Participation would be strictly voluntary.  Parent and child information and consent forms 

will be provided to the school as early as possible.  We envisage a whole class participating in the 

study, but students who do not wish to participate will be allowed to withdraw.  Those students who 

wish to withdraw would be able to participate in other activities designated by the school.    

4. There will be no payments involved to either staff or students who participate. 
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5. There are no expected risks in this exercise.  The questions are broad in nature and are not 

expected to elicit any negative emotions or psychological discomfort.  The questions have been 

tested and approved by the EPA and were designed to be understood by a 10 year old.    

6. Any student may decide that they wish to withdraw from further participation at any stage 

and their data would be removed from the record. 

7. The students will be asked questions in a group setting and their responses recorded by the 

research team on paper and on laptops.  An audio recorder will be used to capture responses but 

this will only be for transcription purposes.  The audio recordings will be destroyed once the sessions 

have been transcribed.  There will be no photography or videography during the sessions. All data 

will be confidential.  The names of students and the school will not be stored with their responses. 

All de-identified data will be kept electronically on password-protected computers at Macquarie 

University and will only be accessible by the research team.  

8. The EPA will provide a published report that will be available on their website at the 

completion of the project.  Students and their families will be able to access this freely.    

9.  The benefits of this research to the wider community will include increased awareness and 

understanding of air quality issues in the local area, increased understanding and knowledge of the 

EPA’s work, improved communication and engagement with the EPA and improved access to 

information about air quality.  The students involved will realise that their opinions are just as 

important as those more vocal, active members of the community. 

This project has received approval from the NSW State Education Approvals Process (SERAP) and 

Macquarie University’s Ethics Committee.  

Before we commence work with your school we require your signed consent for your schools 

participation. Please find a template letter of agreement (attached) for you to sign and return either 

by email or using the stamped addressed envelope we have included.  

I would be most grateful if you could encourage a teacher and class of students to participate. Again, 

please contact me if you have any queries about the study. Kirsty Davies on: 02 9850 8334, Mobile: 

0438 255 687 or email: Kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au   

Thank you in advance for assisting the EPA to understand the opinions and priorities of young people 

around air quality in their local area. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Dr Kirsten Davies 

Researcher & Lecturer  

Department of Environment and Geography  

Level 7, E7A Building (room 717) Macquarie University  

NSW 2109 Australia 

T: +61 2 9850 8334 M: + 61 (0)438255687 

kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au 
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Principal’s Letter of Agreement 

 

Date 

 

To  Dr Kirsten Davies 

 Department of Environment and Geography  

 Macquarie University, NSW 2109 Australia 

 Email: Kirsty.Davies@mq.edu.au 

 

I am familiar with Dr Kirsten Davies’ research project entitled Lower Hunter Air Quality 

Community Research Project. I understand [name of school]’s involvement will be a class of 

students taking part in a focus group for 60 mins, with teacher supervision, within school 

time and in the classroom. I understand this research will involve audio recording for 

transcription purposes only, and will not involve any video or photography. 

I understand and support the benefits of this research to the wider community, including 

increased awareness and understanding of air quality issues in the local area, increased 

understanding and knowledge of the EPA’s work, improved communication and 

engagement with the EPA and improved access to information about air quality.  I support 

the students offering their opinions as they are just as important as those more vocal, active 

members of the community. 

I understand that this research will be carried out following sound ethical principles, that 

participant involvement in this research study is strictly voluntary, and that confidentiality of 

participants’ research data is ensured, as described in the information letter provided to us. 

Therefore, as a representative of [school name], I agree that Dr Davies’ research project 

may be conducted at our school.   

 

Signature 

 

 

Name 

 

 

School name 
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Appendix 5. Interviewee Information and Consent; Focus 
Group Participant Information and Consent 

 

Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109 

Phone: +61 (0)2 9850 8334 

Email: kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au 

Chief Investigator: Dr Kirsten Davies 

 

Interview Participant Information and Consent Form 

Name of Project:  Lower Hunter Air Quality and Community Research Project 

 

You are invited to participate in a study for the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 

focused on the Lower Hunter community and air quality in the region. The purpose of the study is to 

develop a better understanding of what concerns community members about air pollution, what 

information they require and how this could best be communicated to them by the EPA. 

The study is being conducted by Dr Kirsten Davies of the Department of Environment and Geography 

at Macquarie University. Her phone number is: 02 9850 8334 and her email is: 

kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au. 

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to answer some questions about air quality in your local 

region by one or two researchers from Macquarie University. This will be a face-to-face interview and 

will take approximately 45 minutes. You will be asked a series of questions and if you agree, a voice-

recording device will be used to record your responses. This recording will assist with transcribing 

your interview. You can request that the researchers not use an audio recorder if you prefer. No 

photographs or video recordings will be made. No discomfort or risk to you is likely to occur in 

responding to these questions, and you can ask questions of the researchers at any time.  

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You are not obliged to participate and if you decide to 

participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and without 

consequence. 

Any information or personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential, except as 

required by law.  No individual will be identified in any publication of the results. The data will only 

be available to the researchers from Macquarie University directly involved with the project. A 

summary of the results of the data can be made available to you on request and there is a community 

presentation of the findings planned on completion of the study. A report of the study may be 

submitted for publication but individual participants will not be identifiable in such a report. 

When you have read this information Dr Kirsty Davies will discuss it with you further and answer any 

questions you may have.  If you would like to know more at any stage, please feel free to contact: 

Dr Kirsty Davies, Chief Investigator, phone: +61 (0)2 9850 8334, email: kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au 

Ms Alison Jaggard, Research Assistant, phone +61 (0)2 9850 8473,email: alison.jaggard@mq.edu.au   

 

This information sheet is for you to keep.  
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I, (print name) _______________________________________________________________         

have read (or, where appropriate, have had read to me) and understand the information above and 

any questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in this 

research, knowing that I can withdraw from further participation in the research at any time without 

consequence.  I have been given a copy of this form to keep. 

 

Name of the Project:  Lower Hunter Air Quality and Community Research Project.  

 

Chief Investigator: Dr Kirsten Davies, Macquarie University, Faculty of Science, Department of 

Environment and Geography.  

