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Playing on Plastic
The Hazards and Dangers of Artificial
Turf and Safer Natural Alternatives
From professional sports leagues to community sporting
organisations, educational institutions and day care
centres, many communities have questions about the pros
and cons of artificial turf.

Multiple communities have adopted moratoria on turf
installation and are making plans to invest in new,
sustainably managed natural grass fields.

Natural Turf Alliance Inc (NTA) is a Registered Association
consisting of over twenty two community groups
committed to preserving and developing natural grass
open spaces including sporting fields.

Our core focus is engaging with Federal, State and Local
Government as well as Sporting Associations and bodies in
relation to holistic best practice natural turf construction
and maintenance.

There is significant discontentment about the increasing
number of synthetic sports fields being installed in public
spaces and parkland within the community.

The NTA are opposed to the installation of synthetic sports
fields in local community parks due to demonstrated
health and environmental impacts.

There is now strong evidence that properly designed and
maintained natural turf playing fields can provide
equivalent playing time whilst keeping open spaces
available for the broader community and free from human
health and environmental risks present in synthetic turf.

https://ecode360.com/37379890
https://www.iberkshires.com/story/72481/Mount-Greylock-School-Committee-Sends-Track-Field-Project-to-Bid.html
https://www.mgrsd.org/school-committee/field-track-project-info#:~:text=The%20playing%20field%20will%20be,Emissions%20adopted%20in%20June%202021.
https://www.mgrsd.org/school-committee/field-track-project-info#:~:text=The%20playing%20field%20will%20be,Emissions%20adopted%20in%20June%202021.


| BRIEFING NOTES |

Chemicals in artificial turf
Artificial grass is made from plastic; composed of several layers, including drainage
cell, shockpad, carpet backing, carpet fibres and an infill material, predominantly
rubber or plastic that is used to provide cushioning and help hold the carpet fibres
upright. These materials can contain a variety of chemicals of concern that currently
have unknown human health risks.

Testing has shown the presence of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in
artificial grass blades (carpet fibres) and carpet backing. Taking action on PFAS
contamination is a high priority throughout Australia, given the high risk to human
health and the legacy locations that exist and is currently overviewed by DCCEEW and
PFAS NEMP 3.0.

Independent laboratory testing has detected PFAS in artificial turf marketed as
PFAS-free which is extremely concerning as the synthetic turf industry heavily
promotes these products to community sporting organisations with obvious health
risks both now and long term being generated.

Communities are concerned with environmental degradation, water
contamination and long term legacy PFAS pollution impacts that water runoff
from artificial turf may be generating and as such have banned the use of
synthetic turf.

Artificial turf and heat hazards
Everyone involved should be aware of the heat hazards posed by artificial turf. On a
warm, ambient temperature of 25˚C artificial turf becomes much hotter,more than
twice the temperature of natural grass. Surface temperatures on a synthetic turf field
in Sydney were measured at 88˚C when outside temperatures were only 28˚C. Such
extreme temperatures pose a serious health hazard, especially to young children.

These temperatures can cause second and third degree burns and significantly
increase children’s risk of serious heat-related illnesses. Heat-related illnesses have the
potential to be life-threatening emergencies. Heat mortality events have occurred that
note the contributing influences of increased surface temperature, derived from
synthetic turf, attributing to these deaths.

Children are less able to adapt to heat than adults and are therefore more likely to
experience heat illness, including dehydration, heat exhaustion and heat stroke,
when exposed to extreme heat.

