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1 Executive Summary

EPA Tasmania was provided with two reports concerning airborne particle–concentrations and Res-
pirable Crystalline Silica (RCS) levels near the Tasmanian Advanced Minerals (TAM) factory in Sten-
nings Road, Wynyard, authored by the consultancies of Environmental Service and Design (E.S. &
D.) and Getex. Both reports draw upon the same datasets of airborne particle levels, and laboratory
chemical and physical analysis of dust samples, collected by E.S. & D. at the site. Both reports con-
clude that the mean level of RCS (measured as PM4 – particle matter up to 4 � m in diameter with
a DustTrak II instrument) over the � 4 month campaign was near 7.7 � g m� 3 , based on the mean
PM4 level of 8.2 � g m� 3 , and a 94% silica content of the aerosols that comprised the PM4. The �g-
ure of 94% was obtained from an analysis of dust collected from the roof of an of�ce on a property
adjacent to TAM. Both reports note the presence of several potential sources of dust in the local
area, but in large part identify TAM as the principle source of the inferred RCS. Both reports noted
speci�c examples of high–dust events in the PM 4 database.

The laboratory reports mentioned above were included with both reports. The PM4 data were later
kindly supplied to the EPA by the data owner.

EPA Tasmania has considered the laboratory results and PM4 data, and the other information and
analysis in the reports. The EPA's analysis included assessing the PM4 data by hour–of–day and
day–of–week, comparing with PM and meteorological data from the EPA's air Wynyard air station
(2 km southeast of Stennings Road), and comparing the time–series of PM4 data with the operating
hours of the TAM factory, and dust measurements from the instrument installed in the TAM stack.

Both the E.S. & D. and Getex reports assume that all aerosols measured during the campaign were
crystalline silica. This neglects the contribution from naturally occurring aerosols that are present in
Tasmania's ambient air, such as sea–salt and from biogenic sources. A comparison with data from
Wynyard air station indicates that approximately 99% of the time the DustTrak instrument at Sten-
nings Road was likely to have been measuring non–dust aerosols, principally from sea–salt. The
DustTrak II instrument was also not correctly calibrated for measuring sea–salt aerosols, leading to
an overestimate of the mean PM4 in the 4–month campaign by a factor near 2.5.

Signals in the DustTrak II data characterised by impulsive, spike–like features, are considered to be
consistent with the signature of short–duration dust–events, and were found to occur approximately
1% of the time in the PM4 data.

A number of the speci�c dust–events identi�ed by E.S. & D. and Getex occurred either when TAM
was not operational or when the wind direction was likely to mean that the signal was not coming
from the TAM factory.

The hour–of–day analysis shows that most of the dust spike–events occur during normal business
hours, with a few occurring earlier in the morning which may be due to early truck movements at
one facility in Stennings Road. Spike-like dust events of very similar morphology also occur on days
when TAM was not operating. The dust events are considered to be primarily both from traf�c–
raised dust and wind–blown dust from stockpiles and sand/dust material spilt or tracked onto roads
in the area. There is no clear evidence for the detection of dust from the plume from TAM in the
campaign PM4 data.

EPA has conducted some particle measurements in the Stennings Road and wider Wynyard area.
These have not been extensive, but con�rm that elevated dust levels on Stennings Road can occur
from traf�c movements and from wind–raised dust.

The reports received by the EPA indicate that there may be on–going dust deposition in the area.
Deposited dust particles are much larger than RCS–sized particles. The nature and level of this cur-
rent deposition is not clear. Multiple sources may be contributing.

In overview, the EPA cannot substantiate the �ndings presented in the E.S. & D. and Getex reports
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Figure 1: Site map, Stennings Road Wynyard.

regarding levels of RCS in this area.

2 Introduction

2.1 Description of the facility and previous work

2.1.1 Facilities in Stennings Road, Wynyard

Along Stennings Road, Wynyard and surrounding streets several industrial and commercial busi-
nesses are located. Tasmanian Advanced Minerals (TAM) operate a silica processing facility on 19
Stennings Road. Adjacent to the east, at 11 Stennings Road, is Scott Leonard Contracting, a tim-
ber processing facility. Bramich's Concrete operates a concrete batch plant at 18 Stennings Road.
Further west on 28 Stennings Road is a refrigerated potato storage shed. At 16643 Bass Highway
(corner of Stennings Road) is a SED Graders engineering workshop. There is also what appears an
informal truck storage/overnighting facility at 26 Shekelton Road, Wynyard (Figure 1, at the rear of
Creative Paper).

Of the above, TAM is the only a level 2 facility that is regulated by the EPA Tasmania. The TAM fa-
cility receives raw silica from the proponent's own quarrying operations in northwest Tasmania. The
raw silica is processed within the facility, which includes crushing, washing, grading and drying silica
rocks and `�our' to produce high purity silica, for use by others in manufacture of products such as
computer and television screens.

Dust created by grinding or milling silica contains crystalline silica particles. In the drying process,
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water vapour is removed from the process and �ne particles of silica dust can be removed. Before
being emitted out of the drier stack and into the air environment, the air passes through a reverse
pulse baghouse (dust collector). A reverse pulse baghouse typically achieves a particulate collec-
tion ef�ciency of more than 99% (commonly 99.5% to 99.9%). Post-baghouse, the air moves past
a continuous emission monitor (CEM) within the stack that measures the concentration of total par-
ticulate matter before being emitted to the atmosphere. Note that emissions from the stack may in-
clude water vapour, particulate matter, which would include silica, and combustion byproducts from
the gas-�red �uid bed dryer (i.e. PM10, PM2.5, NOx, CO and trace amounts of VOCs).

The dust extraction system that TAM installed prior to commencing operations in 2008 limits emis-
sions of total particulate matter (TPM) exiting the baghouse stack to 10 mg/m3. This concentration
is one–tenth of the default criteria speci�ed by the EPA's Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality)
2004 (Air EPP), and has been independently veri�ed on different occasions. Currently, if the CEMs
records a concentration above 10 mg/m3, as measured each 10–seconds for a 2–minute interval,
the facility enters an automatic shutdown (To re–iterate, the EPA EPP limit is 10 mg/m3 as a 1–hour
average).

In 2023, the EPA were presented with concerns from the area about nuisance dust depositing on
windscreens of site vehicles, which abraided and led to scratched windscreens on cleaning. It was
reported that the dust was believed to be originating from TAM facility.

2.1.2 EPA response following receipt of the 2023 complaint

In 2023, following the concerns raised about deposited dust, the EPA met with TAM to discuss the
performance of its pollution control system. The EPA requested TAM provide three years of data
from a continuous emissions monitor (CEM) installed in the baghouse stack. The EPA reviewed the
supplied CEMs data and found multiple long-duration exceedances of emissions criteria. TAM re-
ported the cause of this as rust particles at the top of the baghouse blocking the probe. The EPA
highlighted shortcomings in the cleaning processes of the probe and routine maintenance of the
baghouse. An improved cleaning procedure was implemented by TAM, which resolved the long-
duration exceedances. The EPA can explain more about this if required.

Due to this uncertainty, and to verify whether RCS or dust otherwise comprising an environmental
nuisance was present, the EPA required TAM to:

• Carry out testing to check its compliance with in–stack concentration limits by engaging an
accredited stack–testing consultant;

• Con�rm the validity of the calibration factor of the system used to measure the in–stack con-
centration of TPM in real-time and that also governs factory shutdowns'

• Conduct air dispersion modelling of the emissions of PM2:5 , PM10 and RCS to investigate
ground level concentrations at or beyond the boundary of the facility met the appropriate de-
sign criteria;

• Install dust deposition gauges (DDG) on the north, east, and south property boundaries of
TAM and complete a three–month monitoring program for nuisance dust.

The concentration of TPM measured by the 2023 stack test was found to be 7.9 mg/m3, which was
below the required in–stack concentration limit of 10 mg/m3, as outlined by TAM in the DPEMP in
2005.

In 2022, the EPA Board Statement: Update to Air Pollutant Design Criteria used in the Environ-
mental Impact Assessment Process, listed important revisions to air pollutant design criteria. This
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included setting a new 3–minute average ground–level–concentration (GLC) for RCS as PM2:5 of
3.3 � g m� 3 .

In terms of TAMs compliance with the 2022 criteria, air dispersion modelling carried out in 2024, us-
ing stack test data from 2023, predicted that the maximum GLC for RCS (as PM2:5 ) at or beyond
the boundary of the TAM facility was well below the new criteria. The modelling also showed that
ground level concentrations of PM2:5 and PM10 in the TAMs stack emissions complied with the de-
sign criteria outlined in the EPA Board Statement (which included RCS as PM2:5 , total PM2:5 and
PM10 ).

CEMs data supplied by TAM in 2025–2026 indicates the in–stack concentration of total particulate
matter is consistently below 10 mg/m3 as a 1–hour average. The EPA continues to monitor emis-
sions through CEMs data submitted by TAM every six months, and is providing regulatory oversight
of TAM to ensure the CEMs probe remains calibrated and maintained, so that the accuracy of that
data can be veri�ed.

A concern has been previously raised about the suitability of 10 mg m� 3 as the in-stack concen-
tration limit that controls TAM's automated shutdown process – speci�cally, as the criteria is for
TPM, not for RCS. The TAM facility is hardwire con�gured to shut down after the in–stack concen-
tration of total particulate matter exceeds 10 mg m� 3 for twelve consecutive 10–second measure-
ments (i.e. over a two–minute interval). The modelling uses the 2009 PSD, which determined that
21% of the emission mass was in the PM2:5 fraction. The modelling proceeds on the basis that all
PM2:5 is 100% crystalline silica (and hence is RCS). For an emission rate from the stack of TPM of
10 mg m� 3 (meaning 2.1 mg m� 1 of PM2:5 ) for one hour, the design criteria for RCS at or beyond
the site boundary would still be met.

Dust deposition gauge monitoring in 2024 showed that maximum total dust deposition, as moni-
tored at three boundary locations, was 2.7 g/m2/month during a 3–month monitoring campaign.
These results are below the Tasmanian–used guideline of 4.0 g/m2/month for dust deposition to
manage nuisance impacts, including dust from all background sources.

2.2 Background for the 2026 work

In the �rst half of 2026 the EPA received two reports 1 commissioned by a business owner in Sten-
nings Road, Wynyard, concerning particle levels – speci�cally RCS levels – in the local area. These
reports were compiled by consultants E.S.& D. (a Tasmanian engineering and environmental con-
sultancy, which develops and implements sustainable urban solutions), and then subsequently by
Getex (a Sydney–based a specialist Environmental/Occupational Hygienist consulting and testing
company). The �ndings of both reports were based data collected by E.S. & D., over the interval
from late October 2025 to late February 2026.

The E.S. & D. report was dated the 3rd of February 2026, but was not formally communicated to the
EPA until some time later. The Getex report of 25 May 2026 was sent to the EPA on 29 May 2026.
A slightly revised version of the report, dated 6 June 2026, was sent to the EPA on 9 June 2026.
This document will refer only to the revised 6 June 2026 version of the Getex report.

2.3 E.S.& D. particle measurements

The particle measurements conducted by E.S. & D. used a DustTrak II, from TSIinc , an optical par-
ticle scattering device. In use, ambient air is drawn into a sampling chamber via a small pump. The

11: Site Assessment Report – Off-Site Respirable Crystalline Silica Exposure, 11 Stennings Road Wynyard, E.S. &
D., Project No: 9972; 2: Expert Opinion — Potential Off-Site Health Risks From Respirable Crystalline Silica, 11 Sten-
nings Road, WYNYARD, TASMANIA,13407.01a.LTTR, Getex.
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chamber is illuminated by a pulsed laser beam. Particles in the chamber scatter laser light to a de-
tector. The amount of scattered light is used to infer the mass–concentration (e.g. mass per vol-
ume) of particles in the ambient air.

The DustTrak II was deployed near the front entrance of the property of Scott Leonard Contract-
ing in Stennings Road Wynyard. A PM4 impactor head was used. The purpose of the impactor is
to prevent particles larger than 4 � m (4 millionths of a metre) in aerodynamic diameter from reach-
ing the sample chamber. The data set supplied to EPA commenced on the morning of the 28th of
November 2025, and ran until the 26th of February 2026. E.S. & D. reported that the unit was vis-
ited regularly and the data were downloaded from instrument memory.

EPA Tasmania has signi�cant experience with light–scattering measurements of particles in ambi-
ent air, having used a related, though more sophisticated, instrument called the DustTrak DRX, also
from TSIinc , since 2009 in the statewide BLANkET air network. Based on the information provided,
the EPA has no concerns with instrument operation or data–curation by E.S. & D.

For completeness, it is noted that Figure 4 of the E.S. & D. report (referred to as Figure 1 in the re-
port index) shows DustTrak data for nine days in August 2025. Also in Section 1 of the report is the
statement:

The DustTrak II was initially installed on site 11 Stennings Road Wynyard TAS 7325, in
September 2025; however, the data did not show any signi�cant spikes during that pe-
riod.

These August and September 2025 data were not provided to EPA. The data in Figure 4 of the E.S.
& D. report appear to be plotted by date only, and are dif�cult to interpret.

Section 5 of the E.S. & D. report makes two references to monitoring on the 7th of January 2025,
and states these data are listed in Table 2. The only table in Section 5 is unlabelled, but the column
heading for the time–stamp gives the date as 7/1/2016. Cross–checking of the supplied data �les
reveals that this section refers to data collected on the 7th of January 2026.

The DustTrak II was set to log a measurement of particle levels, as PM4, every 3–minutes. The ba-
sic time–stamped data was generously provided to EPA by the data owner.

E.S. & D. reported that the DustTrak on–board clock was set to Australian Eastern Daylight Time
(AEDT) during the measurement campaign. For some of the analysis below these have been con-
verted to Australian Eastern Standard Time (AEST). The EPA air network data are collected in AEST
throughout the year2.

Light–scatter instruments have great utility for particle measurements, as they are of reasonable
low–cost, portable, have relatively low–power consumption, and very little need for maintenance
in the �eld. However, for any light–scattering particle instrument to be able to infer a reasonably
accurate reading, attention must be given to the conversion of the photometric signal to a mass–
concentration. The Getex report correctly notes that the nature of the aerosol (particle) being mea-
sured must be understood – speci�cally the refractive index and the mass–density of the aerosol.
The Getex reports states that as the refractive index and mass–density of the factory calibration
aerosols (latex spheres) and quartz (silica) particles, are very nearly identical, the factory calibra-
tion should be appropriate for the work at Stennings Road. The EPA agrees regarding the similarity
of the refractive indices and mass densities of the factory calibration aerosols and the properties
of quartz, but believes that there are reasons to consider this in more detail, as explained in Sec-
tion 5.2, for the DustTrak II when used in an ambient environment in Tasmania.

2This is the standard practice for jurisdictional air quality data across Australia.
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2.4 Deposited Dust measurement

A standard dust–deposition gauge was deployed on the NNW boundary of Scott Leonard Contract-
ing site from 27 October 2025 to 27 November 2025. The collected material was analysed for sili-
con total, ash, combustible matter, insoluble solids, soluble solids, and total solids.

The total insoluble solids was 43 mg, and the total soluble solids was 48 mg. The inferred dust (in-
soluble solids) deposition rate was � 2.4 g/m2/month. The EPA uses the NSW `nuisance–dust–
guideline' of 4 g/m2/month.

The Getex report (page 2) also discusses the dust deposition rates and notes, in the same para-
graph, that `the deposited material was characterised by XRD as 94 per cent quartz, providing qual-
itative evidence of source attribution to the TAM facility.' However, it appears that the `deposited ma-
terial' referred to here is the material collected from the roof of Scott Leonard Contracting (see the
following section), and does not refer to material collected in the dust deposition gauge sample.