 

 

In giving my consent I acknowledge that:  

 

1.      The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been explained to me and 

any questions I have about the project have been answered to my satisfaction 

 

2.      I have read the Participant Information and have been given the opportunity to discuss the 

information and my involvement in the project with the researchers 

 

3.      I understand that that my participation in this project is voluntary; a decision not to participate 

will in no way affect me and I am free to withdraw my participation at any time 

 

4.      I understand that my involvement is strictly confidential and that no information about me will 

be used in any way that reveals my identity 

 

5.      I understand that audio recordings during the interview will be made as part of the study for 

transcription purposes.    

 

 

Participant’s Name: ________________________________ 

(Block letters) 

 

Participant’s Signature: _____________________________ Date:  

 

Investigator’s Name:  

(Block letters) 

 

Investigator’s Signature:_____________________________ Date:  

 

 

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Human 

Research Ethics Committee.  If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical 

aspect of your participation in this research, you may contact the Committee through the 

Director, Research Ethics (telephone (02) 9850 7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au).  Any 

complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be informed 

of the outcome.
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Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109 

         Phone: +61 (0)2 9850 8334 

 Email: kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au 

 
Chief Investigator: Dr Kirsten Davies 

 

Focus Group Participant Information and Consent Form 
 

Name of Project:  Lower Hunter Air Quality and Community Research Project 

 

You are invited to participate in a study for the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 

focused on the Lower Hunter community and air quality in the region. The purpose of the study is to 

develop a better understanding of what concerns community members about air pollution, what 

information they require and how this could best be communicated to them by the EPA. 

 

The study is being conducted by Dr Kirsten Davies of the Department of Environment and Geography 

at Macquarie University.  Her phone number is: 02 9850 8334 and her email is: 

kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au. 

 

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to answer some questions about air quality in your local 

region by one or two researchers from Macquarie University. This will be in a group setting with 

other participants and will take approximately 60 minutes. You will be asked a series of questions and 

if you agree, a voice-recording device will be used to record your responses. This recording will assist 

with transcribing your responses. You can request that the researchers not use an audio recorder if you 

prefer. No photographs or video recordings will be made. No discomfort or risk to you is likely to 

occur in responding to these questions, and you can ask questions of the researchers at any time.  

 

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You are not obliged to participate and if you decide to 

participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and without 

consequence. 

 

Any information or personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential, except as 

required by law.  No individual will be identified in any publication of the results. The data will only 

be available to the researchers from Macquarie University directly involved with the project. A 

summary of the results of the data can be made available to you on request and there is a community 

presentation of the findings planned on completion of the study. A report of the study may be 

submitted for publication but individual participants will not be identifiable in such a report. 

 

When you have read this information Dr Kirsty Davies will discuss it with you further and answer any 

questions you may have.  If you would like to know more at any stage, please feel free to contact: 

 

Dr Kirsty Davies, Chief Investigator, phone: +61 (0)2 9850 8334, email: kirsty.davies@ mq.edu.au 

Ms Alison Jaggard, Research Assistant, phone +61 (0)2 9850 8473,email: alison.jaggard@mq.edu.au   

 

This information sheet is for you to keep.  
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I, (print name) _______________________________________________________________         

have read (or, where appropriate, have had read to me) and understand the information above and 

any questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in this 

research, knowing that I can withdraw from further participation in the research at any time without 

consequence.  I have been given a copy of this form to keep. 

 

Name of the Project:  Lower Hunter Air Quality and Community Research Project.  

 

Chief Investigator: Dr Kirsty Davies, Macquarie University, Faculty of Science, Department of 

Environment and Geography.  

 

 

In giving my consent I acknowledge that:  

 

1.      The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been explained to me and 

any questions I have about the project have been answered to my satisfaction 

 

2.      I have read the Participant Information and have been given the opportunity to discuss the 

information and my involvement in the project with the researchers 

 

3.      I understand that that my participation in this project is voluntary; a decision not to participate 

will in no way affect me and I am free to withdraw my participation at any time 

 

4.      I understand that my involvement is strictly confidential and that no information about me will 

be used in any way that reveals my identity 

 

5.      I understand that audio recordings during the interview will be made as part of the study for 

transcription purposes.    

 

 

Participant’s Name: ________________________________ 

(Block letters) 

 

Participant’s Signature: _____________________________ Date:  

 

Investigator’s Name:  

(Block letters) 

 

Investigator’s Signature:_____________________________ Date:  

 

 

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Human 

Research Ethics Committee.  If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical 

aspect of your participation in this research, you may contact the Committee through the 

Director, Research Ethics (telephone (02) 9850 7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au).  Any 

complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be informed 

of the outcome. 
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Appendix 6. Parent and Child Information and Consent Form 

 

Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY   NSW   2109 

Phone: +61 (0)2 9850 8334 

Email: kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au 

Chief Investigator: Dr Kirsten Davies 

Parent / Caregiver Information and Consent Form 

Name of Project:  Lower Hunter Air Quality and Community Research Project 

Your child is invited to participate in a study for the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 

focused on the Lower Hunter community and air quality in the region. The purpose of the study is to 

develop a better understanding of what concerns community members about air pollution, what 

information they require and how this could best be communicated to them by the EPA. 

This study is being conducted by Dr Kirsten Davies of the Department of Environment and 

Geography at Macquarie University.  Her phone number is 02 9850 8334 and her email is 

kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au. 

If you decide to allow your child to participate, they will be asked to answer some questions about air 

quality in your local region by one or two researchers from Macquarie University.  This will occur in 

a class setting with other children for approximately 60 minutes. This will take place at the school, 

with a teacher present for the duration. They will be asked a series of questions and if you agree, a 

voice-recording device will be used to record responses. This recording will assist with transcribing 

the responses. You can request that the researchers not use an audio recorder if you prefer. No 

photographs or video recordings will be made. No discomfort or risk to your child is likely to occur in 

responding to these questions, and you or your child can ask questions of the researchers at any time. 

All researchers involved in the project have a current NSW Working With Children Check.  

Your child’s participation in the study is completely voluntary – you are not under any obligation to 

consent.  Your child may withdraw from the study at any time – or you may withdraw your child from 

the study – at which point all written and audio records of your child’s participation will be destroyed. 

 Your child’s withdrawal from this study will in no way affect their academic standing or relationship 

with the school. 