The recent spike in student athlete deaths in America, due to heat stroke, underscores
this risk. The recently released NSW Chief Scientist and Engineer reporting found;

‘The heat retaining property of synthetic turf surfaces is a characteristic that
can impact health during hot conditions and their use should only be
recommended during suitable weather for users on or around the field, in
particular for children and exercising individuals who are susceptible to heat
exhaustion.”

https://www.turi.org/var/plain_site/storage/original/application/2af7f525abb175811f54b1dfb8ccc5c8.pdf
https://www.mma.org/resource/pfas-in-the-commonwealth-of-massachusetts-final-report-of-the-pfas-interagency-task-force/
https://consult.dcceew.gov.au/nemp-pfas
https://nontoxicdovernh.wordpress.com/2021/09/15/tests-detect-dangerous-pfas-chemicals-in-portsmouths-new-synthetic-turf-field/
https://nontoxicdovernh.wordpress.com/2021/09/15/tests-detect-dangerous-pfas-chemicals-in-portsmouths-new-synthetic-turf-field/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9-JF_wlAxCw/2015/06/06/the-artificial-turf-at-the-womens-world-cup-was-reportedly-120-degrees-at-kick-off/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9-JF_wlAxCw/2015/06/06/the-artificial-turf-at-the-womens-world-cup-was-reportedly-120-degrees-at-kick-off/
https://www.espn.com.au/college-football/story/_/id/24343021/jordan-mcnair-maryland-terrapins-died-heatstroke-team-workout


Urban Heat Island (UHI) impacts
The installation of synthetic surfacing materials such as artificial turf contributes to
and increases the effects of urban heating. Identified within the reporting of the
NSW Chief Scientist and Engineer reporting;

When a natural turf field is replaced with synthetic turf, the land is
essentially switched from doing cooling work to heating work…. the
replacement of natural turf does represent a gradual degradation of
natural green space that may otherwise provide transpiration cooling of
land surfaces and the reduction of UHI intensities.

It would clearly be of concern that artificial turf is continuing to be utilised in the
knowledge that it is generating further harmful impacts to human health and long
term environmental degradation greatly impacting future generations given that it
contributes to urban heating and the removal of natural green spaces.

Chemical Off-gassing and emissions
Gases; including PAHs, Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Semivolatile
Organic Compounds (SVOCs) have been found in infill and other components of
synthetic turf, like the shockpad, blades and backing materials. These chemicals
are released from synthetic turf into the air at higher temperatures with the main route
of exposure via inhalation.

Elevated temperatures, such as those that exist within Australia, increase volatilization
of toxic chemicals from the rubber or plastic materials and despite the assumption that
synthetic turf is extremely resistant to degradation; sunlight, heat, liquids, oxygen and
ozone can break down synthetic turf during the lifetime of use.

Potentially hazardous chemicals can volatilise into the air or leach into groundwater
and river catchments.

PAHs can volatilise into the breathing zone of the synthetic turf user or deposit
onto the skin. Therefore, direct inhalation and dermal contact of PAHs are assumed
to be the potential primary routes of exposure.

Ingestion of crumb rubber or dust particles from the field, and exposure to leachates
released into the environment is considered secondary. Detailed within the reporting of
the NSW Chief Scientist and Engineer it states;

Humans may be directly exposed to these chemicals by ingesting the
crumb rubber or leachates; inhaling gases or dust particles from the
synthetic turf; or skin contact with crumb rubber or leachates (ECHA, 2017;
U.S. EPA & CDC/ATSDR, 2019).



Infill material concerns
Infill material is often made from waste tyres. A single artificial turf field utilises over
200,000 kgs or 57,000 tyres of which the health risks are unknown. The NSW Chief
Scientist and Engineers report states;

Many synthetic sports fields in NSW feature long synthetic blades supported
by infill, the most commonly used infill is styrene butadiene rubber (SBR)
crumb sourced from recycled tyres. SBR crumb is the material most
associated with community concerns about contamination. Currently, there
is insufficient information and a lack of standards about the materials and
chemical composition of synthetic turf.

The identification that there exists insufficient information and a lack of standards
about the materials and chemical composition of synthetic turf should ring alarm bells
given the historical and present day concerns of the human health impacts of both
asbestos and silicosis on community members with long term health impacts evident.

Data from overseas indicates that waste tyre material contains a variety of toxic
chemicals, including polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs); metals such as lead and
cadmium; antiozonants such as 6-phenylenediamine (6PPD); and a range of other
chemicals; including vulcanization compounds, stabilisers, and fillers.