2.5 Analysis of dust collected from the roof of Scott Leonard Contracting

There is some ambiguity in the E.S. & D. report as to whether a sample of dust was collected from
the roof of TAM, 30 metres from the TAM exhaust stack, or from a roof on Scott Leonard Contract-
ing, approximately 120 metres from the TAM stack. The Getex report makes no reference to any
sample collected from the roof at TAM. It is assumed that the E.S. & D. report may be referring to
anecdotal evidence of dust on the TAM roof, but that the sample collected and analysed for silica
content and the particle–size distribution was taken from a roof at Scott Leonard Contracting, ap-
proximately 120 m to the northeast of the TAM exhaust. This is the interpretation applied by EPA in
this analysis, and appears to be consistent with how these data are presented in the Getex report.

The roof material was found to be approximately 94% quartz (silicon dioxide). The particle sizes
were predominantly from � 50 � m to � 400 � m, with around 0.62% of the material being 4 � m or
smaller. The particle size distribution (PSD) reported by the laboratory is shown as the blue bars
in Figure 2. Also shown by the red arrow is the size–range for PM4 as would be measured by the
DustTrak II. The E.S. & D. and Getex reports take the measured 94% quartz composition of the total
sample and assume that the PM4 fraction of the sample is also 94% quartz. This assumption would
be justi�ed in a conservative approach, as in considering a worst–case scenario. The EPA view is
however that this cannot be used without robust justi�cation when ascribing a source origin to the
measured airborne aerosol levels.

The E.S. & D. report (Section 7.2) comments: `The PSD also shows a tight standard deviation, which
is consistent with processed silica, rather than raw material.' The EPA is in agreement with this com-
ment in that the PSD suggests some size–�ltering of the material has taken place.

3 A Summary of the E.S & D. and Getex Reports

3.1 Conclusions of the Reports

Both the E.S & D. and Getex reports conclude there is a potential health–risk from RCS off–site
from the TAM facility. At the risk of misquoting from the reports, a summary of the reasoning given
here. It is recommended however that the reports themselves be consulted for an authoritative ac-
count of the actual report's �ndings. Both reports draw heavily on the derived PM 4 data from the
DustTrak II deployment.

• The deposited dust, from the sample on the roof at Scott Leonard Contracting, is 94% silica.
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Figure 2: Laboratory particle size distribution (PSD) of the material from a roof on
Scott Leonard Contracting, Stennings Road Wynyard. The red arrow shows the size–
range for PM 4 as would be measured by the DustTrak II

• The DustTrak II with a PM4 impactor is an appropriate instrument to measure RCS particles.

• It is assumed that 94% of the particles measured by the DustTrak II in the Stennings Road de-
ployment were RCS, as this is the fraction of silica in the deposited dust sample. The Getex
report (Getex Sections 8.6 and 9.5) notes this cannot be veri�ed from the data to hand, but
the analysis proceeds on this basis under the assumption that the derived result will be con-
servative in approach.

• The potential for other sources of particles is noted (Getex Sections 8.6 and 9.8; E.S. & D.
Section 7.1, in the context of dust blowing from the Bramich's concrete site, to the north of
Scott Leonard Contracting), but the analysis proceeds assuming that all particles measured
originate from TAM.

• The arithmetic mean of the measured PM4 from the 2025 November to 2026 February Dust-
Trak II deployment was near 8.2 � g m� 3 . Assuming 94% of this is RCS, this leads to a mean
RCS level over the deployment interval of 7.7 � g m� 3 .

3.2 Assumptions of the E.S. & D. and Getex reports

Both reports appear to make a number of assumptions. Some could be considered as being `con-
servative', in that assuming a `worst case' scenario provide an means of estimating an upper limit of
an impact. However as the aims are to identify speci�c origins of potential dust (as RCS) this con-
servative approach runs the risk of overestimating impacts.

The EPA considers that there are several important points to consider to understand context to the
DustTrak II measurements:

• Both the E.S. & D. and Getex reports ascribe the readings from the DustTrak II to be solely
due to RCS aerosols. Given that the Stennings Road campaign was conducted in the open
air (rather than for example inside a factory building), in a near–coastal, rural location in Tas-
mania, the EPA considers this assumption is unjusti�able. Other aerosols are present in the
ambient environment and will be measured by the DustTrak II. Examples include dust, sea–
salt aerosols, smoke, fumes from diesel vehicles, and secondary organic aerosols, which can
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arise from natural and anthropogenic causes. The in�uence of these other sources needs to
be considered, and effects apportioned if possible.

• The DustTrak II is used as supplied with the factory calibration for converting light–scatter
to a mass concentration. The reports discuss that this calibration should be appropriate for
quartz–dust aerosols. The presence of other aerosols in the ambient air complicates this inter-
pretation.

• Both of the E.S &D. and Getex reports discuss the RCS emissions as coming from the TAM
stack. Neither report considers the hours of operation of TAM. TAM processing is normally
on a three–week rotating shift of 6:00 a.m. Monday to 6:00 a.m. Thursday for two weeks, fol-
lowed by 6:00 a.m. Monday to 6:00 a.m. Friday for the third week3. This provides temporal
boundaries on when TAM is emitting particles from the stack during the working week. Ad-
ditionally TAM was in a Christmas shutdown from the 18th of December 2025 to the 4th of
January 2026 inclusive. The mean PM4 presented in both reports was however calculated
from the entire DustTrak II data set (28th November 2025 to 26 February 2026), and hence
includes data from intervals when the TAM facility was not operational.

• The wind direction during the DustTrak II sampling program is a signi�cant in�uence that has
not been considered in either report. The emissions from the TAM stack would only be sam-
pled at the DustTrak II location when the wind direction moves the plume from the stack to-
wards the DustTrak II monitoring location. (The plume also would need to reach to near ground–
level.) This wind direction has been determined to be between 210-215 degrees, therefore the
monitor would be downwind of the stack under generally SSW wind conditions.The DustTrak II
data have not been subset by wind–direction.

Meteorological data were not collected at the time of the campaign. Weather data are col-
lected by the BoM at the Wynyard airport, about 4 km southeast of Stennings Road. Mete-
orological and PM data are also collected by the EPA air station at Wynyard, approximately
2 km southeast of Stennings Road. While not strictly co–located, these data should provide a
good indication of wind direction and wind speed for the DustTrak II data, and will be used in a
re–analysis as presented below.

• The continuous emissions monitoring (CEMs) data from the TAM stack. The TAM stack is �t-
ted with a probe that measures the concentration of TPM in the emissions before they leave
the stack and enter the atmosphere. The dust extraction system installed at TAM limits emis-
sions of total particulate matter out of the baghouse stack to 10 mg m� 3: The TAM facility is
hardwired to shut down after the in-stack concentration of total particulate matter exceeds
10 mg m� 3 for twelve consecutive 10–second measurements (i.e. in a two—minute inter-
val). The CEMs data also show when the TAM facility is operational, due to the presence of
a low–level signal in the data–base, as material leaves the stack. These data can be reviewed
to provide context to the DustTrak II data.

4 Summary of EPA's conclusions from the DustTrak II data, incorpo-
rating PM and meteorological data from Wynyard air station

The EPA's analysis of the data and circumstances will be presented in full in this report, along with
the derived conclusions. This will include using PM and meteorological data from the EPA's air mon-
itoring station in Wynyard, located approximately 2 km to the southeast of Stennings Road (see Fig-
ure 3). The station was established in March 2011. This station is one of the EPA's BLANkET net-

3Some variation to this pattern occurred over the Christmas to Australia Day interval. See Appendix A.
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work stations, and is equipped with a DRX DustTrak particle instrument. All BLANkET DRX Dust-
Traks are calibrated by the EPA for Tasmanian circumstances prior to deployment to the stations4.

Figure 3: Map showing the location of TAM, the DustTrak II (DT) and Wynyard air sta-
tion (WY) relative to Wynyard.

A summary of the EPA's conclusions are given here, with detailed explanation of how these were
derived presented in the following sections.

• Much of time, the signal measured by the DustTrak II at Stennings Road arose from aerosols
other than dust: Sea–salt is considered to be the dominate aerosol in the DustTrak II time–
series for approximately 99% of the measurement interval.

• The DustTrak II as used overestimates the sea–salt signal by a factor near 2.5. That is, the
DustTrak II signal needs to be multiplied by 0.4 to more correctly estimate the sea–salt aerosol
loading. This conclusion results from a comparison of the signal from the DustTrak II at Sten-
nings Road with the PM4 time–series measured by the (calibrated) DRX DustTrak at Wynyard
station.

• The conclusion of the E.S. & D. and Getex reports that the mean RCS level at Stennings Road
in the deployment interval was near 7.7 � g m� 3 is not supported by the EPA's analysis. Apply-
ing a more appropriate calibration factor leads to a mean PM4 near 3 � g m� 3 , with approxi-
mately 99% of the signal due to sea–salt aerosols.

• There are a number of short–duration, episodically high, impulsive signals in the DustTrak II
data. These signals occur approximately 1% of the time in the DustTrak II time–series.

• The DustTrak II data by themselves do not allow a determination of the composition of the par-
ticles in these dust-events, comprising 1% of the data set, but given the prevalence of quartz
materials in the area it is quite possible that some of these would be classed as RCS.

4For more background please see https://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/BTR_31_overview_OA_compressed_size.pdf
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• The EPA has been supplied with video footage showing dust blowing off stockpiles and being
raised by passing vehicles. EPA of�cers have also measured instances of vehicle–raised dust
and wind–raised dust in Stennings Road. It is clear that there are dust sources in the area
other than from TAM that will contribute to the measured signal. The EPA acknowledges that
the existence of these dust sources does not prove that TAM is not also a source, but that the
effect of these other local sources must be accounted for in any analysis of potential impacts
from TAM. The E.S. & D. and Getex reports note that other sources are present, but provide
no quantitative assessments of their relative contributions.

• The EPA has been supplied with video and photographic evidence of dust/sand material de-
posited onto Stennings Road, including the roadway leading into and out of TAM. EPA of�cers
have also observed this �rst–hand.

• There is also video evidence of what appears to be dust plumes rising from work areas on the
TAM site other than the TAM stack.

• In almost all cases where dust–signatures are seen in the DustTrak II data, the wind direction,
as measured at Wynyard air station, has not been consistent with material moving from the
TAM exhaust stack to the DustTrak II location. In some instances the event occurs under very
low (calm) wind conditions, and a reliable wind direction cannot be determined.

• The TAM factory operates on a rotating roster of 6:00 am Monday to 6:00 am Thursday shift
for two weeks then a 6:00 am Monday to 6:00 am Friday shift for the third week. Some of the
dust–events identi�ed in the E.S. & D. and Getex reports ascribed to the TAM stack occurred
when TAM was not operating, such as on the 29th of December 2025 when the facility was in
Christmas shutdown, or on other days and times when the factory was not operational.

• Some short–duration, impulsive, dust events are also seen in data on weekends (Saturday
and Sunday), when TAM is not operating. These events have a very similar morphology (i.e. a
spike–like, rapid rise and fall) to events that occur at times when TAM is operational.

• Mean PM4 levels are lower on weekends than on weekdays. The weekdays with the equally–
highest mean PM4 are Wednesday and Friday. The TAM factory only operates for 6 hours on
a Friday once each three weeks, and then only from midnight to 6 a.m. Dust events occur in
the late morning and in the afternoon on some Fridays. These are outside the reported oper-
ating hours of the TAM factory.

• The short–duration nature (often a single 3–minute data point) of the dust–events does not
appear consistent with baghouses failures on the TAM exhaust. A signi�cant failure, if unchecked,
would be expected to result in substantial emissions over a longer–time interval than one or
two 3–minute data points. The short–duration of the increased signal is however fully consis-
tent with vehicle–raised dust, or from dust mobilised by brief wind gusts.

• The reports of baghouse failures noted in both the E.S. & D. and Getex reports appear to be
anecdotal in nature and are not substantiated by the data–record from the in–stack CEMs at
TAM.

• A more time–extended episode of elevated PM4 occurred in the early hours of Wednesday the
7th of January 2026. In this case the event took place over approximately 40 minutes, with a
relatively rapid rise to the peak in � 9–minutes, and a slower decay over � 24–minutes. The
wind was very light, but varied from westerly to northerly over this time. The general appear-
ance is of a plume, of some description, passing over the station. The relatively smooth ap-
pearance suggests the particles have had time to mix with the surrounding air, meaning that
the source is not local.
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• At the time the 7th of January 2026 `plume' was seen in the DustTrak II data, the CEMs data
of particle concentrations in the TAM stack indicated PM4 concentrations at the stack were
comparable with those measured � 120 metres away at the DustTrak II location. Dispersion of
the plume over this distance would be expected to signi�cantly reduce the concentration at the
DustTrak II location compared to the stack concentration. This is strong evidence against the
TAM exhaust being the source of the 7 January plume.

• The EPA has conducted several campaigns, of up to a few hours duration, of particle mea-
surements in and near Stennings Road and across Wynyard, and has documented the occur-
rence of both vehicle–raised dust and wind–generated dust giving data–signatures with char-
acteristics very similar to those seen in the short–duration events in the DustTrak II data. (The
EPA has also measured and analysed similar data–signals in other work elsewhere in Tas-
mania.) Particle levels across greater Wynyard were found to be very low except when wood-
heater smoke was present.

• The EPA particle–measurement campaigns have not revealed evidence for dust signals from
the TAM stack, but it is noted that these measurement campaigns have not been extensive in
time.

• The EPA cannot categorically state that none of the impulsive increases seen in the DustTrak
II data arise from emissions from the TAM stack, but equally, to date the EPA has not found
any clear evidence where this has been the case.

• The EPA has concluded that the short–duration increases in PM4 in the DustTrak II dataset
most likely arise from instances of vehicle–raised dust and wind–borne dust moving off stock-
piles and unsealed surfaces on nearby properties. As noted the EPA cannot �nd clear evi-
dence that the DustTrak II measured dust originating from the plume from the TAM stack.

• The visible plume from the TAM stack, as viewed and photographed on multiple occasions
by EPA of�cers, and on all video and photographic material provided to the EPA, has clear
gap between the stack top and the beginning of the plume. This is consistent with the visible
plume being largely composed of water droplets that condense as cooling occurs as they wa-
ter vapour exits the stack.

• A particle size distribution (PSD) of the TAM stack emissions was obtained soon after the site
was established in 2008. This stack emission PSD is signi�cantly different to the PSD of ma-
terial collected from the roof at Scott Leonard Contracting. The stack PSD shows that most
particles from the stack will be too small to deposit rapidly under gravity.

• A new stack test is due at TAM in the near term. This will include a new PSD determination.

• The laboratory analysis of the dust deposition sample (27 October to 27 November 2025, by
E.S. & D.) from AST (Analytical Services Tasmania) reported insoluble solids at 43 mg, yield-
ing a dust deposition rate of 2.35 g/m2/month.

• As noted, there is video and photographic evidence of material spill (from transport activities)
on to Stennings Road and nearby roads, including into and out of TAM. EPA of�cers have also
seen material covering Stennings Road, including signi�cant track–out from properties on
Shekelton Road. Some of this material would be resuspended by subsequent vehicle passage
and, potentially, by strong winds. Most of this material would likely be much greater than 4 � m
in diameter, and hence would not be classed as RCS. However the evidence is that a compo-
nent of this material was measured by the DustTrak II, due to mobilisation by traf�c, and hence
this component is up to 4 � m in diameter. Given the general prevalence of quartz materials in
the area, some of this is likely to be RCS. The total time that such signals were present in the
DustTrak II data is estimated as around 1% of the measurement duration.
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• There is evidence, photographic and video, of what appears to be dust deposition occurring
at Scott Leonard Contracting. At this stage the EPA cannot determine if this is systematic or
episodic in nature, nor can the EPA determine the origin of this material. Dust particles which
deposit are in general much larger than PM4, and hence, even if high in silica content, would
not be classed as RCS. A further dust deposition monitoring program would be needed to de-
termine the nature, time–variability, composition, and level of impact of the reported deposi-
tion.