Any information or personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential, except as 

required by law.  No individual will be identified in any publication of the results. The data will only 

be available to the researchers from Macquarie University directly involved with the project. A 

summary of the results of the data can be made available to you on request and there is a community 

presentation of the findings planned on completion of the study. A report of the study may be 

submitted for publication but individual participants and individual schools will not be identifiable in 

such a report. 
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When you have read this information Dr Kirsty Davies can discuss it with you further and answer any 

questions you may have.  If you would like to know more at any stage, please feel free to contact: 

Dr Kirsty Davies, Chief Investigator, phone: +61 (0)2 9850 8334, email: kirsty.davies@mq.edu.au 

Ms Alison Jaggard, Research Assistant, phone +61 (0)2 9850 8473, email: alison.jaggard@mq.edu.au   

 

This information sheet is for you to keep.   
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I (print name)………………………………………………………..  give consent to the participation 

of my child (print name) ……………………………………in the research project described below. 

 

Name of Project:  Lower Hunter Air Quality and Community Research Project.  

 

Chief Investigator: Dr Kirsten Davies, Macquarie University, Faculty of Science, Department of 

Environment and Geography.  

 

In giving my consent I acknowledge that:  

 

1.      The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been explained to me and 

any questions I have about the project have been answered to my satisfaction 

 

2.      I have read the Parent / Caregiver Information and have been given the opportunity to discuss 

the information and my child’s involvement in the project with the researchers 

 

3.      I have discussed participation in the project with my child and my child assents to their 

participation in the project 

 

4.      I understand that that my child’s participation in this project is voluntary; a decision not to 

participate will in no way affect their academic standing or relationship with the school and they are 

free to withdraw their participation at any time 

 

5.      I understand that my child’s involvement is strictly confidential and that no information about 

my child will be used in any way that reveals my child’s identity 

 

6.      I understand that audio recordings during the interview will be made as part of the study for 

transcription purposes.    

 

Parent / Caregiver Name: ________________________________ 

(Block letters) 

 

Parent / Caregiver’s Signature: _______________________ Date:  

 

Child’s Name: _________________________________________________________ 

 

Child’s Signature:_______________________________ Date:___________________ 

 

Investigator’s Name:  

(Block letters) 

 

Investigator’s Signature:_____________________________ Date:  

 

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Human 

Research Ethics Committee.  If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical 

aspect of your participation in this research, you may contact the Committee through the 

Director, Research Ethics (telephone (02) 9850 7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au).  Any 

complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be informed 

of the outcome. 
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Appendix 7. Approval letter from the NSW Department of 
Education 
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Appendix 8. Country Women’s Association’s submission to 
the Environment Minister on coal wagon covers 
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Appendix 9.  Questions asked of the general public in the 
Ipsos Survey 
 

Q1. Which organisations do you think are responsible for each of the following issues? (EPA) 

- Managing waste and recycling 

- Regulating activities such as wind farming and coal seam gas extraction 

- Maintaining a healthy environment for the community 

- Ensuring that industries work within environmental regulations 

- Responding to harmful environmental incidents 

- Managing national parks 

 

Q2. How would you rate the management of the following issues in NSW? 

- Littering 

- Illegal dumping 

- Pesticide use 

- Native forest logging 

- Waste management and recycling 

- Air quality and odours 

- Contaminated land sites 

- Hazardous materials and industrial chemicals 

- Use of radiation equipment and radioactive substances 

- Environmental impacts of coal seam gas 

- Water pollution 

- Excessive noise 

 

Q3. Which organisations would you contact for information about the following issues? 

- Waste management and recycling 

- Excessive noise 

- Environmental impact of coal seam gas 

- Hazardous materials and industrial chemicals 

- Contaminated land sites 

- Native forest logging 

- Air quality and odours 

- Pesticide use 

- Use of radiation equipment and radioactive substances 

- Illegal dumping 

- Littering 

- Water pollution 

 

Q4. How much you know about the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA)? 
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Q5. This question is about environmental regulation. What priority do you think the Environment 

Protection Authority (EPA) should give to each of the following regulation issues? 

- Excessive noise 

- Littering 

- Illegal dumping 

- Pesticide use 

- Native forest logging 

- Waste management and recycling 

- Air quality and odours 

- Contaminated land sites 

- Hazardous materials and industrial chemicals 

- Use of radiation equipment and radioactive substances 

- Environmental impacts of coal seam gas 

- Water pollution 

 

Q6. From which of the following sources have you heard anything about the NSW Environmental 

Protection Authority (EPA)? 

- Don’t Know 

- Other (please specify) 

- Environment Line 

- Direct contact (e.g. phone call/email from EPA staff member) 

- Public meetings or forums 

- Social media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter etc) 

- Professional contact 

- EPA website 

- Letters/brochures from individuals/groups in your community 

- Internet e.g. Google search 

- Word of mouth 

- Your local council 

- Radio 

- Newspapers 

- Television 

 

Q7. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 

is...   

- Innovative 

- Efficient and approachable 

- Quick to respond to issues/incidents 

- Independent 

- An effective regulator 

- Trustworthy 

- Professional 
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Appendix 10. Additional data 
 

Question 3. Are you concerned with air quality issues in the Lower Hunter region? 

By gender: 

Response F M Other Total 

Yes 48 

(43.2%) 

53 

(54.6%) 

1 

(50%) 

102 

(48.6%) 

No 38 

(34.2%) 

28 

 (28.9%) 

1 

 (50%) 

67 

 (31.9%) 

Not sure 21 

 (18.9%) 

11 

 (11.3%) 

 32 

 (15.2%) 

No 

response 
4 

 (3.6%) 

5 

 (5.2%) 

 9 

 (4.3%) 

Total 111 97 2 210 

 

By age: 

Response 10-14 

years 

15-19 

years 

20-29 

years 

30-39 

years  

40-49 

years 

50-59 

years 

60-69 

years 

70-79 

years 

80+  

years 

Total 

Yes 7 

 (20.6%) 

6 

 (18.2%) 

6 

 (42.9%) 

6 

 (50%) 

9 

 (56.3%) 

14 

 (60.9%) 

30 

 (75%) 

20 

 (62.5%) 

4 

(66.7%) 

102 

 (48.6%) 

No 9 

 (26.5%) 

25 

 (75.8%) 

4 

 (28.6%) 

5 

(41.7%) 

3 

 (18.8%) 

7 

 (30.4%) 

7 

 (17.5%) 

6 

 (18.8%) 

1 

(16.7%) 

67 

 (31.9%) 

Not sure 18 

 (52.9%) 

1 

 (3%) 

4 

 (28.6%) 