Some of these chemicals are known or suspected carcinogens; others are
associated with asthma, endocrine disruption, and other health effects.

Other materials used as infills include other types of rubber or plastic; mineral-based
materials such as sand or zeolite; and plant-based materials including wood, coconut
fibres, and cork, among others. Of the alternative infills, none can be identified as
entirely free of health or environmental concerns.

Risk assessments have estimated excess cases of disease that could result from tyre
crumb exposure; these efforts at comparative hazard assessment can serve as a
starting point for communities wishing to make informed choices among the options
available to them, including the option of natural grass.

Communities considering the use of artificial turf should obtain and review test data for
PAHs, VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds, metals, phenols, per- or poly-fluorinated
alkyl substances, and other compounds in both infill and other turf components before
installation.

Despite the assumption that synthetic turf is extremely resistant to degradation;
sunlight, heat, liquids, oxygen and ozone can break down synthetic turf during the
lifetime of use (Cheng et al., 2014), which can be over 10 – 15 years. Potentially hazardous
chemicals can volatilise into the air or leach into groundwater and river catchments
(Cheng et al., 2014). The NSW Chief Scientist states;

The amount of turf fibres lost from a synthetic turf field is likely to be in the
100s of kilograms per year, with the amount increasing for fields near the
end of life or under poor maintenance.



Nano and Microplastics pollution
Human Health Risks
Multiple parts of an artificial turf system generate plastic pollution as the
product degrades over time. The drainage cell, shockpad, carpet backing, blades
and infill materials all break down and degrade, leaching nano and microplastic
pollution into the environment. Moreover, the rubber or plastic infill particles
migrate off the artificial turf area and into surrounding environments. Community
members have collected photographic evidence of waste tire particles dispersed in
wetlands and filling storm drains. As plastics continue to break down in the
environment, they can contribute to micro and nano plastic pollution.

Nano and microplastic pollution are a source of growing concern in the
scientific community, with evidence of their presence in babies’ faeces,
breastmilk and blood stream.

A recent review of the scientific literature by the California State Policy Evidence
Consortium concluded “microplastics are suspected to promote deleterious
human health effects in the reproductive and digestive systems,” among other
human health concerns.

Environmental Health Risks
Plastic grass blades pollute water resources and gradually break down into
increasingly small pieces being micro and nano plastic pollution.

A recent study, March 13 2023, examined the sources of plastic debris found in sea
water off the coast of Barcelona. Plastic pollution from artificial grass fibres;

“accounted for 15 percent of plastic pieces larger than 5 millimetres in the
samples from within 1 kilometre of the shore,” according to a summary of
the study in New Scientist. “The authors identify artificial turf as “a major
source of plastic pollution in the aquatic environment.”

Confirming these plastic pollution risks from overseas, identified within the NSW
Chief Scientist and Engineers reporting it states,

“The total microplastic pollution generated from infill loss through waste
disposal, surface drains, internal drains and into surrounding soil and
grass was calculated between 18,000 tonnes and 72,000 tonnes per
year.” 1

Such significant plastic pollution has led the European Commission, in April 2023, to
restrict intentionally added microplastics in artificial turf and other products given
the serious environmental risk generated by artificial turf.

Similar requests have been made to the NSW Government with no action
or response provided by multiple government agencies.

1Utilising data sourced from Europe, Eunomia and ICF

https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.estlett.1c00559
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.estlett.1c00559
https://uccs.ucdavis.edu/sites/g/files/dgvnsk12071/files/media/documents/CalSPEC-Report-Microplastics-Occurrence-Health%20Effects-and-Mitigation-Policies.pdf
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2383869-huge-amounts-of-plastic-from-artificial-grass-end-up-in-the-sea/
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2383869-huge-amounts-of-plastic-from-artificial-grass-end-up-in-the-sea/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749123010965
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749123010965


Artificial turf disposal
An artificial turf field generally lasts for between five to seven years. After this
point the turf has to be disposed of and replaced. This generates thousands of
tonnes of plastic waste material per field.