5 EPA analysis – details

5.1 Introduction

This section provides the background analysis that has led the EPA to the conclusions listed above.
The order of topics largely follows the order of presentations of the conclusions. It is reiterated that
the EPA Air Section has used DustTrak instruments (albeit the more versatile 8533 DRX unit) in the
EPA's statewide BLANkET monitoring network since 2009, and hence has extensive experience in
ambient air measurement, for Tasmanian circumstances, with these types of devices. An important
feature of the use of the DRX's in Tasmania is the EPA's procedures for calibrating the instruments
before deploying them to the �eld stations 5.

The 8533 DRX DustTrak6 is a more sophisticated version of the 8530 DustTrak II, which is itself an
updated form of the original 8520 DustTrak (which the EPA had used in limited applications prior to
the availability of the 8533 DRX). The DRX DustTrak has the ability to size–bin particles simultane-
ously into mass–fractions of PM1, PM2:5 , PM4, PM10 , and PMtotal (particles up to 12 to 15 � m). The
DRX has the function of allowing two calibration factors to be applied, one for PM2:5 , known as the
Photometric Calibration Factor (PCF), and one for the PM10 -PM2:5 fraction (sometimes known as
PMcoarse), which is the Size Calibration Factor. In Tasmania, as a general rule, the PM2:5 fraction is
largely dominated by smoke aerosols, while the PM10 -PM2:5 fraction is largely dominated by sea–
salt aerosols7. Hence by appropriate use of the PCF and SCF calibrations the DRXs can be used to
provide high–quality, albeit indicative, measurements of PM2:5 and PM10 in Tasmania.

5.2 Identi�cation of seas–salt aerosols in the DustTrak II data

Sea–salt aerosols are a known presence in Tasmanian airsheds8. Sea–salt particles create the `sea
haze' seen in coastal areas particularly at times of on–shore winds and with breaking waves, which
have a signi�cant role in liberating these aerosols. At lower levels they can be measured with suit-
able instruments further inland, often at large distances from the coast9.

Neither of the E.S. & D. nor the Getex reports mentions sea–salt aerosols as a contributor to the

5For more background on the BLANkET network, including instrument calibration, please see
https://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/BTR_31_overview_OA_compressed_size.pdf.

6Wang et al, 2009, A Novel Optical Instrument for Estimating Size Segregated Aerosol Mass Concentration in Real
Time, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02786820903045141

7A very small number of instances have been recorded in Tasmania of dust storms originating on the mainland mov-
ing across Bass Strait.

8e.g. 1/ Keywood et al., Size Distribution and Sources of Aerosol in Launceston, Australia, during Winter 1997, J. Air
& Waste Manag. Assoc., https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/10473289.2000.10464022;
2/ Meyer et al., 2011, Impacts of smoke from regeneration burning on air quality in the Huon Valley, Tasmania,
https://catalogue.nla.gov.au/catalog/8056040

9EPA Tasmania, BLANkET Technical Report–4: A multi–day event in the PM10 -
PM2:5 signal measured in the North-East Tasmanian BLANkET stations – sea–salt aerosol,
https://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/BLANkET%20Technical%20Report%2004%20-%20Sea-salt%20aerosols%20-
%20May%202009.PDF
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measured DustTrak II signals. The EPA considers this is a signi�cant oversight in both reports. Away
from urban/residential areas, and at intervals when no bush�res or planned burns are occurring,
sea–salt aerosols are likely to be the dominate particle measured in the PMcoarse fraction in Tasma-
nia.

The EPA air station at Wynyard was established in March 2011. It incorporates a DRX DustTrak
and meteorological suite to measure and report real–time PM and weather data to the EPA web
pages10, with updates every 10–minutes. The station is approximately 2 km southeast of the Sten-
nings Road/Bass Highway intersection.

The DustTrak II data were supplied as electronic �les with no accompanying documentation (such
as �eld notes). After receipt of these data, the EPA enquired of E.S. & D. as to whether the DustTrak
II data were recorded in Australian Eastern Standard Time (AEST) or Australian Eastern Daylight–
Savings Time (AEDT). The subsequent answer indicated that AEDT was used, as the information
supplied was:

During the months of November to February, Wynyard, Tasmania observes Australian
Eastern Daylight Time (AEDT). This is what was programmed into the Dust Track Unit.
Our QA procedures require the analyst to check the Unit with her watch to account for
any errors. This is done at the start and end of the sample run.

Figure 4 shows several days of example data for January 2026 for Wynyard station PM10 and PM4

and the Stennings Road DustTrak II reported (raw) PM4. The DustTrak II time–stamp has been
used (as AEDT) and the Wynyard station data have had one hour added to transform AEST to AEDT.
All EPA air data are collected and expressed in standard time throughout the year, as speci�ed for
all Australian jurisdictions by the guidance documents for the National Environmental Protection
(Ambient Air Quality) Measure. In this report however all data will be presented in AEDT.

The Wynyard station DRX PM10 has been calibrated in the EPA laboratory for Tasmanian condi-
tions – effectively and speci�cally for the measurement of sea–salt. The DRX PM 4 mass fraction
is not explicitly calibrated, but is in effect a subset of the PM10 calibration. The EPA considers the
dominant signal at Wynyard station in this interval is from sea–salt aerosols. It can be seen from
inspection of Figure 4 that the overall shape of the DustTrak II PM4 time–series is similar to that of
the DRX PM4. It is also seen that the reported DustTrak II PM4 is greater than the DRX PM10 . This
is not physically possible, and points to the DustTrak II overestimating the measured aerosol level.
The EPA's view is that the calibration factor used for the DustTrak II is not optimal. This is because
the majority of the aerosols that were measured in this deployment are not quartz particles, but are
sea–salt.

An example of the in�uence of maritime air moving on–shore is shown in Figure 5 for Wynyard sta-
tion data from 18:00 AEDT on the 28th of Janaury through to the 29th of January 2026. The top
panel shows PM2:5 , PM4, and PM10 as measured by the DustTrak DRX at Wynyard station. The
lower panel shows meteorological data. There is a sudden increase in PM10 , PM4 and, to a lesser
extent, in PM2:5 near 01:00 AEDT on the 29th of January. This step coincides with a temperature
increase of approximately 1.5� C, and change in wind direction from southerly to easterly, the be-
ginning of an increase in wind speed up to � 5 m s� 1, and a sharp rise in relative humidity. The
data are interpreted as showing the arrival of warmer, moist, maritime air carrying a higher sea–salt
aerosol loading.

Figure 6 shows data for the same interval as for Figure 5 but for the Wynyard station PM4 and PM10 and
now with the DustTrak II PM4. The top panel compares the Wynyard station data with the raw Dust-
Trak II PM4. A sharp increase in the DustTrak II signal occurs approximately 1 hour before that seen
at Wynyard station11. The DustTrak II increase in PM4 is greater than is seen at Wynyard station

10https://epa.tas.gov.au/environment/air/monitoring-air-pollution/monitoring-data/real-time-air-quality-data-for-tasmania
11For completeness, it is noted that all EPA air monitoring data are collected in AEST, all year round. The EPA data
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Figure 4: Example data of PM 10 (dark blue symbols) and PM 4 (light blue symbols)
from the EPA air station at Wynyard and the reported (raw) DustTrak II PM 4 (green
symbols).
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Figure 5: Data from the EPA air monitoring station at Wynyard from 18:00 AEDT
on the 28th of January through the 29th of January 2026. Top panel: Time–series
of PM2:5 , PM4, and PM10 . Lower panel: Meteorological data: air temperature, wind
speed, wind direction (divided by 10) and relative humidity.
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Figure 6: Top panel: Comparison of Wynyard station PM 4 and PM10 with the DustTrak
II raw PM 4. Lower panel: Wynyard station PM 4 and the DustTrak II PM 4 multiplied by
0.4

in PM4, and greater than was seen in PM10 . The lower panel shows the Wynyard station PM4 one
more and the DustTrak II PM4 multiplied by 0.4, which is the mean value of the raw DustTrak II PM4

to the Wynyard station PM4 for the November 2025 to February 2026 interval.

Figure 7 shows for the same three–day interval as for Figure 4 the Wynyard station DRX PM4 and
the DustTrak II PM4 multiplied by 0.4. It is considered there is a very good degree of agreement
between the data sets except for the short–duration, spike–like, signals in the DustTrak II data. As
will be discussed below these spike–like signals are most likely not due to sea–salt but are the sig-
natures of local dust–events. The overall, slower pattern of variation is, in this case, ascribed to
the movement of airmasses with varying levels of sea–salt loading. Figure 8 shows PM10 for these
same days from Wynyard and the EPA air station at West Ulverstone, approximately 40 km south-
east of Wynyard. The overall similar variation at these two well–separated stations indicates a regional–
scale in�uence on aerosol levels is the dominant controller in these circumstances.

have been adjusted to AEDT for this report. E.S. & D. were approached several time to clarify that the DustTrak II data
were time–stamped in AEDT. There are a number of instances of PM variations occurring approximately 1 hour earlier at
the Stennings Road site compared to the AEDT–adjusted Wynyard station data.
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Figure 7: A further example data of PM 4 (light blue symbols) from the EPA air sta-
tion at Wynyard and the DustTrak II PM 4 (green symbols) now multiplied by a factor
of 0.4, for the 8th, 9th and 10th of January 2026.
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Figure 8: PM 10 measured at the EPA air stations of Wynyard and West Ulverstone,
8 to 10 January 2026. West Ulverstone station is approximately 40 km southeast of
Wynyard station. The data are shown in AEST.

The BLANkET network air data shows that sea–salt laden airmasses tend to show similar charac-
teristics over wide areas of Tasmania, and hence the similarity between the data from the Wyn-
yard air station and Stennings Road, only � 2 km apart, would often be expected. A similar level
of agreement between the DustTrak II data, multiplied by 0.4, and the DRX PM4 is seen through-
out the 2025 November to 2026 February dataset. (Other plots will be presented below, and in Ap-
pendix D.) The EPA's opinion is that the factor of 0.4 applied to the DustTrak II data is appropriate
for the instances where sea–salt aerosols are the dominant particles present. As will be discussed
below, this is likely to be the case for around 99% of the DustTrak II dataset. The DustTrak II PM4

data multiplied by 0.4 will be referred to as the `corrected DustTrak II data12.

Appendix C provides more discussion on the DustTrak II in the context of the �eld use with the PM 4

impactor, and how this may affect the validity of the factory calibration of scatter to mass. The fac-
tory calibration is performed without an impactor in use. The consequent change to the particle size
distribution (PSD) when using an impactor (i.e. the removal of large, heavier particles) is likely to
result in an overestimation of mass–concentrations.

12In the discussion of DustTrak calibration (page 11), the Getex report cited TSI Application Note EXPMN-007, which
recommends a generic correction factor of 0.38 for ambient PM2:5 monitoring. The close agreement with the factor of 0.4
derived here may be co-incidental, given the great range of �eld uses that this came from but it is noted.
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5.3 Frequency of occurrence of spike–like events in the DustTrak II dataset

Figures 9 to 12 shows the raw (i.e. as reported to EPA) DustTrak II PM4 data by month. Values over
25 � g m� 3 are shown as the larger blue symbols. The number of datapoints over 25 � g m� 3 in the
month is shown in the plot title. The threshold of 25 � g m� 3 (for the raw data) has been chosen as a
means of separating the spike–like events from the slower, more uniform variation in PM4. This was
adopted as a convenient means of categorising the data. Inspection of the data plots shows that
this is a reasonable discriminant between the spikes and the other data.

Figure 9: Plot of DustTrak II PM 4, as reported, for November 2025. Data points over
25 � g m � 3 are shown as larger blue symbols. The number of data points greater than
25 � g m � 3 is shown in the plot title. These are the raw DustTrak II data values, which
have not been multiplied by 0.4.

In the campaign interval, a total of 390 datapoints were over 25 � g m� 3 , from a sample of 43,135
points. That is, approximately 0.9% of the measurements were of the spike–like signals. A few smaller
spikes, below 25 � g m� 3 can be seen in the data, which from a rough estimate number another 50
or 100 examples. Accounting for these smaller–valued instances, approximately 1% of the DustTrak
II time–series is of data with a spike–like signature. The characteristics of these are consistent with
dust–signatures seen in datasets collected by EPA. More discussion is given later in this report.
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Figure 10: Plot of DustTrak II PM 4, as reported, for December 2025. Data points over
25 � g m � 3 are shown as larger blue symbols. The number of data points greater than
25 � g m � 3 is shown in the plot title. These are the raw DustTrak II data values, which
have not been multiplied by 0.4.
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Figure 11: Plot of DustTrak II PM 4, as reported, for January 2026. Data points over
25 � g m � 3 are shown as larger blue symbols. The number of data points greater than
25 � g m � 3 is shown in the plot title. These are the raw DustTrak II data values, which
have not been multiplied by 0.4.
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Figure 12: Plot of DustTrak II PM 4, as reported, for February 2026. Data points over
25 � g m � 3 are shown as larger blue symbols. The number of data points greater than
25 � g m � 3 is shown in the plot title. These are the raw DustTrak II data values, which
have not been multiplied by 0.4.
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5.4 Calibration factor for the DustTrak II – campaign mean–PM 4 level

Figure 13 shows histograms (top row) and culmulative distribution functions (CDFs, middle and
lower rows) for both the original DustTrak II PM4 data (left hand panels) and for these data multiplied
by a factor of 0.4, as derived above. The histogram are shown on a semilogy plot. (In effect the left–
hand and right–hand panels are identical except in the labelling of the horizontal axis.) These his-
tograms and CDFs show for the raw data that there are very few values above 25 � g m� 3 : Speci�-
cally, 99% of the raw PM4 data are less than 25 � g m� 3 . Inspection of the raw data plots shows that
the majority, effectively almost all, of the 1% of the raw data over 25 � g m� 3 occur during the spike–
like dust events. Hence, around 99% of the data most likely represent measurements of sea–salt.
These 99% of the data also dominate the calculation of the mean PM4 during the 2025 November
to 2026 February monitoring interval. The mean of the uncorrected PM4 for the interval of 8.2 � g m� 3 is
considered an overestimate, as it is derived mainly from measurements of sea-salt. A better esti-
mate of the mean would be to multiply this by 0.4, to obtain 3.3 � g m� 3 . This estimate of the mean
however reduces the measured PM4 even for likely instances where dust was measured. Poten-
tially a better estimate is to apply the factor of 0.4 to all raw PM4 data below 25 � g m� 3 , treating
these as sea–salt dominated, and to leave the data greater or equal to 25 � g m� 3 as they are. Do-
ing this yields an average PM4 of 3.5 � g m� 3 for the 2025 November to 2026 February interval. This
is a signi�cantly different conclusion to that presented in the E.S. & D. and Getex reports, of a mean
PM4 of 8.2 � g m� 3 , with 7.7 � g m� 3 of this solely due to RCS. As noted, neither the E.S.& D. nor
the Getex report makes any reference to the presence of sea–salt aerosols, and their contribution to
PM4 measurements at Stennings Road.
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Figure 13: Histograms and culmulative distribution functions of the DustTrak II PM 4

data. Left panels: Original data; right panels: Data multiplied by 0.4.
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5.5 Identi�cation of short–duration, episodic increases in PM 4 as dust–events

The short–duration spike–like features in the DustTrak II data are similar to signals which have been
seen in various air monitoring data records in Tasmania, and which have been studied by the EPA.
The appearance was suggestive of short–duration dust events. The EPA conducted several particle–
measurement campaigns in and near Stennings Road, using a car–based particle instrument, as
will be described below, and measured a small number of instances of short–lived elevations due
to local dust. Subsequently the EPA has been provided with video evidence of dust sources in the
vicinity. These are discussed here, not with the aim to disprove the possibility of dust–impacts from
the TAM plume, but to note that several sources exist, and that their contribution needs to be under-
stood for a full assessment of circumstances. The basic details of these sources will be given below
with some background where available, followed by a section describing the EPA particle measure-
ments and a general discussion of these data.

5.6 Dust-sources in the locality – evidence supplied to EPA

• Dust blowing off material stacks at Bramich concrete batching: Several short video sequences
were given to the EPA showing dust blowing off a sand–pile (Figure 14). The EPA visited this
facility in July 2026. The proprietors reported that the original manually–operated water sprin-
kler had been upgraded in December 2025 to an automated system that turned on for approx-
imately 30–minutes every 2–hours.