1 

 (8.3%) 

1  

 (6.3%) 

1 

 (4.3%) 

1 

 (2.5%) 

5 

 (15.6%) 

0 

 

32 

 (15.2%) 

No 

response 

0 

 

1 

 (3%) 

0 

 

0 

 

3 

 (18.8%) 

1 

 (4.3%) 

2 

 (5%) 

1 

 (3.1%) 

1 

(16.7%) 

9 

 (4.3%) 

Total 34 33 14 12 16 23 40 32 6 210 
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By LGA: 

Response Cessnock Lake 

Macquarie 

Maitland Newcastle Port 

Stephens 

Other 

LGA/No 

response 

Total 

Yes 17 

(65.4%) 

15 

 (57.7%) 

8 

 (72.7%) 

52 

 (51%) 

10 

 (25%) 

0 102 

(48.6%) 

No 5 

 (19.2%) 

9 

 (34.6%) 

1 

 (9.1%) 

28 

 (27.5%) 

23 

 (57.5%) 

1 

 (20%) 

67 

 

(31.9%) 

Not sure 2 

 (7.7%) 

2 

 (7.7%) 

1 

 (9.1%) 

18 

 (17.6%) 

7 

 (17.5%) 

2 

 (40%) 

32 

(15.2%) 

No 

response 
2 

 (7.7%) 

0 1 

 (9.1%) 

4 

 (3.9%) 

0 2 

 (40%) 

9 

 (4.3%) 

Total 26 26 11 102 40 5 210 

 

Question 3a.  How severe is this problem? 

By Age: 

Q3a 10-14 

years 

20-29 

years 

30-39 

years 

40-49 

years 

50-59 

years 

60-69 

years 

70-79 

years 

80+ Total 

Extremely 

severe 
0 0 0 2 

(20%) 

1 

(6.2%) 

3 

(9.4%) 

0 0 6 

(5.4%) 

Very severe 0 3 

(50%) 

2 

(33.3%) 

2 

(20%) 

7 

(43.8%) 

9 

(28.1%) 

7 

(30.4%) 

0 30 

(27.3%) 

Moderate 4 

(57.1%) 

2 

(33.3%) 

2 

(33.3%) 

5 

(50%) 

7 

(43.8%) 

16 

(50%) 

13 

(56.5%) 

3 

(75%) 

52 

(47.3%) 

Not very 3 

(42.9%) 

1 

(16.7%) 

2 

(33.3%) 

1 

(10%) 

0 1 

(3.1%) 

1 

(4.3%) 

1 

(25%) 

10 

(9.1%) 

Not at all 0 0 0 0 1 

(6.2%) 

1 

(3.1%) 

1 

(4.3%) 

0 3 

(2.7%) 

No response 0 0 0 0 0 2 

(6.2%) 

1 

(4.3%) 

0 9 

(8.2%) 

Total 7 6 6 10 16 32 23 4 110 
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By LGA: 

Response Cessnock Lake 

Macquarie 

Maitland Newcastle Port 

Stephens  

Total 

1 (Extremely 

severe) 

1 

 (4.5%) 

1 

 (6.3%) 

0 

 

4 

 (7.5%) 

0 

 

6 (5.5%) 

2 (Very 

severe) 

4 

 (18.2%) 

4 

 (25.0%) 

4  

 (50.0%) 

17  

 (32.1%) 

1 

 (9.1%) 

30 

(27.3%) 

3 (Moderate) 13 

 (59.1%) 

8 

 (50.0%) 

2  

 (25.0%) 

22  

 (41.5%) 

7  

 (63.6%) 

52 

(47.3%) 

4 (not very) 2 

 (9.1%) 

2 

 (12.5%) 

1 

 (12.5%) 

4 

 (7.5%) 

1 

 (9.1%) 

10 

(9.1%) 

5 (Not at all) 1 

 (4.5%) 

1 

 (6.3%) 

0 

 

1 

 (1.9%) 

0 

 

3 

 (2.7%) 

No response 1 

(4.5%) 

0 

 

1  

 (12.5%) 

5 

 (9.4%) 

2  

 (18.2%) 

9  

 (8.2%) 

Total 22 16 8 53 11 110 

 

Question 6b. Can you describe your level of satisfaction with council or government agency response 

to your air quality query? 

By age: 

Response 20- 29 

years 

30- 39 40- 49 50- 59 60- 69 70-79 80+ 

1 

(Excellent) 

0 0 0 0 1 

 (2.5%) 

0 0 

2 (Very 

good) 

0 0 0 1 

 (4.3%) 

0 4 

 (12.5%) 

0 

3 

(Neutral) 

3 

 (21.4%) 

0 2 

 (12.5%) 

3 

 (13%) 

1 

 (2.5%) 

1 

 (3.1%) 

0 

4 (Poor) 0 0 0 0 3 

 (7.5%) 

7 

 (21.9%) 

0 

5 (Very 

poor) 

0 0 3 

 (18.8%) 

1 

 (4.3%) 

4 

 (10%) 

1 

 (3.1%) 

0 

No 

contact 

11 

 (78.6%) 

9  

 (75%) 

9 

 (56.3%) 

16 

 (69.6%) 

27 

 (67.5%) 

18 

 (56.3%) 

6 

 (100%) 

No 

response 

0 3  

 (25%) 

2 

 (12.5%) 

2 

 (8.7%) 

4 

 (10%) 

1 

 (3.1%) 

0 

Total 14 12 16 23 40 32 6 
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Question 7. Do you believe that air quality is adequately monitored and controlled in the Lower 

Hunter region? 

By age: 

Response 20- 29 
years 

30- 39 40- 49 50- 59 60- 69 70-79 80+ Total 

Yes 0 1 

 (8.3%) 

2 

 (12.5%) 

3 

 (13%) 

2 

 (5%) 

7 

 (21.9%) 

1 

 (16.7%) 

16 

No 4 

(28.6%) 

3 

 (25%) 

5 

 (31.3%) 

12 

 (52.2%) 

15 

 (37.5%) 

12 

 (37.5%) 

1 

 (16.7%) 

52 

Not sure 9 

(64.3%) 

7 

 (58.3%) 

6 

 (37.5%) 

6 

 (26.1%) 

13 

 (32.5%) 

10 

 (31.3%) 

2 

 (33.3%) 

53 

No 

response 
1 

 (7.1%) 

1 

 (8.3%) 

3 

 (18.8%) 

2 

 (8.7%) 

10 

 (25%) 

3 

 (9.4%) 

2 

 (33.3%) 

22 

 (15.4%) 

Total 14 12 16 23 40 32 6 143 

 

Question 9. Do you trust that the information that is provided to you is giving you the whole picture 

about air quality in the Lower Hunter region? 