In their 2017 technical guidelines for recycling, the Synthetic Turf Council states that
an average artificial turf field uses nearly 200,000 kilograms of infill and 18,000
kilograms of turf carpet.

The Synthetic Turf Council guidelines also estimate that between 2013 and 2018, 365
to 750 artificial turf fields were deconstructed annually, with approximately 750 per
year expected in future years as well. The authors note that “the amount of
material to be handled is enormous.”

Recycling is a challenge for the artificial turf industry and currently does not
exist within Australia meaning that all synthetic turf is sent to landfill.

Overseas, investigative journalists have uncovered multiple examples of large
quantities of waste athletic turf being stockpiled informally both in the United
States and Europe.

A 2019 investigation by the York Daily Record noted that;

“used artificial turf is expected to produce 1 million to 4 million tons of waste
in the next 10 years.”

In NSW, there exists no capabilities for the recycling of synthetic turf and
incineration is not an option for the synthetic turf carpet.

Existing guidance by the NSW Environment Protection Authority is that
synthetic turf disposal is to landfill.

Stated within the NSW Chief Scientist and Engineers review;

“Disposal will become a pressing issue in NSW in the coming decade as
existing synthetic fields reach end of life. Councils reported challenges in
finding suitable end of life strategies. Proposed approaches cited included
cutting up carpets and distributing pieces to other users and shipping to an
overseas recycling facility. Having observed aged and disintegrating fields,
the practice of cutting up and ‘redistributing’ end of life fields is not
supported by this Review.”

The continued utilisation of synthetic surfacing materials will only further
complicate this situation and lead to further degradation to the environment and
long term legacy risks that have the potential to cost millions..

https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://www.ydr.com/in-depth/news/2019/11/18/old-artificial-turf-fields-pose-huge-waste-problem-environmental-concerns-across-nation/2314353001/


Natural grass fields: A viable, safer
alternative
Organic sustainably managed natural grass is a practical, affordable, and safer
alternative to synthetic or artificial turf.

The NSW Chief Scientist and Engineers reports indicates;

“Analysis in the guidelines reported that when both lifecycle costs and
carrying capacity were considered, natural turf fields built to best
practice were more cost effective than alternative options including
synthetic turf.”

This would clearly indicate the financial benefits that natural turf fields provide and
the removal of the human health and environmental risks that artificial turf fields
present to communities.

Moreover, the NSW Chief Scientist and Engineers reporting states;

“Financial and resilience indicators can be used to compare
construction, maintenance and lifecycle costs for decision-makers.
Communicating evolving thinking on natural turf requirements and
transitioning from standard/current to best practice appear equally
important in optimising the capacity and longevity of natural playing
fields.”

This clearly shows the positive benefits to be derived from natural turf fields and the
need for government agencies, at all levels, Federal, State and Local, to evolve
their thinking to improve the management practices currently established for the
natural public spaces and parkland and this is an initiative that should be being
embraced by NSW Government agencies. Sadly, this would appear not to be the
case.

For Government agencies, sporting bodies, educational institutions and
communities working to decide how best to allocate resources, it would be
extremely useful to review the NSW Chief Scientist and Engineer reporting and
choose to invest in sustainably managed best practice natural grass fields.

Across all of Australia, and further abroad, communities are making choices in
favour of sustainable and organic natural grass fields and safer play spaces.
They’re desiring government agencies to invest in healthy soils and healthy
ecosystems that further supports climate resiliency, healthy lifestyles,
promotes sustainability and provides greater benefits for generations to come.



Natural Turf = 50-55hrs usable play
It has been indicated that natural turf can only provide 20-25
hours per week of playing hours, this is incorrect. This
falsehood appears to have been propagated by the synthetic
turf industry [this statistic was quoted at a conference with
no supporting documentation or evidence] and is widely
used by advocates of synthetic turf as the reason natural turf
is ill-considered and not cost effective.