Figure 14: A sequence of still frames from a video showing dust blowing off a sand–
pile at Bramich concreting.

• Dust raised by a vehicle entering Scott Leonard Contracting (Figure 15). The video was re-
ported to have been taken around December 2025, and shows a short–lived, localised plume
as a vehicle entered the site. The DustTrak II was located close to the entrance, and may be
visible on the video. EPA of�cers visited the site in July 2026, and noted that the traf�cable
areas of the site, including the driveway entrance, were now covered in coarse blue metal ag-
gregate, rather than �ne gravel. This would be expected to signi�cantly reduce the occurrence
and level of dust raised by moving vehicles.

• A possible dust plume from the rear of the TAM building. An undated video sequence shows
a variable obscuration of distant vegetation, which has an appearance of a dust plume. It ap-
pears to be near the TAM waste material collection area.

• Dust on sealed road surfaces. As noted, the EPA has seen evidence and has seen directly
that the surfaces of Stennings Road and nearby streets (Figure 17). This material can be
raised into the air by passing vehicles, particularly by heavy vehicles, which displace a greater
volume of air as they move.
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Figure 15: A sequence of still frames from a video showing dust being raised by a
vehicle entering Scott Leonard Contracting.
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Figure 16: A sequence of still frames from a video showing what has the appearance
of dust rising from the rear area of TAM. The possible plume is visible as a variable
obscuration in front of the distant vegetation, near the angle of the buildings. The
variable obscuration was more obvious on the original video.

• TAM stack: The TAM stack emits dust, speci�cally silica dust, being a residue from the re�ning
and processing operations. The usual Tasmanian regulatory limit for particles emitted from in-
dustrial stacks is expressed as a mass concentration, with a value of 100 mg m� 3. When TAM
initially applied for development permission in the mid to late 2000s the company stated their
target would be 10 mg m� 3. This was not enforced by the EPA at that time, but was accepted
by both TAM and EPA as the target limit. The EPA required that a CEMs be installed to mon-
itor particle levels at factory commissioning. Following community complaints and concerns
in 2023 the EPA engaged in a series of discussions with TAM regarding emissions, including
the requirement for TAM to conduct three months of dust deposition monitoring, as well as re-
questing and reviewing historical CEMs data. A more complete account of the work at that
time is given elsewhere in this report. From late 2025 the CEMs output has been hardwired to
a factory shutdown if the measured in–stack particle levels exceed 10 mg m� 3, as measured
each 10–seconds for a 2–minute interval. In the �rst part of 2026 a new CEMs instrument was
installed by TAM. This replaces the original CEMs probe, and is now hardwired to shutdown
the factory if the CEMs output exceeds 10 mg m� 3 in twelve consecutive 10–second mea-
surements.

The PSD from the 2009 stack test at TAM is shown in Figure 18, along with the PSD of the
material collected from the roof at Scott Leonard Contracting (blue) which was also shown
above in Figure 2. The in–stack TAM PSD shows the particles in the stack are smaller than
are found on the roof. Particles of aerodynamic diameter of � 10 � m usually can remain sus-
pended in the air for many hours or days, while particles of around 100 � m will settle much
more rapidly (a few hours or less). In general the �ne particles (less than � 10 � m in diame-
ter) leaving the TAM exhaust would not be expected to come to ground–level near the stack
– this is of course the design purpose of a tall stack. Air dispersion modelling carried out by
scienti�c consultants of behalf of of TAM, and independently repeated by the EPA, shows that
for a stack emission rate of 10 mg m� 3 maintained for every hour in a day, with the PSD as
measured in 2008, the facility meets the EPA design criteria of RCS as PM2:5 of 3 � g m� 3 as a
3–minute average at and beyond the site boundary.
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Figure 17: A still frame from a video showing a trail of material spilled from vehicles
using Stennings Road.

Environment Protection Authority Tasmania, September 2026 (Ver 1.2.1) 33



Figure 18: The Particle Size Distribution (PSD) from the 2008 stack test at TAM (red
symbols) and the PSD from material collected from the roof at Scott Leonard Con-
tracting.

In some circumstances a plume can reach the ground close to a stack, such as when the
plume is cooler than the surrounding air. The near–ground vertical temperature pro�le (also
known as the temperature lapse rate) can be a signi�cant factor in plume behaviour. Figure 19
presents an idealised view of plume behaviour for different vertical temperature pro�les. From
an air pollution view, `fumigation', where the plume has no buoyancy with respect to the local
atmosphere and rapidly comes to ground, is the most problematic.

The observations of the TAM plume by EPA of�cers and photographs provided to the EPA
generally show the TAM plume is lofting. As noted the clear gap between the top of the stack
and the beginnings of the plume are consistent with the visible plume being principally water
vapour. Archival images from Google Streetview (downloaded by the EPA in 2023) show what
appears to be a looping plume, as the plume is clearly visible in front of the TAM building in
the right–hand image of Figure 20. The left–hand image is less easy to interpret, but shows
what is believed to be the shadow of the plume on the building. As noted, the plume has the
appearance of a `looping plume' from Figure 19.
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Figure 19: Idealised plume behaviours for different temperature lapse–rates.
(From https://image.slidesharecdn.com/11airpollutiondispersion-140930114022-
phpapp02/95/11-air-pollution-dispersion-13-638.jpg?cb=1412077280)

Figure 20: Google StreetView images of the TAM facility, downloaded by the EPA in
2023. The current Google Streetview shows more modern images. On the left–hand
image the shadow of the plume can be seen on the TAM building. It is not clear if the
plume itself is also visible in front of the building. The right–hand image (believed to
have been taken a few minutes later in time than the left–hand image) from the Bass
Highway shows the plume partly in front of the TAM building. The plume has the ap-
pearance of being a `looping plume'.
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5.7 EPA measurements at and near Stennings Road, Wynyard

The EPA has carried out several short–duration, exploratory, particle–measurement sessions in and
around Stennings Road Wynyard. These have been conducted using an optical–scatter particle in-
strument called the OPS 3330, manufactured by TSIinc , mounted in a vehicle. The OPS 3330 data
are logged to a small laptop, to which a GPS is also connected to record measurement locations. A
geo–located measurement of particle levels is recorded every 10–seconds.

The OPS 3330 records particle levels in 16–size channels, ranging from � 0.3 � m to � 10 � m. It is
a similar instrument to the DustTrak DRX 8533 in principle of operation. However the OPS 3330
measurements give more detailed information on particle sizes than does the DRX.

The various OPS 3330 measurements sessions are described here. The data are presented in sev-
eral ways, both spatially and as time–series.

5.7.1 17 July 2023

Following receipt in 2023 of reports of white–dust depositing on surfaces adjacent to TAM a site–
visit was conducted by the EPA. The OPS 3330 was operated for just over 1 hour in an initial as-
sessment of local circumstances.

The basic time–series of particle counts for each channel are shown in the lower four panels of
Figure 21, where each panel shown four channels of data, with channel–size increasing towards
the lower panels. Generally speaking, dust–sized particles (� 1 � m and upwards in diameter) are
shown in the lower three panels, and particularly in the lower two (for particles of diameter � 2 � m
and up). Dust–signals were infrequent and short–lived.

Figure 22 shows these data in a spatial representation, where the channel number is shown by
symbol colour, and count–rate is indicated by symbol size. Increasing larger channel size are plot-
ted over smaller channel symbols at a given location. In effect, measurement locations showing
a large dark blue symbol (indicating the larger channel data) show locations where dust signals
were seen. Certain sections of Stennings Road and Shekelton Road were seen to have surface
dust on the bitumen seal. The survey vehicle speed was generally kept low to avoid raising dust it-
self. Some signals were seen as the car, on Stennings Road, approached and then stopped at the
Bass Highway intersection. EPA of�cers conducting the survey had the impression that this was
the signature of dust raised by the vehicle. As an experiment, the vehicle was driven at around 40
to 50 km hr� 1 on dusty sections of roadway then brought to a sudden stop. A dust–signature was
seen, of varying strength, at these times. No other identi�ed dust source was seen or measured on
this day.

The particle–count rate for each channel as measured by the OPS 3330, together with the instru-
ment sample �ow–rate (1 litre min � 1) and an assumed aerosol density can be used to infer the
mass–fractions (e.g. PM2:5 , PM4, PM10 ) by calculation. This was done for the data collected on the
17th of July 2023. It is stressed that this is an approximate calculation. A mass density of 2650 kg
m� 3, appropriate for quartz aerosols, was used. The resulting time–series of inferred mass–fractions
for PM2:5 , PM4, and PM10 are shown in Figure 23. In the dust–instances the peak PM4 levels are of
order 100 � g m� 3 , with PM10 being several times higher, while PM2:5 is signi�cantly less. This is
consistent with the spectrum of mechanically raised dust.

5.7.2 22 May 2024

In May 2024 a short OPS 3330 survey was carried out in Wynyard, to resample particle levels near
TAM and also to assess particle levels across the Wynyard residential area. The measurements
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Figure 21: OPS 3330 data collected on and near Stennings Road, 17th July 2023. Top
panel: Particle count–rate size–spectrum on a semilog Y axis. Second panel: Par-
ticle Volume–Spectral–Density (VSD) calculated form the particle count–spectrum.
Remaining panels: time–series of particle counts in each channel. The 16–channels
of data are shown in four panels, with four channels shown in each panel. The
largest particle channels are at the bottom.

were conducted for approximately two and a half hours in the evening. A spatial representation of
these data is shown in Figure 24. The prevalence of red–coloured symbols (indicating the small–
size particle channels) indicates very little in the way of dust–sized aerosols were present. The
dominant aerosol was smoke, from woodheater operation, which was also smelt (and seen) by the
EPA of�cer conducting the survey.

Figure 25 shows the time–series of the inferred mass–fractions of PM2:5 , PM4 and PM10 for the sur-
vey of the 22nd of May 2024. Note that these mass–fractions have been calculated assuming an
aerosol density of 2650 kg m6� 3, which is approximately twice the mass density of woodsmoke
particles. Hence the absolute mass–concentrations (in � g m� 3 ) would be expected to be an over-
estimate on this basis. Using a lower mass–density in the calculation would reduce all mass–fractions
is the same ratio. It is seen however that PM4 and PM10 are only very slightly bigger than the de-
rived PM2:5 , which is a characteristic of smoke–dominated signals13.

13The OPS 3330 has a nominal lower–size particle detection limit of 0.3 � m. EPA experience in Tasmania shows that
approximately half of the mass of woodsmoke particles will be below � 0.3 � m, meaning that the OPS 3330 would under-
estimate the number of woodsmoke particles present by about a factor of two. In this way, co–incidentally, using a mass–
density twice that of woodmsoke aerosols in the calculation approximately compensates for the OPS 3330 small–particle
count underestimate. Hence Figure 25 is likely to be a better estimate of PM2:5 , arising from woodsmoke, than may have
otherwise been expected.
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Figure 22: Spatial representation of the OPS 3330 data collected on and near Sten-
nings Road, 17th July 2023. Locations of large blue symbols indicate where large
aerosols were measured. In this cases they were due to dust on road surfaces
raised by the survey vehicle,
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Figure 23: Mass–fractions of inferred PM 2:5 , PM4 and PM10 , 17 July 2023.
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Figure 24: OPS spatial representation for the survey of Wynyard, 22 May 2024.

5.7.3 27 and 28 April 2026

Further measurements with the OPS 3330 were conducted on the 27th of April 2026, in two in-
tervals (� 16:15 to � 16:45 AEST) and in the evening from � 19:00 to � 20:30 AEST. The evening
survey also included measurements in Wynyard itself. A shorter series of measurements was per-
formed on the 28th of April 2026, from � 11:00 to � 11:50 AEST.

A spatial visulisation of the OPS 3330 data for the 27th of April 2026 is given in Figure 26. The large
blue symbols in these instances show where dust was raised by the survey vehicle in Shekelton
Road, on the gravel surfaced area of Stennings Road, west of TAM, and when turning the car near
the old railway line on Calder Road. On Shekleton Road the dust was intentionally raised, as de-
scribed above. For the other two instances the dust was unavoidably raised. The time–series of in-
ferred mass–fractions for this day is given in Figure 27. Particle mass–concentrations across the
Wynyard residential area were found to be low.

A spatial visualisation of the 28th of April 2026 OPS 3330 data is given in Figure 28. Two clear in-
stances of elevated large–particle counts are seen: At the western end of Stennings Road, and
near the intersection of Stennings and Shelkleton Roads. The �rst instance was due to a large dust
plume raised and tracked along by a vehicle heading east on the gravel area of Stennings Road
and passing the survey vehicle near the entrance to Simplot. The second was from a brief episode
of sand–dust blown off the stockpiles at Bramich concrete across Stennings Road, which was ob-
served by the EPA of�cers who moved the vehicle to sample this plume. The time–series of inferred
mass for this survey is shown in Figure 29. The two instances of measured dust are labelled.
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Figure 25: Mass–fractions of inferred PM 2:5 , PM4 and PM10 , 22 May 2024. The sig-
nals show that small particles – in this case smoke from woodheaters – were the
dominant aerosol in the measurement interval. Note that these mass–fractions have
been calculated assuming an aerosol density of 2650 kg m � 3, which is approximately
twice the mass density of woodsmoke particles. These data are presented for com-
pleteness and for comparison with the other EPA survey measurements, and in this
form they should not be taken as measurements of woodsmoke concentrations.
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Figure 26: OPS spatial representation for the survey of Wynyard, 27 April 2026.
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Figure 27: Mass–fractions of inferred PM 2:5 , PM4 and PM10 , 27 April 2026.
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Figure 28: OPS spatial representation for the survey of Wynyard, 28 April 2026.
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Figure 29: Mass–fractions of inferred PM 2:5 , PM4 and PM10 , 28 April 2026.

Figure 30: OPS spatial representation via GoogleEarth for the survey of Wynyard, 28
April 2026. Symbol colour signi�es the OPS channel number, as shown in the key,
while symbol size represents the count rate. The wind direction is shown, as noted
by the EPA of�cers conducting the measurements. The location of the TAM stack is
also marked.
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6 Dust–events: time of occurrence and comparison with wind condi-
tions measured at Wynyard station

6.1 Time–of–day and time–of–week of the dust–events

Both the E.S.& D. and Getex reports provide some comments on the time–of–day of the occurrence
of dust–episodes.

The E.S.& D. report noted:

• Section 3: `Supported by real time dust monitoring, it became obvious that the dust spread all
over the site was occurring as events normally beginning over night and (as observed January
14th 2026) photos of the TAM Stack discharging a dust plume.'

• Section 7, concerning the alleged baghouse failures and discharges from the TAM stack: `The
observation that discharge events are often not noticed at the time, but discovered the follow-
ing morning, suggests the possibility that the plant continues operating after alarms are trig-
gered, potentially to avoid production downtime and organise labour later.

From the Getex report:

• Section 7.4: `A consistent feature of the peak events is their occurrence in the pre–dawn pe-
riod (typically 03:00 to 07:00 local time), which Justin Thompson-Laing has been informed
by Scott Leonard Contracting Pty Ltd is consistent with delayed operational response to bag-
house failure events at the source.'

• Section 7.7: `The pre–dawn timing pattern of the peak events is consistent with delayed oper-
ational response to baghouse failure at a continuously-operating source, rather than with the
operational hours of nearby road transport, stockpile handling, or other potential sources.'

Figure 31 shows a plot of the corrected PM4 by time of day (i.e. ignoring the date of the measure-
ment). The isolated values greater than � 20 � g m� 3 will be related to the spike–like events noted
above. There are effectively none that occur before � 02:30 AEDT, with very few after 20:00 AEDT.
This pattern was commented on in the Getex report as quoted immediately above.

In late July 2026 EPA of�cers visiting the area spoke with the operators of Bramich's, who reported
that when delivering to a West Coast mine a truck would leave their site as early as 3 a.m. Check-
ing the date and time of transport records against speci�c events would be needed to be certain,
but the hour–of–day of the occurrence of events early in the morning may have an explanation in
vehicle movements.