By age: 

Response 20-29 

years 

30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80+ Total  

Yes 1 

 (7.1%) 

3 

 (25%) 

3 

 (18.8%) 

3 

 (13%) 

9 

 (22.5%) 

5 

 (15.6%) 

1 

 (16.7%) 

25 

 (17.5%) 

No 8 

 (57.1%) 

4 

 (33.3%) 

6 

 (37.5%) 

9 

 (39.1%) 

17 

 (42.5%) 

17 

 (53.1%) 

2 

 (33.3%) 

63 

 (44.1%) 

Not sure 3 

 (21.4%) 

2 

 (16.7%) 

3 

 (18.8%) 

6 

 (26.1%) 

9 

 (22.5%) 

4 

 (12.5%) 

1 

 (16.7%) 

28 

 (19.6%) 

No 

response 

2 

 (14.3%) 

3 

 (25%) 

4 

 (25%) 

5 

 (21.7%) 

5 

 (12.5%) 

6 

 (18.7%) 

2 

 (33.3%) 

27 

 (18.9%) 

Total 14 12 16 23 40 32 6 143 

 

 

 



 

42 

By LGA: 

Q9 Cessnock Lake 

Macquarie 

Maitland Newcastle Port 

Stephens 

Other LGA/No 

response 

Yes 3 

(11.5%) 

6 

 (24%) 

1 

 (10%) 

11 

 (17.2%) 

2 

 (14.3%) 

2 

 (40%) 

No 11 

 (42.3%) 

8 

 (32%) 

6 

 (60%) 

29 

 (45.3%) 

8 

 (57.1%) 

2 

 (40%) 

Not sure 1 

 (3.8%) 

9 

 (36%) 

1 

 (10%) 

16 

 (25%) 

1 

 (7.1%) 

0 

No 

response 

11 

 (42.3%) 

2 

 (8%) 

2 

 (20%) 

8 

 (12.5%) 

3 

 (21.4%) 

1 

 (20%) 

Total 26 25 10 64 14 5 

 

Question 10 

By age: 

Response 20- 29 

years 

30- 39 40- 49 50- 59 60- 69 70-79 80+ 

Yes 

3 

 (21.4%) 

1 

 (8.3%) 

1 

 (6.3%) 

4 

 (17.4%) 

2 

 (5%) 

9 

 (28.1%) 

0 

No 

2 

 (14.3%) 

2 

 (16.7%) 

4 

 (25%) 

4 

 (17.4%) 

10 

 (25%) 

6 

 (18.8%) 

1 

 (16.7%) 

Not sure 

8 

 (57.1%) 

5 

 (41.7%) 

6 

 (37.5%) 

8 

 (34.8%) 

18 

 (45%) 

6 

 (18.8%) 

2 

 (33.3%) 

NA 

0 1 

 (8.3%) 

1 

 (6.3%) 

1 

 (4.3%) 

1 

 (2.5%) 

0 0 

No response 

1 

 (7.1%) 

3 

 (25%) 

4 

 (25%) 

6 

 (26.1%) 

9 

 (22.5%) 

11 

 (34.4%) 

3 

 (50%) 

Total 14 12 16 23 40 32 6 
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Appendix 11.  Community Involvement Memorandum on 
Superfund hazardous waste clean-up sites - US EPA 
 

 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 OFFICE OFSOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

 OSWER 9230.0-99        

 Signed October 12, 2001       
          

 MEMORANDUM 
 

SUBJECT: Early and Meaningful Community Involvement 

 FROM: Elaine F. Davies, Acting Director s/Elaine F. Davies

 Office of Emergency and Remedial Response 

TO: Superfund National Policy Managers, Regions 1 - 10 

PURPOSE 

To improve early and meaningful community 

involvement in Superfund site decision-making. 

BACKGROUND 

In an April 10, 2001, memo on EPA’s Regulatory 

Decision Process, Administrator Whitman endorsed 

“vigorous public outreach and involvement” in working 

toward environmental goals. Her support for effective 

public participation is consistent with the Agency’s 

draft Public Involvement Policy(65 Fed. Reg. 82335, 

December 12, 2000). Among other things, the draft Policy 

emphasizes that Agency programs, when implementing their 

responsibilities, should:  

1. Plan and budget for public involvement. 

2. Identify interested parties. 

3. Consider technical or financial assistance. 

4. Provide timely and useful information and outreach. 

5. Conduct meaningful involvement activities. 

6. Assimilate public input and provide good feedback.  

Superfund has a long-standing commitment to community 

involvement (also known as public participation) that 

incorporates these functions. In a 1991 memo(OSWER 

Directive9230.0-18), one of my predecessors, Henry 

Longest, encouraged site responders to “demonstrate to 

citizens that they are involved in the decision-making 

process.” That memo identified four key practices: 

– Listen carefully to what community members are saying. 

– Take the time needed to deal with community concerns. 
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– Change planned actions where community input has merit. 

– Explain to the community what EPA has done and why. 

This memo builds on the 1991 memo and encourages more 

substantive involvement of communities from the very outset of a 

cleanup. The involvement should begin prior to any on-site work 

and continue throughout the cleanup process, including during any 

5-year reviews. This memo focuses on six practices that you 

should be implementing during Superfund responses.  

PRACTICES FOR EARLY AND MEANINGFUL INVOLVEMENT 

1) Energize the community involvement plan (CIP). The CIP should 

be a living vision that is focused, current and helpful. Ideally, 

a draft of the CIP should be reviewed by the community to ensure 

that the CIP is on target and meaningful. Making the involvement 

plan an actual partnership plan, endorsed by the community, is a 

best practice. All site team members should contribute to early 

development and implementation of the CIP.  

2) Provide early, proactive community support. You should do more 

to promote and give assistance to communities from the very 

outset of the work at a site. Superfund has a variety of 

community assistance mechanisms: Technical Assistance Grants, 

Community Advisory Groups, Technical Outreach Services to 

Communities, and the Superfund Job Training Initiative. You 

should make sure community groups know about these opportunities 

by the end of the site investigation and you should encourage 

them throughout the cleanup process to take advantage of what is 

available. You should also be creative in identifying site-

specific ways to enhance the ability of a community to 

participate (e.g., arranging for educational activities or 

facilitation services).  