There is demonstrable evidence that properly designed and constructed natural turf
fields can achieve up to 50 to 55 hours per week of utilisation throughout periods of
high use in conjunction with specialised irrigation and drainage systems designed
and built fit for purpose.

On this, NSW Football Audit Findings state;

State wide, the capacity assessment of 2253 playing fields identified a
collective full-sized pitch equivalent capacity of 1494 full size playing
fields, Based on the above factors it could be assumed that around 34%
[more than 1 in 3] of playing field capacity is being lost due to existing
conditions.

This deficiency is clearly something that needs to be addressed given the ongoing
concerns re lack of available playing fields and limited capacity of existing fields
identified as the main reasoning behind Sporting Users groups demand for synthetic
turf.

Holistic Natural Turf
Numerous Local Government Areas are concerned with the utilisation of synthetic
surfacing materials and the community concerns that exist and are investigating
alternatives..

Mosman Council rejected a development application for synthetic turf at Middle
Head Oval, instead investing in complete turf redevelopment, at a cost of less than
$500,000.

The upgraded natural grass field receives 49 to 55 hours per week of sporting use
during winter, as well as informal community use throughout the year, without
significant loss of surface quality as identified by the three main user groups.

The key issue that impacts the resilience of natural turf is inadequate budgets and
maintenance practices to enable them to perform at high levels of performance,
particularly after heavy winter use or wet weather. This was indicated within a DPIE
study undertaken by Urban Ethos

Stakeholder feedback noted that natural turf is frequently managed on
“austerity budgets” where reduced expenditure in managing sporting
fields leading to eventual decline in the surface is seen as an acceptable
risk. Poor maintenance practices also reduce the capacity of turf fields to
accommodate use

With proper construction andmaintenance schedules, natural turf fields are a viable
option for increased playing hours for all users. Local Government Areas need to
commit to appropriate budgeting for natural turf field construction andmaintenance.



Playing on Plastic: Artificial Turf Hazards and Safer
Alternatives

By Rachel Massey, ScD and Lindsey Pollard, MS

From professional sports leagues to elementary schools and even day care centers, many
communities have questions about the pros and cons of artificial turf. The National Football
League’s Players Association president is advocating for natural grass fields, citing higher
injury rates on artificial turf fields. Some communities have adopted moratoria on turf
installation, while some are making plans to invest in new, sustainably managed natural grass
fields.

In this blog, we’ll briefly review some of the growing concerns about artificial turf – including
chemicals in rubber and plastic turf components, microplastic pollution, and excess heat.

Chemicals in artificial turf

Artificial turf is composed of several layers, including a carpet backing, carpet fibers (artificial
grass blades made from plastic), and an infill material that is used to provide cushioning and
help hold the carpet fibers upright. These materials can contain a variety of chemicals of
concern.

Testing has shown the presence of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in artificial
grass blades (carpet fibers) and carpet backing. Taking action on PFAS contamination is a
high priority in many states. On a local level, some communities have used independent
laboratory testing and detected PFAS in artificial turf marketed as PFAS-free. Other
communities are concerned that water runoff from artificial turf may be contributing to
elevated PFAS concentrations in drinking water.

Infills are often made from waste tires. Waste tire material contains a variety of toxic
chemicals, including polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs); metals such as lead and cadmium;
antiozonants such as 6-phenylenediamine (6PPD); and a range of other chemicals, including
vulcanization compounds, stabilizers, and fillers. Some of these chemicals are known or
suspected carcinogens; others are associated with asthma, endocrine disruption, and other
health effects.

Other materials used as infills include other types of rubber or plastic; mineral-based
materials such as sand or zeolite; and plant-based materials including wood, coconut fibers,
and cork, among others. In our 2020 review of infill materials, we found that some alternative
materials are likely to be preferable to waste tires, but we were not able to identify any that
were entirely free of concerns. For example, alternative rubber and plastic products can also
contain a variety of toxic chemicals, and zeolite poses inhalation hazards.