The almost total absence of events after � 20:00 is also important. If baghouse failures were oc-
curring it would seem unlikely that they would not occur between the hours of � 20:00 at night and
� 03:00 the next morning. Additionally, as noted, the TAM stack monitoring CEMs system is hard-
wired into shutting down the processing stack concentration exceeds 10 mg m� 3 in twelve consecu-
tive 10–second measurements. In principle this should ensure that increased stack emissions, such
as following a baghouse failure, at any time of the day, should not persist for longer than a few min-
utes. The EPA sees no clear evidence for over–limit–induced shutdowns in the CEMs data supplied
by TAM in the interval under study, nor does there appear to be any pattern to the hour–of–day of
occurrence of the spike–like in the DustTrak II events that is consistent with TAM operational hours.

It was noted above that TAM work a split 3–day/3–day/4–day three–week roster. This is realised by
a work–shift from 06:00 a.m. Monday to 06:00 a.m. Thursday in the �rst two weeks (3 x 24 hours)
and then from 06:00 a.m. Monday to 06:00 a.m. Friday in the third (4 x 24 hours). If the measured
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Figure 31: Corrected PM 4 by time–of–day

dust–like spike–events seen in the DustTrak II data originated exclusively from the TAM stack emis-
sions, it would be expected that there would be no events recorded on a Saturday or a Sunday,
greatly reduced occurrences on a Friday (i.e. none after 06:00 a.m.), and reduced occurrences on
a Thursday, compared to what would be seen on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday.

Figure 32 plots the corrected PM4 by hour–of–day and day–of–week, but ignore the date of the
measurement. The biggest spikes occur on Wednesdays. However, spike–like events occur on Sun-
days and Saturdays, as well as after 6:00 a.m. on Fridays. Clearly these cannot be coming from the
TAM stack, based on the activity–date information supplied by TAM to EPA.
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Figure 32: Corrected PM 4 by weekday
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6.2 Dust events with respect to wind data from Wynyard air station

Wynyard air station is approximately 2 km southeast of the location of the DustTrak II measure-
ments. While is it not expected that the meteorological conditions would be exactly the same at
these two locations all or some of the time, some similarity in general circumstances would be likely.
In a general sense this would be the case when synoptic–scale weather systems dominate in in-
�uence, rather than in calm conditions when local circumstances (e.g. topography, local vegetation
cover, nearby water bodies, micro–climatic effects) are the more signi�cant factors. However, in the
absence of measurements made at the DustTrak II site during the measurement interval, the Wyn-
yard air station meteorological data will be taken as the best guide presently available for the study.

The DustTrak II was deployed approximately 120 m to the northeast of the TAM stack. The approx-
imate bearing from the instrument to the stack is of order 210� . Hence winds from this azimuth
would be most likely to move the TAM plume towards the DustTrak II.

Figure 33 shows the corrected PM4 from the DustTrak II plotted against the interpolated Wynyard
station wind direction: The Wynyard data are collected once per 10–minutes, whereas the DustTrak
II reported a data–point each 3–minutes, hence the Wynyard data were interpolated to the times
of the DustTrak II data14. There is no indication of a tendency for higher PM4 to be associated with
wind directions near 210� , which would be the direction from the TAM stack.

Figure 33: Corrected PM 4 versus Wynyard air station wind direction data. There is
no indication of a tendency for higher PM 4 to be associated with wind directions
near 210 � .

Figure 34 shows a polar plot of the corrected PM4 measurements greater than or equal to 20 � g m� 3 with

14The wind direction data were decomposed into sine and cosine components, separately interpolated in time, then
re–combined into wind direction angles.
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Figure 34: Polar plot of corrected PM 4 greater than or equal to 20 � g m � 3 versus
Wynyard air station wind direction and speed data.

respect to the Wynyard station wind data, where wind direction is represented by angle, and wind
speed (in m s� 1) by the radial dimension. The PM4 value is represented both by symbol size and
colour, as shown in the colour bar at right. In this representation the DustTrak II can be considered
to be at the centre of the plot, and the direction to the coloured symbol represents the approach di-
rection of the event. Again, there is no indication of a clustering of data near the � 210� bearing to
the TAM stack.

As noted, the meteorological conditions at the two sites are unlikely to be identical, and not at all
times, but are expected to have strong similarities. The fact that these is no indication at all of the
recorded impulsive PM4 events occurring under southwesterly winds however means there is no ev-
idence for the TAM stack as being the origin. Further consideration of meteorological data is given
below in the discussion of the four dust events identi�ed in the Getex report.

For completeness, Figure 35 shows the entire DustTrak II dataset in the same format as in Fig-
ure 34.
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Figure 35: Polar plot of all of the corrected PM 4 versus Wynyard air station wind di-
rection and speed data.
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6.3 Analysis of the four dust–events discussed in the Getex report

Section 7.4 of the Getex report discusses four speci�c data instances under the heading: `Episodic
Short–Duration Peaks Consistent With Stack–Discharge Events'. These four events will be consid-
ered here.

6.3.1 Event 1: 29 December 2025

For this event the Getext report noted:

29 December 2025, 17:20 onwards (test 011). The 3-minute averaged data peaked
at 0.71 mg/m3 of PM4 (0.66 mg/m3 as RCS, equivalent to approximately 220 times the
residential ambient criterion) at 17:23. The instrument's automatic STEL window logging
�agged this as a discrete short-term high-concentration event.

Figure 36 shows the raw PM4 for this event, together with meteorological data from Wynyard sta-
tion. The large spike–like event occurs during an extended interval of moderate easterly winds. This
is not consistent with material moving from TAM to the DustTrak II location. It is acknowledged that
meteorological conditions at the Stennings Road site and Wynyard station will not necessarily be
similar at all times, such as under light and variable wind conditions. For this day however the east-
erly wind, of around 20 km/hr (� 5 m s� 1) was consistent for around 10 hours, suggesting a more
general weather pattern was present, rather than a local in�uence.

Additionally, according to information provided to the EPA by the site operators, TAM was in Christ-
mas shutdown on the 29th of December 2025 (see Appendix A). It is not apparent why Getex con-
sider this 29 December 2025 episodic event to be consistent with a stack–discharge event. The ev-
idence concerning wind direction and the fact TAM was in shutdown at the time argue, conclusively,
that this spike–like signal did not originate from the TAM stack.

Figure 37 shows detail of the smaller–spike like events that occur from � 9:00 a.m. These also oc-
cur after the onset of the easterly winds at Wynyard air station,and hence suggest a source to the
east of the DustTrak II location.

The CEMs data, as supplied to the EPA by TAM, and the raw DustTrak II PM4 data for the 29th of
December 2025 are shown in Figure 38. The CEMs data are all zero–valued, consistent with the
reported factory shutdown.

Environment Protection Authority Tasmania, September 2026 (Ver 1.2.1) 52



Figure 36: Event 1 from Getex: 29 December 2026
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Figure 37: Event 1 detail for the 29th of December 2026.
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Figure 38: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for the 29th of December 2025. The CEMs
data axis is on the right–hand side of the plot. The CEMs data are all zero–valued,
consistent with the reported factory shutdown. The time axis is AEST.
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6.3.2 Event 2: 7 January 2026

Getex describe this event as:

The data records a pre–dawn cluster of peaks with the 3–minute averaged data reach-
ing approximately 0.21 mg/m3 of PM4 (0.19 mg/m3 as RCS) shortly after 05:00.

The DustTrak II data show a series of around ten spike–like peaks starting in the early hours of the
morning (Figure 39). TAM's operational data (Appendix A) indicates the site was operational, with
both a day and night shift on the 7 January 2026. The CEMs data supplied to the EPA by TAM con-
�rm that the factory was operating on 7 January 2026.

The wind direction data from Wynyard station on this day show the presence of calm to very–light
west to north–westerly winds up until around 09:00 a.m, when an interval of moderate northeasterly
winds commences and continues until around 17:00.

The spike–like peaks that occur after � 9:00 a.m., under an interval of sustained easterly winds, are
considered to be very unlikely to have originated from TAM. Most of the spike–like peaks that occur
before 9:00 a.m. have a similar morphology to the later events. Given this, it is not clear why these
pre–9:00 a.m. features should be ascribed to TAM, given the similarity to the events of later in the
day. It was noted earlier that transport operations at Bramich's, directly opposite the DustTrak II lo-
cation, can begin as early as 3 a.m.

The wind conditions in the early part of the morning were either very calm or were intervals of a
very–light westerly to northwesterly wind, strong enough to move the wind vane instrument (which
measures direction) but not enough to record on the anemometer. Under calm conditions, the buoy-
ant plume from the TAM stack (i.e. a plume with temperature near 58� and velocity around 11 m s� 1)
will rise vertically, and will avoid dispersing down towards the ground in close proximity to the stack.
It seems unlikely that the TAM plume would have impacted at the location of the DustTrak II monitor
under normal operation.

However the elevated signal beginning near 05:00 a.m., with a peak near 200 � g m� 3 in the raw
PM4, has a different character to the very short–duration spikes seen at other times on the 7th of
January 2026. This is illustrated in Figure 40 which shows DustTrak II and Wynyard station me-
teorological data for 03:00 to 10:00 on the 7th of January. This event extends over approximately
30 minutes (� 10 data points), and is in sharp contrast to the other single–point spikes shown for
this interval. The � 05:00 event has an appearance of the passage of a plume over the instrument,
and is unusual in this sense in the dataset. The possibility that this is the signature of the plume
from TAM cannot be ruled out, but equally it cannot be proven. Other interpretations are also pos-
sible such as smoke from nearby burning, such as a bush�re or burn–off.

As noted, the wind was calm or a very–light west to northwesterly. In normal circumstances the
plume would be expected to loft. The TAM CEMs data does not indicate any unusual signature
at this time, which could have indicated an issue with process �ow and hence stack–emissions.
The relatively smooth increase and decrease is also suggestive that the source is not local, as the
aerosols have had time to mix with the surrounding air15, however the 3–minute averaging of the
measurements may be masking more rapid variations. Had a more sophisticated particle instru-
ment been used16 with the facility to simultaneously measured multiple mass–fractions, it would
have been possible to identify if this was a smoke plume or a signal from larger aerosols.

The CEMs data, converted to 3–minute averages by the EPA, and the raw DustTrak II PM4 data
from 03:00 to 07:00 AEDT for the 7th of January 2026 are shown in the top panel of Figure 42.

15The analogy is being near a camp�re, where the smoke comes and goes rapidly at any location near the �re. Usu-
ally a more uniform smoke plume is encountered further away from �re.

16e.g. the 8533 DRX DustTrak; the Thomson Environmental Services DMP 7000; the Teledyne TX640x; the AeroQual
DustSentry PCX, etc
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Figure 39: Event 2 from Getex: 7th January 2026.

There is no indication of any unusual pattern in the CEMs data over this interval. The lower panel
of Figure 41 repeats the data from the top panel but with the CEMs data multiplied by 0.31 to give
an estimate the PM4 fraction in the TAM exhaust. This factor has been taken from the 2008 TAM
stack test result.

The plot in the lower panel of Figure 41 indicates that the inferred PM4 concentrations in the TAM
exhaust appear to be comparable to the measured PM4 at the DustTrak II location, approximately
120 metres from the stack. Taken at face value, this would effectively rule out the TAM stack as
the source of the DustTrak II measured PM4 peak, as dispersion and dilution over this distance
would be expected to signi�cantly reduce the concentration of PM4 in the TAM plume by the time
it reached to the DustTrak.

To conclude, the EPA can �nd no supporting evidence from the Wynyard station meteorological data
and the TAM CEMs record to infer that the TAM plume was the origin of the signal recorded by the
DustTrak II near 05:00 AEDT on the 7th of January 2026. It is also noted that, as far as could be
ascertained, there are no similar–shaped, multi–point, elevations of this size in the DustTrak data.

For completeness, Figure 42 shows the CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for the entire 7th of January
2026.
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Figure 40: Event 2 detail – 03:00 to 10:00 AEDT, 7th January 2026
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Figure 41: Top panel: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for the interval 03:00 to 07:00
AEDT on the 7th of January 2026. Lower panel: As above, but with the CEMs data
multiplied by 0.31 to give an estimate of the PM 4 fraction in the TAM exhaust, based
on the results of the 2008 stack test.
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Figure 42: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for the 7th of January 2026. The CEMs
data axis is on the right–hand side of the plot. The time axis is AEST.
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6.3.3 Event 3: 14 January 2026

The Getex report description is:

The data records a peak cluster between 04:35 and 05:44 with a maximum 3–minute
averaged value of approximately 0.065 mg m� 3 of PM4 (0.061 mg/m3 as RCS) at 05:24.

TAM's operational data (Appendix A) indicates the site was operational, with both a day and night
shift on the 14 January 2026. The CEMs data also indicates that the site was processing on 14 Jan-
uary 2026.

The DustTrak II data for this day (Figure 43) shows a broad peak, with a maximum near 20 � g m� 3 in
the raw data, starting near 03:00 a.m., peaking near 06:00 a.m. before slowly decaying by the early
afternoon. There is a corresponding pattern in the Wynyard air monitoring station data indicating
there was likely a regional event that has led to the broad peak (most likely sea salt aerosol, see
Figure 66). However, the two sharp peaks in PM4 (at 4:35 a.m. and 5:44 a.m. noted in the Getex
report) are more likely to be from local sources. The wind was very light, and probably easterly till
near 05:00 when the wind vane moved to show a northwesterly wind had occurred. However, the
conditions would best be described as calm until later in the morning.

The two peaks, along with several smaller ones, all were of very–short duration, being a single 3–
minute measurement. If these signals represented a detection of a non–buoyant plume meander-
ing under calm conditions it expected that, at least at times, the signal would be present for several
consecutive measurements, which is not the case. A single–point, short–duration elevation is how-
ever consistent with dust raised by a passing vehicle, and as has been noted, signals of this form
are seen in the DustTrak II data under meteorological conditions that exclude the origin as the TAM
stack.
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Figure 43: Event 3 from Getex: 14 January 2026
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Figure 44: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for the 14th of January 2026. The CEMs
data axis is on the right–hand side of the plot. The time axis is AEST.
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6.3.4 Event 4: 27 January – 1 February 2026

From the Getex report:

Multiple peaks with 3–minute averaged data ranging from 0.12 mg/m3 to 0.16 mg/m3

of PM4 (0.11 to 0.15 mg/m3 as RCS). This cluster drove the highest rolling eight-hour
TWA recorded in the dataset.

Figure 45 shows the basic time–series data for this event. Clusters of peaks are seen on the 27th
and 28th of January 2026 (shown in more detail in Figure 46), and to a lesser extent on the 31st of
January. TAM's operational data (Appendix A) records the site was operational from the 27 January
to 29 January 2026, but not on the 30 January (Friday) to 1 February (Sunday) 2026. The reported
days of factory operation are also consistent with the CEMs data record.

Figure 45: Event 4 from Getex: 27 January to 1 February 2026.

The cluster of PM4 peaks on the 31st of January (a Saturday) occurred when when TAM was not
operational. The cluster of peaks on the 27th of January (2026) occured when the wind was a mod-
erate and consistent east–southeasterly at Wynyard station (Figure 46), and hence are considered
to be extremely unlikely to have arisen due to emissions from the TAM stack.