3) Get the community more involved in the risk assessment. You 

should assume the community will be able to understand risk 

assessments and provide useful input. If the right questions are 

posed, the community can make important contributions from the 

outset. In particular, you should ask community members about 

patterns and practices of chemical usage, exposure pathways, and 

health concerns. At big or controversial sites, you should share 

a draft of the scope of work with the community and answer 

questions that are raised about it. You should also provide 

regular and clear feedback on the progress of the risk assessment 

and its results. For more ideas, see OSWER Directive 9285.7-01E-

P, Community Involvement in Superfund Risk Assessments. 

2  

4) Seek early community input on the scope of the remedial 
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS). Soliciting input before 

the start of the RI/FS on its scope and approach is a concrete 

demonstration that you take early involvement seriously. In 

particular, you need to ask the community what cleanup 

alternatives should be evaluated during the FS and then consider 

thoughtfully the input you get. This does not mean you have to do 

or include exactly what the community wants. It does mean you 
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should listen carefully to identify and understand significant 

concerns that have merit and should be addressed.  

5) Encourage community involvement in identification offuture 
land use. The Superfund Redevelopment Initiative focuses on 

helping communities participate in identifying future land use at 

Superfund sites. Early during removal and remedial site planning, 

you should work with the community to develop a process for 

exploring future use. This should include providing the 

information and tools to make this exploration a success. The 

community should have the lead in assessing its social, economic 

and recreational needs and in giving us its perspective of the 

most likely future use. You should encourage this effort, while 

not advocating particular views or options.  

6) Do more to involve communities during removals. Early and 

meaningful community involvement at removals is important. 

Whether it is an emergency response or a non-time critical 

action, community involvement should not be neglected or 

postponed. While initial calls should be to state and local 

authorities, soon thereafter you should reach out to the entire 

community, which may have a high level of anxiety and concern 

about health and safety. You need to demonstrate our sincere 

concern and credibility in order to set the stage for the 

community cooperation that may be critical during the response 

(e.g., during an evacuation or relocation). You should not wait 

to share important information. If you proceed in a spirit of 

“early, humble coordination,” as one On-Scene-Coordinator once 

put it, you will be surprised at how much good input and help you 

get. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

The practices described above are good ways to help achieve 

early and meaningful community involvement(see attachment for a 

handy checklist). They are by no means the only effective 

approaches. Indeed, they may not even be appropriate in certain 

circumstances. Each community is different and deserves its own, 

well-thought-out involvement plan. As you conduct removal and 

remedial actions, you should be creative and proactive in 

looking for opportunities thatmeet the needs and interests of 

the community, while making sound clean up decisions. You should 

always be clear about the respective roles of the participants 

to avoid creating unrealistic expectations about how decisions 

will be made.  

The responsibility for community involvement is a team 

effort. You achieve the best results when all the key players–- 

the remedial project manager, the on-scene coordinator, the risk 

assessor, the legal advisor, the site assessment manager and the 

community involvement coordinator –- cooperate to effectively 

involve the community. Also, all program managers should look for 

ways to encourage community involvement and to recognize staff 

members who successfully practice it. 
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CONCLUSION 

Public involvement is an integral part of both removal and 

remedial actions. Involvement should occur early and be sustained 

in a meaningful way throughout all stages of our work. This is 

strongly encouraged by EPA’s Public Involvement Policy and should 

lead to better clean ups and more satisfied communities. 

Copies of this document are available on our web site at 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm. General questions about 

this topic should be referred to the Call Center at 1-800-424-

9346. 

Attachment 

cc: Jeff Josephson, Lead Region Coordinator, USEPA Region 2NARPM 

Co-Chairs 

 

On-Scene Coordinators 

Community Involvement Managers 

OERR Records Manager, IMC 5202G 

OERR Documents Coordinator, HOSC 5202G 4 

Key Practices for Early and MeaningfulCommunity Involvement at 
Superfund Sites 

From OSWER Directive 9230.0-18 

C Listen carefully to what community members 

aresaying.C Take the time needed to deal with 

community 

concerns. 

C Change plans where community suggestions have merit. 

C Explain to the community what EPA has done and why. 

From OSWER Directive 9230.0-99 

C Energize the community involvement plan. 

C Provide early, proactive community support. 

C Get the community more involved in the risk 

assessment.C Seek early community input on the scope 

of the remedial investigation/feasibility study. C 

Encourage community involvement in identification of 

future land use. C Do more to involve communities 

during removals.  

Useful Resources 

EPA Draft Policy on Public Involvement: 

http://www.epa.gov/stakeholders/policy.htm 
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Model Plan for Public Participation: 

http://es.epa.gov/oeca/oej/nejac/pdf/modelbk.pdf 

Lessons Learned About Superfund Community Involvement: 

http://intranet.epa.gov/oerrinet/topics/cioc/lessons/index.htm 

Community Involvement in Superfund Risk 

Assessments:www.epa.gov/oerrpage/superfund/programs/risk

/ragsa/cira.htm 

Superfund Community Involvement Website: 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/action/community/index.htm 

Superfund Redevelopment Initiative 

Website:http://www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/recycle/recyc

le.htm 

EPA Stakeholder Website: 

http://www.epa.gov/stakeholders/intro.htm 

 

International Assoc. of Public Participation 

PractitionerTools:http://www.iap2.org/practitionertools/index.htm

l 

Community Partnering for Environmental Results: A computerized 

learning program for developing community involvement 

skills(see Regional Training Officer or Community Involvement 

Manager for access)  
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Appendix 12. Comments on the report received from the Lower Hunter community.  
Community comments     November 2014 

Source Comment No. Comment Action 

Community 

 

 

1 “I applaud the EPA’s efforts in trying to bring to the public – all ages – the 

importance of their research and the importance of getting their message 

across to the public.”  

Comments in support of recommendations and 

actions. No action required. 

2 “Ideally, this [getting the message across to the public] could be detailed 

on radio and T.V. channels in the news/weather slots. Children could be 

advised between kiddies’ shows – perhaps by some T.V. personality stating 

measurements for yesterday, today and expected tomorrow – the 

highest/lowest readings – what caused these readings and the possible 

impacts on their health etc.  This could also be done at school assemblies. 