Artificial turf disposal

Artificial turf fields generally last for about a decade. After this point the turf – tens of
thousands of pounds of material per field – has to be disposed of and replaced. In their 2017

https://www.cbssports.com/nfl/news/nflpa-president-says-2022-season-data-proves-natural-grass-is-significantly-safer-surface-than-turf/
https://ecode360.com/37379890
https://www.iberkshires.com/story/72481/Mount-Greylock-School-Committee-Sends-Track-Field-Project-to-Bid.html
https://www.mgrsd.org/school-committee/field-track-project-info#:~:text=The%20playing%20field%20will%20be,Emissions%20adopted%20in%20June%202021.
https://www.mgrsd.org/school-committee/field-track-project-info#:~:text=The%20playing%20field%20will%20be,Emissions%20adopted%20in%20June%202021.
https://www.turi.org/var/plain_site/storage/original/application/2af7f525abb175811f54b1dfb8ccc5c8.pdf
https://www.mma.org/resource/pfas-in-the-commonwealth-of-massachusetts-final-report-of-the-pfas-interagency-task-force/
https://www.mma.org/resource/pfas-in-the-commonwealth-of-massachusetts-final-report-of-the-pfas-interagency-task-force/
https://nontoxicdovernh.wordpress.com/2021/09/15/tests-detect-dangerous-pfas-chemicals-in-portsmouths-new-synthetic-turf-field/
https://dailyprogress.com/news/local/chemicals-found-in-charlottesville-water-supply-also-in-synthetic-turf-on-charlottesville-yards/article_75ee227a-3250-11ee-affa-47036f9d5bcf.html
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1048291120906206


technical guidelines for recycling, the Synthetic Turf Council states that an average artificial
athletic field uses 400,000 pounds of infill and 40,000 pounds of turf carpet. The guidelines
also estimate that between 2013 and 2018, 365 to 750 artificial turf fields were deconstructed
annually, with approximately 750 per year expected in future years as well. The authors note
that “the amount of material to be handled is enormous.”

Recycling is a challenge for the artificial turf industry. Investigative journalists have uncovered
multiple examples of large quantities of waste athletic turf being stockpiled informally. A 2019
investigation by the York Daily Record noted that “used artificial turf is expected to produce 1
million to 4 million tons of waste in the next 10 years.” Press reports also described a large
stockpile of waste artificial turf in Cleona, Pennsylvania – noting that the “8- to 9-foot tall pile
of turf rolls is a borough block wide.” Residents of Newton, Massachusetts recently filmed the
collection of waste turf and the release of tire crumb into the surrounding environment
throughout the process.

In a new industry initiative, some waste artificial turf will be sent to an “advanced recycling”
facility in Baytown, TX. There are possible plans for another such facility in Baton Rouge, LA.
So-called “advanced recycling” is a problematic and highly polluting technology in which
waste plastics and related materials are processed at high temperatures to create fuels and
other byproducts.

Artificial turf, microplastics, and ocean pollution

As a recent article by health professionals Dr. Brita Lundberg, Sydney Engel, and Dr. Philip
Landrigan explains, “The term “turf” is misleading. This material has no relationship to actual
turf or grass. It is basically a scrap chemical product.”

The Sports Turf Managers Association estimated in their 2020 Synthetic Turf Market Report
for North America that 265 million square feet of turf and 777 million pounds of infill had
been installed in North America. Several parts of an artificial turf system generate plastic
pollution as the product degrades over time. Rubber or plastic particles migrate off the
artificial turf area and into surrounding areas; parents and residents living near artificial turf
fields have collected photographic evidence of waste tire particles dispersed in wetlands and
filling storm drains. As plastics continue to break down in the environment, they can
contribute to microplastic pollution.

Microplastics are a source of growing concern in the scientific community, with evidence of
their presence in babies’ feces and even in breastmilk. A recent review of the scientific
literature by the California State Policy Evidence Consortium concluded “microplastics are
suspected to promote deleterious human health effects in the reproductive and digestive
systems,” among other human health concerns.