For the 28th of January 2026 peaks the meteorological data from Wynyard station indicates gen-
erally calm conditions but with evidence for a very–light northwestely wind, when the peaks com-
menced in the early hours of the morning. The main grouping of peaks commences just before
02:20 and continues for approximately 30 minutes. The peaks range around 50 � g m� 3 to 150 � g m� 3 in
the raw PM4. They are clearly similar in magnitude and morphology to the peaks seen on the 27th
of January under a moderate easterly wind which are very unlikely to be from TAM. Certainly there
is no evidence to suggest that the peaks seen on the 28th of January are suf�ciently different in
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Figure 46: Event 4 detail – 27 to 28 January 2026
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character to those of the 27th to preclude all possible sources other than TAM – indeed, there is no
direct evidence to point to TAM as a source.
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Figure 47: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for the 27th of January to 1st of Febru-
ary 2026. The CEMs data axis is on the right–hand side of the plot. The time axis is
AEST.
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6.4 Inference of the origin of the impulsive–signals in the DustTrak II data

The time–of–day and day–of–week of the spike–like signals in the DustTrak II data do not appear
to be consistently limited to the operational hours of the TAM facility. The wind direction measured
at Wynyard air station, some 2 km south east of Stennings Road, during the times of the recorded
dust–events is also not consistent with a plume from the TAM stack reaching to the DustTrak II (e.g.
Figure 34). Data from the TAM stack CEMs show no evidence of unusual emission levels at the
times of DustTrak II dust–events when TAM is operating.

Vehicle–raised dust, and potentially wind–raised dust, appear to be more consistent interpreta-
tions. The dust–events are almost exclusively during the hours of operation of businesses in Sten-
nings Road. In the interval 25 November 2025 to 25 February 2026 at Wynyard air station the av-
erage daytime winds were stronger than the average night–time winds, hence the greater chance
for wind–raised dust in daytime hours. An illustration of this is given in Figure 48, showing data from
Wynyard station for 6 days in January 2026. There is a marked diurnal pattern to the wind speed,
with greater wind speeds, on average, in daytime. It is often considered that a wind–speed thresh-
old of around 5 m s� 1 can mark the onset of the occurrence of wind–raised dust, but this depends
on factors such as material type and moisture content17.

The spike–like nature of the dust–events is consistent with instances seen in EPA monitoring at
other times and locations. (See Section 7 below.)

Figure 48: Example meteorological data from Wynyard station, January 2026, show-
ing a diurnal pattern of greater daytime wind speeds (red data points).

The above does not, and cannot, prove that the TAM stack is not the origin of some of the spike–like
signals seen in the DustTrak II data records, but, importantly, the EPA cannot �nd clear and unam-
biguous evidence that points to an instance where this is likely to have been the case. Section 7
presents some examples of vehicle–raised and wind–raised dust from monitoring in Tasmania, as
well as an example of dust from an industrial stack.

17Note too that the wind speed data reported here are instantaneous (spot) measurements obtained once each 10–
minutes. Wind gusts may occur at other times in the 10–minute interval between measurements which may be higher.
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7 EPA measurements of dust–events examples from other locations

7.1 Vehicle–raised dust

As well as establishing the BLANkET network of �xed–location air stations from 2009 onwards, EPA
Tasmania has deployed air monitoring stations for campaign monitoring at a number of site for var-
ious reasons. Due to the nature of these campaigns, and the need to monitor close to a particular
source, these temporary stations are not always able to be sited away from other local in�uences.
Figure 49 shows one day of measurement of PM10 and PM2:5 data (top panel) from a station at the
rear of a factory on the fringe of an unsurfaced car park. The short–duration spike–like signals in
PM10 are ascribed mostly to vehicle movements in the car park: The occurrence of these signals
was almost exclusively con�ned to business hours on working days, though some wind–raised dust
was also seen. The morphology of the spike–like signals is very similar to those seen in the Dust-
Trak II data from Stennings Road.
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Figure 49: Example data from a campaign station sited at the rear of a factory on
the fringe of an unsealed car park. Top panel: 1–minute resolution PM 10 and PM2:5 .
Lower panel: Meteorological data. The short–duration spike–like signals in PM 10 are
ascribed to vehicle movements in the car park. The occurrence of these signals was
almost exclusively con�ned to business hours on working days.
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7.2 Wind–raised dust

In 2018 the EPA conducted a monitoring campaign at the request of a council following complaints
of raised dust from a residential subdivision under development on sandy soil. The monitor de-
tected elevated PM10 during intervals of high wind speeds. An example showing data from the 29th
of December 2018 is presented in Figure 50. The several–hour interval of elevated, impulse–like
PM10 largely co–incided with the measured wind speed being � 25 km/h or greater. The large open
area (many hectares) of the subdivision meant there was a large emission–source of dust when the
wind conditions were strong enough to mobilise the material.

Figure 50: PM and meteorological data from a temporary air station adjacent to a
subdivision development on sandy soil. Note: Wind speed is in km/hr.

At Stennings Road the dust emission sources of unsealed areas and outdoor material stockpiles
are substantially smaller than for the above circumstance. It is likely that this is why the elevated
PM10 in the Stennings Road DustTrak II data record does not occur for similarly extended durations
as was seen in the subdivision monitoring, where the events could last for several hours.
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7.3 Dust from an industrial stack

In March 2024, following discussions with the owners, the EPA installed a small air monitoring sta-
tion at a residence approximately 700 metres from a Tasmanian industrial facility. Several months
of data were collected. A brief account of this monitoring appeared in the 2024–2025 EPA annual
report18.

The monitoring data showed evidence for increases in PM10 , likely to be dust signatures, at inter-
vals when the wind was blowing from the facility to the residence. Data for the 17th of March 2024
are shown in Figure 51. On this day several short–duration increases were seen in PM10 , such as
near 08:00 and 14:30.

Figure 51: EPA data for the 17th of March 2024 collected from a residence near a
Tasmanian industrial facility. These data were taken with an optical–scatter parti-
cle instrument, and have not been speci�cally calibrated for the local–dust aerosols
from the facility, and hence are indicative only. On this day several short–duration
increases were seen in PM 10 , such as near 08:00 and 14:30.

The resident photographed an instance of the plume moving directly towards their residence on the
17th of March 2024, at 14:31 AEST. This is shown in Figure 52. Detail from the data for this day
(Figure 53) showed that a rapid increase in PM10 , followed by a slower decline, was co–incident
with the plume arriving at the residence. The morphology is consistent with the passage of the plume
over the air monitoring instrument. Note that these data were collected at a 6–second cadence.

18https://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/EPA%20Annual%20Report%202024-2025_FINAL.pdf
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Figure 52: Photograph taken at 14:31 AEST on the 17th of March 2024, supplied to
the EPA, showing the plume from the stack at an industrial facility moving towards a
residence where the EPA had installed the air monitoring station.

Figure 53: Detail of the data from the 17th of March 2024, showing a rapid increase
in PM10 beginning very near the time of the photograph in Figure 52, which is marked
by the upward pointing arrow, followed by a slightly slower decay. The morphology
is consistent with the passage of the plume over the air monitoring instrument.
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8 Deposited Dust

The nature and circumstances of the deposited dust at Stennings Road are less clear than for air-
borne dust. The measurements of deposited dust rates (from the EPA direction in 2024, and the
more recent 2025 data) did not indicate high rates of dust deposition were occurring. Conversely,
there has been and is evidence of instances of light–coloured dust–deposition on vehicles and sur-
faces at Scott Leonard Contracting.

The deposition–rate and time–extent are not known for the material collected from the of�ce roof at
Scott Leonard Contracting, as in whether this re�ects a slow, long–duration accumulation or a more
episodic, event–based deposition. The particle size distribution (PSD) of the roof material and the
TAM exhaust PSD (Figure 18) appear suf�ciently different as to rule out the TAM stack, certainly as
the dominant source.

8.1 Current reports of dust deposition

Reports from Scott Leonard Contracting on Stennings Road have stated that the deposited material
comes down overnight when there is a heavy dew. It is visible on vehicle windscreens, and can be
felt as a gritty material by hand. An example, from the morning of 18th of August 2026, is shown in
Figure 54. The vehicle was reported to have been washed on the afternoon of the 16th of August
2026. The reports express concern that the source is the TAM stack.

Figure 54: Dust on vehicle windscreen, Stennings Road, on the morning of the 18th
of August 2026. The vehicle was reported to have been washed on the afternoon of
the 16th of August 2026.

A possibile interpretation may be that dust is being deposited at a low rate during dry weather, but
is spread uniformly over surfaces (such as vehicle windows) and is hence not prominent to the eye.
In a heavy dew the water deposited on the windows form large droplets that move downwards un-
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der gravity and combine into larger drops, taking the dust and concentrating it. When the drops later
evaporate a more clearly visible dust stain remains. A similar effect can be seen on horizontal sur-
faces after rain, with dust being concentrated where water has pooled then evaporated.

8.2 Stockpile sand as a potential source

PSDs were obtained for two of the types of sand material stockpiled at Bramich's Concrete. (Note
that these PSDs were not derived from samples collected at Bramich's Concrete, but were from ear-
lier, separate testing, and hence should be considered as indicating the general properties of the
sand rather than the speci�c PSDs.) These are of relatively low–size resolution, but are shown in
the lower panel of Figure 55.

While there is a greater measure of similarity between the sand PSDs and the roof sample com-
pared to the TAM stack PSD, the peak of the size distributions for the sands are at a slightly larger
particle size. The laboratory PSDs of the sand types would of course encompass the entire range
of particle sizes present in the material. Material deposited on the of�ce roof represents the result of
dust mobilisation processes (e.g. vehicles, winds) and any modi�cation of the source PSD in transit
for origin to deposition site. Very small particles can remain suspended in the atmosphere for a sig-
ni�cant interval (e.g. weeks for PM 2:5 , days for PM10 ). Larger particles, of diameter of tens of � m,
can deposit rapidly (� hours). Very large particles (hundreds of � m) are less likely to become air-
borne under normal conditions. Hence it is hypothetically possible that a material with a PSD sim-
ilar to the concrete sands could transform into a PSD more like that seen in the roof material, by
the preferential loss of larger particles through less ef�cient mobilisation and transport processes.
Whether such an effect is in operation in this circumstance is unknown.

8.3 Materials spill on Stennings Road and nearby roads from transport activities

The photographic and other evidence shows that there is sand–like material covering Stennings
Road at some instances. Some of this appears to be track out from the north end of Shekelton
Road, some appears to be related to movements in and out of TAM. Sample of this material has
not been tested, but it would be expected to be high in silica content. The PSD is also not known.
Assessing the contribution of the spill material to the observed roof–sample dust is not possible in
consequence, but it is feasible that some road spill material could be raised by traf�c and winds, and
hence has contributed to dust that settled on the of�ce roof.
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Figure 55: Upper panel: Particle Size Distributions (PSDs) from the 2008 TAM stack
test and the material collected from the of�ce roof at Scott Leonard Contracting.
Lower panel: PSDs of two of the types of sand stockpiled at Bramich's Concrete,
in Stennings Road. Note that these PSDs were not derived from samples collected
at Bramich's Concrete, but were from earlier, separate testing, and hence should be
considered as indicating the general properties of the sand rather than the speci�c
PSDs.
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8.4 TAM stack as a source of deposited dust

The differing particle size distributions (PSDs) between the 2008 TAM stack exhaust test and that of
the material collected from the of�ce roof of Scott Leonard Contracting appear to be too different to
suggest that the TAM stack was the origin of the deposited dust (Figure 18 and discussion in Sec-
tion 5.6). A new stack test at TAM is planned very soon. This will include a new PSD determination,
as requested by the EPA. The EPA will compare the new results with the roof sample PSD.

The following is a hypothetical consideration of possibilities. Some of this may not be physically
possible, but it is presented as an exploratory idea: The TAM stack is known to emit small parti-
cles of silica. The plume has the visual appearance of a water–vapour plume, due to the clear gap
between the top of the stack and the beginning of the visible plume. Water vapour can condense
around aerosols and dust particles (known as cloud condensation nucleii, CCN) to form cloud droplets.
It is possible that this occurs in the plume from the TAM stack. In conditions of high–humidity it might
be possible for these droplets to grow fast enough to no longer be buoyant and hence to deposit. As
the water evaporates the dust could be left behind.

Arguments against this are that CCN are usually considered to be very small, less than 1 � m (typ-
ically 0.2 � m), though in some references they are stated to range up to a few microns in size19.
The droplet growth would need to be rapid, and the plume would need to stay near the stack, for the
larger droplets to grow and then deposit close to the source. When the water has evaporated what
would be left would be the source particles, which, if the CCN were � 1 � m in diameter, would not
be visible to the unaided eye. The deposited particles would also would be expected to have a PSD
similar to the stack PSD. Neither of these appears to be the case, as the particles are easily seen,
and the roof material PSD is not similar to the (2008) TAM stack PSD.

Additionally EPA dispersion modelling studies of the TAM stack emission, to be discussed below,
which took into account the PSD of the exhaust material, estimated that the maximum dust depo-
sition rate would be approximately 0.35 g/m2/month. This is well below the EPA's dust guideline of
4 g/m2/month as total dust.

8.5 Other dust sources at TAM

Video footage supplied to the EPA shows what is possibly a dust plume rising near the waste store
at TAM (Figure 16). The nature of this possible plume is not known, in terms of the frequency of oc-
currence and the PSD of the material. Hence its in�uence on dust deposition in the Stennings Road
area cannot be determined at present. This could be an area of potential future study.

9 CEM data and dispersion modelling

9.1 Statistical review of the CEMs data

The EPA have reviewed the CEMs data supplied by TAM for the December 2025 to February 2026
interval, corresponding to when the DustTrak II was deployed at Stennings Road. The CEMs data
are collected at 10–second intervals. These data were combined to form 3–minute averages by the
EPA to correspond to the 3–minute measurement interval of the DustTrak II. Data plots showing the
CEMs and raw DustTrak II data are presented in Appendix E.

Table1 presents some basic statistics of the CEMs data from the period of 28 November 2025 to
26 February 2026. The data are total particulate matter (TPM) concentrations in mg m� 3 as mea-
sured in the TAM stack. The CEMs data are recorded at the factory, and were supplied to the EPA,

19https://modern-physics.org/cloud-condensation-nuclei/
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Average TPM Maximum Date/time of Max 10–sec TPM Date/time of
3–min TPM max 3–min TPM max 10–sec TPM

0.15 11.69 24/02/2026 11:05:50 am 36.77 16/02/2026 5:54:10 am

Table 1 : CEMs data statistics for 28 November 2025 – 25 February 2026

as 10–second measurements. The EPA formed 3–minute averages to match the 3–minute sampling
regime of the DustTrak II.

The average in–stack concentration of TPM, as indicated by the CEMs data, was 0.15 mgm� 3 dur-
ing the DustTrak II monitoring period. Thus on average, the emissions from the TAM stack are well
below the in-stack concentration limit of 10 mg/m3. However, there are instances where the in–stack
concentration of TPM peaks above 10 mg/m3 for short–durations. These are mostly con�ned to the
raw 10–second data. However, on the 24 February 2026 at 11:05:50 am (AEST), the maximum in-
stack concentration of TPM reached 11.69 mg m� 3 in the 3–minute average data, but only for one
3–minute interval (Figure 56). The short interval of zero data before the peak suggests processing
may have been temporarily halted and then restarted. A short–duration increase in TPM at restart
is a reasonably common feature of the CEMs data (e.g. Figure 82). Note that while the 3–minute
average exceeded 10 mg m� 3, the individual 10–second data points comprising the average were
not all greater than 10 mg m� 3, and hence an automatic shutdown was not initiated.

Figure 56: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 24 February 2026. The CEMs axis is at
the right of the plot.

Inspection of the 10–second CEMs data by EPA showed that there were no instances during the
DustTrak II monitoring campaign (28 November 2025 to 26 February 2026) when the in–stack con-
centration of TPM exceeded 10 mg/m3 for twelve consecutive 10–second measurement intervals (2
minutes). Had this occurred it would have triggered an automatic shutdown of the processing. The
E.S. & D. and Getex reports make several references to the occurrence of baghouse failures (i.e.
the particle �lter technology on the TAM exhaust line). The evidence for these is not clear, but ap-
pears to be solely based on the occurrence of the spike–like events in PM4. The CEMs data record
argues strongly that there were no incidences of a holed �lter bag or bags that lead to unregulated
concentrations of TPM exiting the stack.