Children should be encouraged in tree planting”. 

Added children’s TV, news and weather broadcasts 

to Action 5a.   

Added schools to Action 2c. 

Community 

 

3 “Very detailed, especially the literature review. I consider it will also be 

useful as a reference document”. 

Comment in support of the report. No further 

action required. 

4  “The NCCCE has been through a process of looking at what options could 

be used to increase information flow/how people like to be informed (as 

outlined in your document).  An example of this was having a weekly radio 

spot on local radio (as suggested in the Figure 21 - radio is high up there as 

a way of people wanting to receive information).  This would help build a 

relationship with the community as they could phone in: it therefore 

becomes personable etc.  (They used to do similar for the Police: you 

would find that many people around Newcastle would know of him and 

speak about the slot he had very positively). You need the right 

‘personality’ to undertake this role with the right senior person creating 

that link between the EPA senior staff and the community”. 

Recommendation to have a weekly local radio 

segment featuring an EPA staff member added to 

Action 5a. 

 

5 “The NCCCE also received a lot of positive feedback for the community Recommendation to reinstate EPA community 
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forums held during 2012.  These could be reinstated.” forums with help of NCCCE added to Action 1c. 

6 “One thing commonly spoken about in other agencies is the pollution levy 

for things that other agencies are undertaking to clean up ‘community 

issues’ eg. asbestos dumpings (National Parks, Forestry), old mine waste 

products for abandoned mines being cleaned up by the government (Trade 

and Investment).  Having some exemptions for this could assist agencies in 

such clean ups whilst having a positive story for the EPA.” 

While this is a commendable idea in theory to 

engage communities in the reduction of waste, it is 

not applicable to issues of air quality.  Thus we 

cannot make any recommendations of this type.  

Community 

 

7 “A very comprehensive report and certainly a lot to try to absorb for us 

laymen but it does cover all of the matters I believe that were raised with 

our group”.  

Comments in support of the report. No further 

action required.  

8 EPA could heighten their public profile with “talks at Lions or Rotary and 

public meetings called and run by the EPA… not run by politicians or 

councils” 

They “agree with the recommendations, especially 5, highlighting the 

schools…could also attend local agricultural show and similar events.  

However please use the ‘Keep It Simple’ method”. 

Added recommendations re: Lions and Rotary 

events and the local agricultural show to existing 

suggestions in Action 1a.  

All recommendations were reviewed and 

confirmed to be written simply and free of undue 

jargon, so that laypeople can understand. 

Industry 

 

9  “The use of the principle of intergenerational democracy is to be 

commended. Total sample size may be a little small, but distribution across 

ages and genders looks reasonable.” 

Comment in support of the method and sample. 

No action required. 

10 “The descriptors for responses for some questions seem skewed, eg. 

moderate/very severe/extremely severe.  Wouldn’t something like 

moderate/severe/very severe represent a more even gradation of 

responses?  This wording also caused me confusion when reading the Key 

Findings on page 4 of the draft report.  The second paragraph (under Key 

Findings) includes the words: ‘…ranked their concern as ‘moderate’ or ‘very 

severe’…’.  At first I thought that these could not be adjacent options as an 

answer because by common meaning they mean quite different things. 

In response to the comment regarding the severity 

scale, this is a fair comment.  However we believe 

that the wording of the numbers on the scale 

would not have had a significant effect on which 

number people ticked and we do not believe that 

this has skewed the data.   

11 “Figure 13 has no data for 15-19 yo’s.  I know that this figure only includes 

data for respondents that previously expressed concern but according to 

In response to the comment re: Fig 11 and 13, it is 

explained by the footnote.  The scale was left out 
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Fig 11 19% of 15-19 yo’s expressed concern so I would have thought that 

the perceived severity for that 19% would have been included in Fig 13”. 

in error for the 15-19yo age group, this is also 

mentioned in the limitations. 

12 “I scored 9 of the 13 actions as 4/5 – meaning that they ranked well in 

terms of being specific, measureable, trackable etc” 

Comment in support of these actions.  No further 

action required. 

13 “I scored one of the actions 1/5 – this was No. 2c.  The intent of this 

recommendation (…improve air quality inc. minimising diesel emissions…) 

is fair enough, however, it is completely unrealistic to suggest that he 

groups nominated could achieve this through any means, let alone 

something like a reduction in vehicles on the road.  This recommendation 

is simply not credible” 

We agree that it is challenging to effect change at 

grassroots level, but we do believe that the 

community can have significant impacts here, 

including in raising awareness of contributions to 

air quality. For example, the US EPA has 

successfully worked with the community to reduce 

air pollution issues through a number of programs.  

14 “Action 2b could be taken a little further, ie: It would be good to get the 

health Dept to comment (as well) on the impact on community health due 

to excessive stress and worry about air quality that is not actually OK, and 

The Health Department could also compare the potential impact of 

occasional/minor adverse air quality events versus various lifestyle factors 

(diet/exercise) over which people have significant control”.  

With regard to suggestions for Action 2b, the 

recommendation was to refer it to the Department 

of Health: “Elevated levels of concern surrounding 

the (perceived and or actual) impacts of air 

pollution on the physical and psychological health 

of community members was identified as an issue. 

It is recommended that the EPA refers this issue to 

the NSW Department of Health for their follow up 

and works with this department to improve 

education surrounding the health implications of 

air pollution.” 

We believe the current recommendation meets 

this suggestion and requires no further action.  

15 “Actions 3a and 4a seem very similar to me.  Are they really two distinct 

actions?” 

We agree that Action 3a and 4a are quite similar.  

We have combined these into Action 3a, and 

combined Recommendation 3 and 4.  

Industry 16 While there should always be efforts to improve air quality, it is important 

to understand how serious an issue this is for the Lower Hunter. 

National Environment Protection Measures 

(NEPM) air quality standards for Australia address 
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 Accordingly the key question for me is: “Is the air quality in lower Hunter 

and Newcastle acceptable?” 

If it is, then communication strategies need to target how to convey this 

message to the broader community. While this may be contentious (as 

some in the community have specific agendas), it is a message which is key 

to this whole discussion. While there are actions identified in the report on 

how to convey air quality effectively, I couldn’t see any action which will 

simply address this.  