In conclusion, the CEMs data for the 28 November 2025 to 26 February 2026 interval show that
while there were occasional peaks in the 10–second data and, more rarely, in the 3–minute data
that were above 10 mg/m3, there were no instances where a process shutdown would have been
triggered, and there is no evidence to indicate a baghouse failure occurred.
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9.2 Emission limits and dispersion modelling

The TPM in–stack target limit of 10 mg m� 3 applies to a 1–hour average concentration of TPM ex-
iting the stack, and not to the 10–second (or 3–minute) data from the CEMs. The 10 mg m� 3 in–
stack concentration limit was outlined by TAM in the original development proposal submitted in
2005.

The EPA directed TAM to conduct a stack–emission test in 2023. The average TPM emission found
in the test was 7.9 mg m� 3. EPA requested TAM schedule another stack test in 2025, to determine
continued compliance with this limit, and also to assist in the calibration of a new CEMs probe. Due
to faulty components which delayed the full installation of the new CEMs probe, this stack test has
been delayed until the second half of 2026.

The air dispersion modelling undertaken in 2024 used the 2023 stack test results for TPM emit-
ted from the stack as input into the modelling. The resulting predicted ground level concentrations
can be compared to a design criterion for respirable crystalline silica (RCS)20. The model results
showed that the maximum GLC for RCS (as PM2:5 ) at or beyond the boundary of the TAM facility
was expected to be well below the new criteria. The modelling also showed that GLCs of PM2:5 and
PM10 from TAMs stack emissions also complied with the design criterion outlined in the EPA Board
Statement.

CEMs data supplied by TAM for 2025–2026 indicated the in–stack concentration of TPM is consis-
tently below 10 mg m� 3 as a 1–hour average. The EPA continues to inspect CEMs data, submitted
by TAM every six months, and is working with TAM to ensure the CEMs probe remains calibrated
and maintained so that the accuracy of that data can be veri�ed.

A concern has been previously raised about the suitability of 10 mg m� 3 as the in-stack concen-
tration limit governing TAM's automated shutdown process – speci�cally, that the criteria is for total
particulate matter, not for RCS. The modelling shows that for a TPM concentration of 10 mg m� 3,
and PM2:5 being the fraction of TPM as described by the 2009 stack test (21%) and assumed to be
all crystalline silica, the design criteria for RCS will still be met at and beyond the site boundary.

EPA has independently repeated the modelling using an in–stack concentration of TPM of 10 mg m� 3

with the particle size distribution analysis from the 2009 stack testing to de�ne the emission rates,
geometric mass mean diameter and geometric standard deviation of seven different particle sizes
(including PM2:5 , PM10 , PM25, PM50, PM75, PM100 and PM285). The predicted RCS GLCs were
compliant with the 2022 EPA Board design criteria21. The modelling of wet and dry deposition of all
particulate matter emitted from the TAM stack predicted a maximum dust deposition of 0.34 g/m2/month
on the modelled domain.

The South Australian Environment Protection Authority (SA EPA) has an interim ambient air crite-
rion for RCS, as a fraction of PM10 , of 3 � g m� 3 (0.003 mg m� 3), calculated as an annual average.
The EPA model predicted that the maximum ground–level–concentrations of RCS as PM10 , as an
annual average, would be 0.0016 mg m� 3 in the model grid area. This is below the 0.003 mg m� 3

SA EPA criterion.

20In 2022, the EPA Board Statement – Update to Air Pollutant Design Criteria used in the Environmental Impact As-
sessment Process, provided important updates to air pollutant design criteria. The Statement and set a new 3–minute
average ground–level–concentration (GLC) design criteria for respirable crystalline silica (RCS) as PM2:5 of 3.3� g m� 3 .

21The maximum value on the model domain for the 99.9th percentile 3–minute average PM2:5 as RCS concentration
was predicted to be 0.001 mg m� 3 , which is below the design criterion for PM2:5 as RCS (0.0033 mg m� 3).
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10 Conclusion: Dust at Stennings Road – the context

Based on the analysis of the DustTrak II data, in a comparison with the Wynyard station data as de-
scribed above, it is concluded that the majority of the aerosol signal measured during the DustTrak
II Stennings Road deployment arose from sea–salt. Dust signals were seen for approximately 1% of
the measurement interval. Clearly some dust can be moved by northerly winds from Bramich Con-
crete towards the DustTrak II location. (This was commented on in both the E.S. & D. and Getex re-
ports.) The frequency of these events appears to be low, as evidenced by their rare occurrences in
the DustTrak II data record. Bramich's have informed the EPA that they have implemented an auto-
matic water–sprinkling system for their stockpile bays, which turns on for approximately 30–minutes
each 2–hours, and can be manually initiated if needed. Bramich's have also spread blue metal ag-
gregate on what were previously gravelled areas on their site. They also conduct weekly inspections
of their haulage trucks (tailgate seals etc) to monitor the potential for road–spill The EPA does not
regulate this site, but it appears that these could be considered as reasonable mitigation measures.
There is certainly no indication of long–duration uncontrolled dust emissions, such as were seen for
example in the monitoring by the EPA near a subdivision in 2018 (Figure 50).

Spillage of sand–material on Stennings Road is occurring. The amount of material, and frequency
of occurrence, is not fully understood. The presence of this material on a road that is frequently
travelled by heavy vehicles means that re–suspension of dust will occur. The resulting impacts are
probably of short–duration, but may be very obvious when they happen.

Evidence has been presented to EPA that dust is depositing on vehicles at Scott Leonard Contract-
ing. The EPA does not currently have a full understanding of the nature or level of this deposition.
However, deposited dust would be expected to many tens of � m in diameter, and hence would not
be classed as RCS (which is 4 � m and smaller), even if it was composed of pure silica. Results
from earlier studies (in 2023) conducted by TAM at the EPA's direction, for three months at three
boundary locations, were all under the EPA's dust deposition compliance limits.

In overview, the raw DustTrak II data overestimated the measured PM4, as the majority of the signal
arose from sea–salt aerosols, not dust. Hence the raw mean PM4 is an overestimate of the underly-
ing mass–concentration by a factor near 2.5. Additionally the E.S. & D. and Getex reports assumed
that 94% of the measured PM4 was silica, based on the analysis of the deposited dust collected
from the roof at Scott Leonard Contracting. The analysis of deposited dust provides no information
on the composition of the airborne aerosols present in the PM4 mass–fraction.

Contrary to both the E.S. & D. and Getex reports, the EPA view is that the DustTrak II data from
Stennings Road shows that RCS is not at a level to give concern to people in adjacent premises,
or to the wider community.

Air dispersion modelling based on the measured TAM stack emissions, and the CEMs dataset, also
indicate the facility will be compliant with the EPA design criteria for RCS.

Environment Protection Authority Tasmania, September 2026 (Ver 1.2.1) 79



11 Acknowledgements

EPA thanks the various business and individuals on Stennings Road for supplying information, pho-
tographs and videos, and responding to follow–up enquiries. Scott Leonard Contracting kindly pro-
vided the DustTrak II data. E.S. & D. responded to a number of requests from the EPA for support-
ing information. TAM provided their CEMs data and a record of their operating shifts.

Analysis and report: J. Innis, A. Radford, Air Section, EPA.

12 Notes on the NSW EPA peer–review

This is Version 1.2.1 of this report, which follows the NSW EPA peer–review of Version 1.1. The
NSW EPA peer–review supported the �ndings of the EPA Tasmania assessment. Version 1.2.1 cor-
rects a small number of typographical errors, including a few instances of grammatical revision, as
well as responding to the �ve recommendations from the NSW EPA, as listed below. EPA Tasma-
nia's response is given in italics:

• 1. Include a map of the broader Wynyard region, identifying all monitors used and geographi-
cal context (i.e. coast).
Included as Figure 3.

• 2. Include a graph of the CEMS data (hourly), identifying points where Tasmania EPA regula-
tory action occurred and include any periodic stack testing results.
Contemporary CEMS data are shown in the report and in AppendixE . Stack testing at TAM
was conducted at factory commissioning in 2009 and in 2023. A new stack test is planned
before the end of 2026. EPA Tasmania will assess the new test and can provide a full context
for these results after the data are available.

• 3. Provide references and results from other source apportionment studies in Tasmania to
support conclusion.
References to Tasmanian aerosol analysis/source apportionment studies were cited in the
footnotes on page 17:
1/ Keywood et al., Size Distribution and Sources of Aerosol in Launceston, Australia, during
Winter 1997, J. Air & Waste Manag. Assoc.,
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/10473289.2000.10464022;
2/ Meyer et al., 2011, Impacts of smoke from regeneration burning on air quality in the Huon
Valley, Tasmania, https://catalogue.nla.gov.au/catalog/8056040

• 4. Any future monitoring should consider including analysis of the RCS component to provide
more certainty on the RCS fraction in ambient air. The bulk sample collected should not be
relied on.
EPA Tasmania agrees with this, if future monitoring is to be conducted.

• 5. Any future monitoring should consider PM2:5 and PM10 and meteorological parameters
(wind speed and direction).
EPA Tasmania agrees, as discussed in Appendix B.

Additionally, separate to the NSW EPA review, a minor update was made to the TAM operational–
shift pattern following clari�cation from TAM. (Appendix A.)
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A TAM operating shifts, December 2025 to February 2026

Figure 57: Operating shift information for TAM, December 2025 to February 2026,
supplied by the site operators following a request by EPA. Black cells represent fac-
tory shutdown intervals.
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B Options for future monitoring

B.1 PM4 monitoring

As noted, based on the analysis of the DustTrak II data, the EPA concludes that PM4 and RCS lev-
els at Stennings Road are not at a level of concern. The EPA understands however that there may
be reasons why further monitoring and checking of this result may be undertaken. The EPA notes
that the DustTrak II monitoring was undertaken in the summer months, when easterly winds occur
more frequently in north–west Tasmania than compared to winter. Year–round monitoring may show
some differences to the summer interval.

If an optical particle counter is to be used for real–time PM monitoring, which is very useful for re-
lating activity to potential emissions, an instrument that can simultaneously measure PM2:5 , PM4

and PM10 would be a signi�cant bene�t over the DustTrak II, which can only do one mass–fraction
at a time. There are a number of these multi–fraction particle instruments available. Correct (appro-
priate) calibration of the instrument is important. A high–time cadence for the PM measurements
would also be a signi�cant advantage, possibly as high as 10–seconds to resolve traf�c–related ac-
tivity. High–resolution data can of course be post–processed and averaged into any time–duration
that is considered appropriate. Along with the particle monitor a co–located meteorological station,
measuring at least wind speed and wind direction, also at a high–time resolution, would be consid-
ered essential for interpreting the PM data.

The aerosols being measured at any given instance are likely to be a mix of different types, sea–salt
and dust being two, as discussed above, but could also include smoke, diesel fumes, and potentially
other types. A single calibration factor for the particle counter, or even different factors for different
mass–fractions as employed by the EPA in the state network, may still not fully resolve the issue
of using an appropriate calibration for the measurement. This means that the data will need to be
interpreted with care. In the broadest sense, optical particle instrument data remain indicative.

Information concerning aerosol types and sources, as measured by optical particle instruments, can
also be derived by comparing data from two stations, spatially separated, as was done in this re-
port. This may help distinguish between local sources and more general airshed in�uences. The
EPA's Wynyard station could be used for this, or an additional station could also be deployed if con-
sidered to be needed.

Physical sampling of airborne aerosols could also be undertaken. This would normally be con-
ducted using a high–volume air sampler (HVAS) or low–volume air sampler (LVAS), depending on
the detection limits that are needed. These instruments pump a speci�ed volume of air through a
�lter with very small pores (possibly as small as 0.3 � m), which traps any material that has been
drawn into the sampler. The �lter can then be analysed in the laboratory. A size–selective inlet and
or cyclone is used to select the mass–fraction to be measured. The instruments require more hands–
on operation than an optical particle instrument, and the laboratory analysis can be costly, depend-
ing on what is required.

B.2 Dust deposition monitoring

The nature and severity of the currently reported dust deposition in the Stennings Road area is not
clear. A number of possible sources have been listed above, but there may be others not presently
known. The previous quantitative measurements (three sites for three months in 2024; one site in
November 2025 by E.S. & D.) indicate that deposition levels were below the Tasmanian guideline
values for nuisance dust. The photographic evidence presented to EPA is suggesting that signif-
icant deposition is currently occurring, possibly on an episodic basis (Section 8 above). A dust–
deposition monitoring campaign would be needed to further understand this. This would ideally
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use several gauges in the area around Stennings Road, plus one or more further away, in both the
nearby residential area and also in a more remote location as a background site. Dust gauges are
low–cost and robust, but require monthly visits to swap sample bottles and ship these to a labora-
tory. The laboratory costs are also not negligible.
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C Potential implications of using a PM 4 impactor with a factory–calibrated
DustTrak II

The DustTrak II is a purely photometric optical–particle measuring device – that is, the device has
no facility for estimating the size of the aerosols drawn through the sampling chamber, but it pro-
vides an estimate of the desired mass–fraction from a measurement of the total amount of laser
light scattered by the aerosols. The amount light measured (i.e. the photometric signal) is converted
to a mass–fraction (as in, a mass–concentration expressed in � g m� 3 ) via an in–built calibration
factor programmed into the device. (The user is able to set this calibration factor to a value suited
to the aerosols to be measured.) More sophisticated instruments, such as the DustTrak DRX used
by EPA Tasmania in the BLANkET network, are able to estimate the size of the particles passing
through the instrument by measuring the pulse height of the individual signals22.

The DustTrak II is calibrated in the factory (or by the local agent) by using ISO 12103–1 A1 Ultra-
�ne dust (formerly called Arizona road dust). This is a standard material, with particles ranging from
around 1 � m to � 20 � m in diameter. The particle size distribution (PSD) of A1 ultra�ne dust will be
presented below. As will be argued below, for the highest validity measurements in the �eld when
using the DustTrak II, the PSD of the aerosols being studied needs to be very similar to that of the
A1 dust used in the calibration. In other words the `mix of sizes' of the �eld aerosols and that of the
A1 dust needs to be the same, or very nearly so. The reasons for this will be explained in this sec-
tion.

To a �rst approximation, for a given particle type (which we will limit here to spherical particles of
identical mass–density, refractive index, etc), the amount of scattered light in the DustTrak II will be
taken as being proportional to the cross–sectional area of the particle. (This is a simpli�cation but it
is used to illustrate the principles.) To give examples, a particle of diameter 1 � m will have a cross–
sectional area (� r2, r being the radius) of

� (
1 �m

2
)2

or 0.785 � m2. A particle 10 � m in diameter will have a cross–sectional area of

� (
10 �m

2
)2

or 78.5 � m2, which is ten times that of the 1 � m particle.

The volume of a particle (which will be proportional to the mass of the particle, for the same mass–
density) is a function of the cube of the diameter (volume = 4

3 � r3). The volume of a 1 � m diameter
particle is

4
3

� (
1 �m

2
)3

or 0.524 � m3. The volume of a particle 10 � m is diameter is

4
3

� (
10 �m

2
)3

which is 524 � m3 – which is 1,000 times the volume of the 1 � m particle, meaning the 10 � m parti-
cle has 1,000 times the mass the 1 � m particle for the same mass–density.

Continuing the argument, the sum of the cross–sectional areas of one hundred 1 � m particles will
be the same as the cross–sectional area of one 10 � m particle. Hence, in the simple argument pre-
sented here, the amount of scattered light measured by the DustTrak II would be the same for one
hundred 1 � m particles as for one 10 � m particle. There is no means for these two cases to be dis-

22In fact the DRX estimates the sizes of particles greater than 1 � m in diameter, but measures the photometric signal
for particles less than this. See Wang et al., 2009, for more details: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02786820903045141.
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tinguished in the DustTrak II signal.

When the DustTrak II is calibrated in the laboratory with A1 dust, the input mass–concentration is
varied (i.e. the PM concentration in � g m� 3 ) by varying the amount of dust being supplied to the
instrument, and the resulting photometric signal is recorded. A calibration is established between
the mass–concentration and the signal. For A1 dust, the signal will be produced by a particular mix
of particles of various sizes – which is determined by the particle size distribution (PSD) of the dust.
That is, the dust comprises a certain fraction of particles near 1 � m in diameter, and certain fraction
near 2 � m, and a certain fraction near 3 � m, etc. Doubling the input mass–concentration means
twice as many particles of any given size reach the DustTrak: The relative numbers of a particle of
a given size stays the same. In principle the calibration is only valid for aerosols with the PSD as
those used in the laboratory.