My interpretation of all the monitoring data and reports is that air quality 

in Newcastle is generally quite good most of the time. While there are 

genuine concerns amongst some sections of the community regarding air 

quality and health effects and some of the specific causes (such as coal 

dust and train emissions), there are some who deliberately play on and 

promote these concerns for their own agendas. Any meaningful discussion 

on air quality needs to start based on data obtained through approved 

scientific methods. 

the question of what is acceptable. 

(http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/aqms/about

aqi.htm#goal).  

NEPM exceedences data for the Lower Hunter has 

been gathered and will be added to the Final 

Report.  

We believe the current recommendations to 

improve community education and awareness of 

air quality issues, contributors and coal dust, meet 

the need for actions to address ‘how to convey this 

message to the broader community’ and as such 

no further actions need to be added.  

17 It is also difficult to identify what objectives the recommendations are 

trying to address. For example what is the schools awareness program 

actually trying to achieve? Action 2a – The basis for any action on this 

matter needs to be grounded on factual information. Monitoring results to 

date indicate coal dust is not as great a problem as many believe. If the EPA 

agrees with this then this needs to be communicated to the community 

who are raising these concerns. If they don’t then the EPA needs to raise 

this as an issue direct with the relevant industry.  

Air quality in Newcastle is generally good and coal dust is a smaller subset 

of the total dust levels. I am not aware there is a specific air quality 

problem. As someone who works in industry, any discussions with industry 

need to come from a common understanding on levels of air quality in 

Newcastle and what are the objectives of the discussions. 

Information regarding the NEPM has been added 

to the literature review, adding clarity on air 

quality standards in the region. We believe Action 

2a is clear, however we’ve added to Action 2a 

regarding the EPA and industry advising and 

addressing community perceptions surrounding 

the contribution of coal dust to air quality, and 

how a coal dust education program could assist 

this.  
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It is unclear what a coal dust education program is trying to achieve. 

18 [Another key issue is] addressing the psychological stress some people 

experience as a result of air quality…. Action 2b on the psychological 

impacts defers the matter to the Department of Health. I would have 

thought the EPA has a much stronger role to play on this matter given the 

pretty good air quality levels in the lower Hunter. 

We believe that the current recommendation 

regarding the EPA and the Department of Heath 

involvement already addresses this suggestion. 

19 Action 2b – Similar to the above comment, any action on this matter needs 

to be grounded on factual information. People are concerned about air 

quality and perceived health impacts, however the data suggests air quality 

is good and studies suggest there are no increased levels of respiratory 

illness in the lower hunter compared to the rest of NSW. If this is accepted 

then this needs to be communicated.  

We agree communication needs to be 

strengthened between community and 

government agencies to ensure they are informed 

of any health impacts, or lack of impacts, of air 

quality.  We believe the current recommendations 

already cover this.  

20 Government agencies are wary of inflaming community views however 

need to be strong advocates for the data obtained through scientific 

methods, even if it is at odds to community views. This is the only way to 

counter the perceived and psychological health concerns, if these concerns 

are unfounded. Coal dust itself is unlikely to be causing significant health 

impacts as only a smaller percentage of coal dust is in the harmful PM2.5 

range and coal dust is a subset of the overall dust levels. 

A general comment, however it should be noted 

that community perception along with the science 

both play a role in community responses.  At times 

there is a disconnect between the perceptions and 

the science which requires addressing the 

community education, communication and 

programs.  

21 Action 2c – The specific actions proposed (ie. reduce vehicle use, increase 

public transport) while commendable and very important, are common 

initiatives which are hopefully already identified in government strategic 

plans. It is unclear whether recommending this in this report will add any 

value, unless this report is able to be used to achieve some change in these 

areas. Are there other more specific actions which can be progressed for 

the Lower Hunter area? Planting trees in built urban localities is often 

difficult due to the costs involved and lack of land needed for this to be 

effective.   

See response to Comment 13 above.  

22 Action 3b – This is a good initiative.  Comment in support of emergency response 
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education.  No further action required.  

23 [Results section] “One group cited a study that was commissioned by Port 

Waratah Coal Services that they believed found cancer clusters associated 

with air quality in the region. They explained that the whole report has 

never been released and the original researchers were not permitted to 

present their findings”. 

[Discussion section] “Participants referenced a study commissioned by Port 

Waratah Coal Services which they claimed had found increased cancer 

rates due to air pollution. This study was completed in 2012, but only two 

media releases have been made public: one from Port Waratah Coal 

Services (PWCS 2013), and one from Hunter Health (HNELHD 2012). Both 

releases stated that it is unlikely there is a link between cancer rates and 

the Kooragang facility, but as the study has not been released, these 

statements do not reduce the mistrust and health concerns in the 

community”. 

While these statements may have been made during the surveys, they 

highlight an issue which has been misleadingly used by some members of 

the community to push a specific agenda (ie. to argue against the T4 

development and PWCS).  

The health study undertaken by PWCS investigated whether there was a 

statistically significant increase in the incidence of different types of cancer 

amongst employees. The study found some increased levels of specific 

cancers however the causes of all these cancers were found to be due to 

lifestyle and not workplace related. Hunter Health reviewed the study and 

concurred with the findings. This was extensively communicated at the 

time with copies of the report released to any interested party, with the 

study peer reviewer attended PWCS Community Meetings to answer any 

questions. Despite this, some members of the community have used the 

study to mislead the community about the work and its findings.  

In highlighting this issue this matter is perpetuated and in turn can result in 

The Port Waratah Health Study has been supplied 

to Macquarie University from PWCS contacts.  This 

had been requested previously from PWCS but 

received no response.  

We believe that the comments from the 

community need to stay in the report.  These are 

balanced by a brief summary of the findings from 

the report as per documents provided by PWCS 

(see the final report and scientific literature review 

in appendix 1). 
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the type of psychological stress that has been identified as a problem and 

which we are trying to address (ie. it’s a circular argument which suits 

some people). 

 24 The ARTC dust study was mentioned, as was the perceived poor standard 

of air quality in the Port area. Are you also following up on these issues and 

reporting on their status? For example, reporting that the EPA and other 

reports show air quality is actually pretty good? 

No direct references to the ARTC study were found 

in the community’s responses. Only one comment 

that could be possibly attributed to the ARTC’s 

report on the rail corridor and dust was.  Thus we 

have not taken this issue further.  We added to the 

literature review and discussion further 

information regarding air quality standards and 

monitoring data for the Lower Hunter (see 

response to comments 16 and 17 above). 

 

 