When used in the �eld, if the ambient aerosols have a different PSD the DustTrak II readings may
not provide a good estimate of the mass–concentration. As an example, about one–third of the
the A1 dust particles are greater than 5 � m. Consider a hypothetical the case that when used in
the �eld the aerosol mix has no particles greater than 5 � m. Say a particular photometric signal is
measured. The laboratory calibration implicitly assumes that one–third of the particles giving this
signal were greater than 5 � m, whereas in fact the signal arose from a distribution of particles all
smaller than 5 � m. The sum of the cross–sectional areas of these smaller particles, illuminated by
the laser, produced the measured photometric signal. But the sum of the volumes of these parti-
cles (and hence the mass) will be less than for the same photometric signal from A1 dust. (As noted
above, one hundred 1 � m particles have the same cross–sectional area as a 10 � m particle, but
only one–tenth of the mass.) The calibration however implicitly `assumes' that some greater than
5 � m particles are present, and hence that a greater mass of particles was present.

The above is a very super�cial treatment of the light–scatter process and measurement method of
the DustTrak II, but the main principles are illustrated. What this means is that if the aerosols being
measured in the �eld have a PSD with signi�cantly fewer larger particles than for A1 dust, then the
DustTrak II will overestimate the mass–concentration.

It might be argued that the PSD of quartz–dust aerosols in the �eld may not be all that different to
A1 dust. However, there is a signi�cant factor in the DustTrak II operation at Stennings Road that
is important, and that is the use of the PM4 impactor. It is almost certain that the DustTrak II was
calibrated in the factory without an impactor being used. When the impactor is installed in the �eld,
it removes the larger particles. Hence the photometric signal now arises only from particles below
a nominal � 4 � m, while the calibration implicitly assumes particles greater than 4 � m will be con-
tributing to the signal. By the arguments above, when used with the impactor, the factory calibration
will overestimate the mass–concentration as a consequence.

The above largely qualitative argument can be explored more quantitatively. Figure 58 shows in the
upper right panel the 12103–1 A1 Ultra�ne dust PSD 23 as the red symbols. The �lled blue sym-
bols and line represent a hypothetical sampling of the A1 Dust by the DustTrak II: The nature of Mie
scatter means that the greatest response is near the wavelength of the scattered light (� 650 nm or
0.65 � m for the DustTrak II laser), with the response decreasing with increasing size of the particles.
Hence the DustTrak II has a reducing sensitivity to particles near 10 � m and above24. The upper left
panel shows a slightly simpli�ed �ltering function of the TSI PM 4 impactor25. The simpli�ed func-
tion passes all particles up to 3 � m in diameter, 50% of particles of 4 � m diameter, 10% of particles
of 5 � m diameter, and zero particles of 6 � m and above. The lower left panel repeates the hypo-
thetical DustTrak II response curve (blue �lled symbols and solid line) and also shows the product

23https://cdn.standards.iteh.ai/samples/85949/aa64ae65bfc14b22af592511035f4cfd/ISO-12103-1-2024.pdf
24See the paper by Wang, et al., 2009, cited above concerning this. The hypothetical curve has been informed by data

in the Wang et al. paper.
25See the TSI document DUSTTRAK™ II AEROSOL MONITOR AND DUSTTRAK™ DRX AEROSOL MONITOR IM-

PACTOR PENETRATION EFFICIENCY CURVES APPLICATION NOTE EXPMN-003, https://tsi.com/getmedia/166ce29b-
d604-4bc4-af94-e64750994ed9/EXPMN-003_DustTrakII_Impactor?ext=.pdf
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of the DustTrak II curve and the PM4 impactor �lter function (open symbols and dashed line). The
latter represents the particles that would actually reach the DustTrak II sample chamber when the
impactor is in use.

Figure 58: Top left: A1 Dust PSD (red squares) and a hypothetical DustTrak II sam-
pling PSD, taking into account the reducing sensitivity of the instrument to larger
particles. Top right: The �lter function of the TSI PM 4 impactor, from TSI application
note EXPMN-003. Lower left: Hypothetical DustTrak II sample PSD (blue symbols,
solid curve) and the resulting PSD through the PM 4 impactor (open symbols, dashed
line). Lower right: Theoretical photometric signal to mass ratios for the cases of
without impactor (solid blue line, i.e. factory calibration) and with impactor (dashed
line, i.e. in–�eld use).

The ratio of the sum of the volumes to the sum of the cross–sectional areas is in effect a calibration
factor from the mass (sum of volumes) from the photometric signal (sum of cross–sectional areas).
If we only had 1 � m sized particles this would be (from above) 0.524/0.785, or 0.67. If we only had
10 � m particles the ratio would be 524/78.5, or 6.67. For the hypothetical DustTrak II PSD, summing
over all particle sizes, the ratio is 5.2, while for the impactor PSD the ratio is 2.4. This means, in this
hypothetical scenario, that the photometric signal (in dimensionless units) multiplied by 5.2 gives a
result proportional to the mass, while for the impactor, the photometric signal multiplied by 2.4 gives
a result proportional to the mass. Lines with these gradients are shown in the lower left panel of Fig-
ure 58. The blue solid line represents the DustTrak II with no impactor (the factory calibration), while
the dashed line is for the DustTrak II with the impactor installed. For a given photometric signal, say
10 units, the factory calibrated result is found with reference to the blue line, which would be near 50
mass units. However, in reality when using the impactor, this photometric signal is from particles all
below a nominal 4 � m in diameter, and hence the actual mass will be less. Reading off the dashed
line the mass would be near 25 units. To say it in other words, the DustTrak II with an impactor will
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(internally) convert a photometric signal to a mass using the factory relation (blue solid line) and dis-
play/log this value, whereas in reality the more appropriate calibration is the dashed line.

The conclusions of this thought–exercise is that a DustTrak II, calibrated with A1 dust without an im-
pactor, will overestimate mass–concentration if subsequently used with the PM4 impactor, even if
A1 dust is being measured. The overestimate will be a factor of 5.2/2.4, or 2.16. Therefore, to ob-
tain a better estimate of the mass–concentration the displayed result will need to be divided by 2.16,
or, alternatively, multiplied by the inverse of this, which is 0.46. This number is close to the factor of
0.4 used in the main body of the report to adjust the DustTrak II data, and which was derived empir-
ically by comparing the DustTrak II and Wynyard station PM4. The close agreement may be in part
fortuitous, given that other in�uences are also present (such as the difference in mass density of
sea-salt and quartz aerosols) but it may also be an indication that varying the PSD between the lab
calibration and the �eld is also of importance.

The DustTrak II, and the earlier DustTrak 8520, being purely photometric instruments do have their
uses, but their suitability to the required application and the resulting data must be considered care-
fully. The more modern and sophisticated instruments that also are able to derive aerosol sizes,
such as the DustTrak DRX and similar devices, would in general be preferred choices for ambient
air monitoring campaigns.
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D Weekly plots of DustTrak II and Wynyard station data

Weekly plots of the DustTrak II and Wynyard station data are presented here for the interval 28
November 2025 to 26 February 2026. In the plots to follow, the top panel shows the raw DustTrak
II PM4 as reported by the instrument, the middle panel shows meteorological data from the Wyn-
yard EPA air station (air temperature, wind speed in m s� 1, and wind direction in degrees divided by
10 to �t the plot), with the lower panel showing the DustTrak II PM 4 multiplied by 0.4 along with the
Wynyard Station PM4 as measured by DRX DustTrak.

Figure 59: Data for the week 23 November to 29 November 2025.
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Figure 60: Data for the week 29 November to 6 December 2025.
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Figure 61: Data for the week 7 to 13 December 2025.
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Figure 62: Data for the week 14 to 20 December 2025.
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Figure 63: Data for the week 21 to 27 December 2025.
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Figure 64: Data for the week 28 December 2025 to 3 January 2026.
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Figure 65: Data for the week 4 to 10 January 2026.
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Figure 66: Data for the week 11 to 17 January 2026.
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Figure 67: Data for the week 18 to 24 January 2026.
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Figure 68: Data for the week 25 to 31 January 2026.
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Figure 69: Data for the week 1 to 7 February 2026.
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Figure 70: Data for the week 8 to 14 February 2026. A network outage at the EPA
laboratory at New Town interrupted the real–time data �ow on the 11th of Febru-
ary 2026. An increase in the DustTrak II signal occurred near midday on the 11th of
February. See also Figure 71.
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Figure 71: Data for 11 to 12 February 2026. A network outage at the EPA laboratory
at New Town interrupted the real–time data �ow on the 11th of February 2026. The
single–board computer at the EPA air stations retains records of the meteorolog-
ical data, PM 2:5 , and PM10 , (but not PM 4) and sends these to the EPA data server
once per day. When network outages occur these data are held at the station and
then automatically are sent when communications are restored. This plot shows
the Wynyard station–logged data along with real–time data from the station, which
was shown Figure 70. The red symbols in the lower panel show PM 2:5 . The peak in
the DustTrak II data is replicated to an extent in the Wynyard station PM 10 data, and
hence shows the signal at Stennings Road was not local in character.
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Figure 72: Data for the week 15 to 21 February 2026.
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Figure 73: Data for the week 22 to 28 February 2026.
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E Plots of CEMs and DustTrak II data

Figure 74: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 28 November to 4 December 2025. The
CEMs axis is at the right of the plot.

Figure 75: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 5 to 11 December 2025. The CEMs axis
is at the right of the plot.
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Figure 76: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 12 to 18 December 2025. The CEMs
axis is at the right of the plot.

Figure 77: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 19 to 25 December 2025. The CEMs
axis is at the right of the plot.

Figure 78: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 26 to 30 December 2025. The CEMs
axis is at the right of the plot.
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Figure 79: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 30 December 2025 to 5 January 2026.
The CEMs axis is at the right of the plot.

Figure 80: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 5 to 9 January 2026. The CEMs axis is
at the right of the plot.

Figure 81: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 9 to 15 January 2026. The CEMs axis is
at the right of the plot.
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Figure 82: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 16 to 21 January 2026. The CEMs axis
is at the right of the plot.

Figure 83: CEMs and raw DustTrak II data for 21 to 27 January 2026. The CEMs axis
is at the right of the plot.
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F Timeline of relevant issues

F.1 2008 – TAM factory established

• The in–stack particle concentration limit speci�ed in the initial permit was the Tasmanian stan-
dard of 100 mg m� 3 (Tasmamian Environmental Protection (Air) Policy 2004). TAM imple-
mented 10 mg m� 3 – one tenth the usual limit, as that is what the facility's pollution control
system was designed to achieve.

• Post–commissioning stack tests were conducted, including of the particle-size distribution.
The stack test was compliant.

• Formal EPA regulation of the site commenced at facility commissioning.

F.2 2019 – EPA board assessment of proposal to increase production at TAM

A proposal to increase production at TAM recognised that dust control was critical to preventing
workplace injury, and other potential environmental hazards presented by crystalline silica. The pro-
posal/assessment concluded existing controls were suf�cient.

F.3 2023 – Complaints of dust impacts received by EPA

• The EPA received complaints from a property adjoining TAM reporting silica dust depositing
on vehicles, as well as reports of roadside deposits of silica and uncovered loads.

• The EPA inspected the complainant's property.

• The EPA met with TAM representatives and discussed issues such as material lost from trucks
in transit to and from TAM.

• The EPA requested TAM to provide CEMs data and maintenance records for last 3 years. In-
stances of unexplained emissions over 100 mg m� 3 were identi�ed in the data–record and
queried.

• TAM reported that the elevated levels were false positives due to rust �akes detaching in the
process pipework and impacting the CEMs probe.

• The EPA identi�ed concerns with the CEMs probe maintenance by TAM, and the lack of an
audible operator alarm when the CEMs reported levels over 10 mg m� 3. The EPA directed
TAM to rectify these issues.

• The EPA directed TAM to conduct dust deposition monitoring at three boundary locations for
3 months. This was performed early 2024. The data showed total (insoluble and soluble) dust
deposition was below the adopted Tasmanian limit of 4g/m2/month at all sites for all months.

• Stack testing was conducted at TAM in in October 2023. The particle concentration in the
stack exhaust was below 10 mg m� 3 as a one-hour average.

• Air dispersion modelling for PM2:5 , PM10 and respirable silica as PM2:5 was conducted using
the 2023 stack test results. The predicted ground level concentrations of particulate matter
and RCS at and beyond the site boundary were found to comply with relevant limits set in the
EPA Board Statement – Update to Pollution Design Criteria used in Environmental Impact As-
sessment 2022.
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F.4 2024 – Developments at TAM

• Following discussions with the EPA, TAM improved their CEMs probe maintenance processes
and implemented a hard–wired factory–shutdown when the CEMs reported concentrations of
total particulate matter over 10 mg m� 3, as measured every 10–seconds over over a 2–minute
interval. (i.e. This is an automatic shutdown of the factory triggered by the CEMs reading).

• TAM also requested approval from the EPA to source a more modern CEM instrument.

F.5 2025 – New CEMs probe

• The new CEMs probe was installed in late 2025 and, as of February 2026, is now fully opera-
tional.

• Processing stops if the 2–minute average in–stack concentration exceeds 10 mg m� 3. TAM
reports that the facility shutdown mechanism cannot be overridden to allow the plant to keep
operating if the emissions monitoring is halted. (When the plant is not operating – e.g. Fridays
and weekends – the CEMs reports a series of zeros).

• EPA required a post–install calibration stack test of the new CEMs probe. This is to occur
soon, when the NATA–accredited stack testers from the mainland can schedule it.

F.6 2026 – Further reports of dust impacts near TAM and formalised operating con-
ditions (updated EPN)

• Further reports of dust impacts were received by EPA, including the report by E.S. & D. and
then by Getex.

• EPA attended the Stennings Road area in mid–April 2026, conducted a short series of mea-
surements of airborne dust in the area, and inspected the TAM site. The TAM facility was found
to be free of exposed dust stockpiles or any obvious sources of fugitive dust emissions.

• Dust was brie�y observed and measured blowing off aggregate and sand stockpiles of the
business diagonally opposite TAM, Bramich's concrete batch plant. Dust was also measured
as resuspended material raised by vehicles moving along Stennings Road.

• The TAM plume was observed (and photographed) a number of times over two days in late
April. The appearance in all cases was of a water-vapour plume, which lofted and dispersed.

• EPA engaged with Council EHO, regarding the regulation of the nearby premises.

• Updated Environmental Protection Notice (EPN): An updated EPN is being drafted for TAM, to
formalise some recent changes and to ensure the conditions are contemporary with the recent
work:

– Formally specify a 10 mg m� 3 limit in stack for total particulate matter.

– Formally require TAM to submit the CEMs data the EPA quarterly, rather than on request.

– Formally specify annual stack testing, and CEMs Calibration and cleaning requirements

– Formally specify the requirement for automated factory shut down based on the CEMs
measurements
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G OPS 3330 measurements on 17th July 2023 – roadwork dust

Near the beginning of the measurements conducted with the OPS 3330 on the 17th of July 2023,
as the EPA of�cers travelled towards Stennings Road the vehicle passed though a short section of
roadworks, over an unsealed road section, on Inglis St, Wynyard. These early data weren't shown
in the main body of the report but are included here for completeness. They show another instance
of the measurement of vehicle–raised dust.

Figure 84: Spatial representation of the OPS 3330 data collected on and near Sten-
nings Road, 17th July 2023. The location where the vehicle passed over a short sec-
tion of unsealed road is shown by the large blue symbol at lower left.
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Figure 85: Mass–fractions of inferred PM 2:5 , PM4 and PM10 , 17 July 2023. The inter-
val where the vehicle passed over a short section of unsealed road occurred near
12:24 AEST.
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