Plastic grass blades pollute water resources and gradually break down into increasingly small
pieces. A recent study examined the sources of plastic debris found in sea water off the coast
of Barcelona. Artificial grass fibers “accounted for 15 percent of plastic pieces larger than 5
millimetres in the samples from within 1 kilometre of the shore,” according to a summary of
the study in New Scientist. “The authors identify artificial turf as “a major source of plastic
pollution in the aquatic environment.”

In April 2023, the European Commission moved forward with a proposal to restrict
intentionally added microplastics in artificial turf and other products. (To read the proposed
restriction, which is expected to be finalized soon, see the Annex on microplastics at this link.)

https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://www.ydr.com/in-depth/news/2019/11/18/old-artificial-turf-fields-pose-huge-waste-problem-environmental-concerns-across-nation/2314353001/
https://www.ydr.com/in-depth/news/2019/11/18/old-artificial-turf-fields-pose-huge-waste-problem-environmental-concerns-across-nation/2314353001/
https://www.ldnews.com/story/news/2019/05/07/cleona-council-meeting-disposal-plans-needed-artificial-turf/1130527001/
https://www.ldnews.com/story/news/2019/05/07/cleona-council-meeting-disposal-plans-needed-artificial-turf/1130527001/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oEgCwWqIBJk&feature=youtu.be
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oEgCwWqIBJk&feature=youtu.be
https://www.recyclingtoday.com/news/tencate-grass-launches-synthetic-turf-recycling-program/
https://www.recyclingtoday.com/news/tencate-grass-launches-synthetic-turf-recycling-program/
https://baytownsun.com/local/exxonmobil-advanced-recycling-changes-plastic-s-destiny/article_86e61a0e-da32-11ed-a571-cb855cdf8807.html
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2023/apr/10/exxon-advanced-recycling-plastic-environment
https://commonwealthmagazine.org/opinion/the-term-turf-is-misleading/
https://www.stma.org/news/synthetic-turf-council-releases-2020-synthetic-turf-market-report-for-north-america/
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.estlett.1c00559
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.estlett.1c00559
https://uccs.ucdavis.edu/sites/g/files/dgvnsk12071/files/media/documents/CalSPEC-Report-Microplastics-Occurrence-Health%20Effects-and-Mitigation-Policies.pdf
https://uccs.ucdavis.edu/sites/g/files/dgvnsk12071/files/media/documents/CalSPEC-Report-Microplastics-Occurrence-Health%20Effects-and-Mitigation-Policies.pdf
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2383869-huge-amounts-of-plastic-from-artificial-grass-end-up-in-the-sea/
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2383869-huge-amounts-of-plastic-from-artificial-grass-end-up-in-the-sea/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749123010965
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749123010965
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/comitology-register/screen/documents/083921/6/consult?lang=en


Artificial turf and heat hazards

Even for children who play sports just occasionally, parents should be aware of the heat
hazards posed by artificial turf. On a warm, sunny day, artificial turf becomes much hotter
than natural grass. Surface temperatures can rise to 120 or even 180 degrees F, depending on
weather conditions. High temperatures can burn skin, damage shoes, and increase children’s
risk of serious heat-related illnesses. Elevated temperatures can also increase volatilization of
toxic chemicals from the rubber or plastic materials. For more information, see this fact sheet.

As Lundberg, Engel, and Landrigan note,

“Such high temperatures pose a serious health hazard, especially to children
running and playing at high intensity. Children are less able to adapt to heat than
adults and are therefore more likely to experience heat illness, including
dehydration, heat exhaustion and heat stroke, when exposed to extreme heat. The
recent spike in student athlete deaths due to heat stroke underscores this risk."

Natural grass fields: A viable, safer alternative

Organically or sustainably managed natural grass is a practical, affordable, and safer
alternative to artificial turf. For institutions and communities working to decide how best to
allocate resources, it may be useful to review case studies of communities that have chosen
to invest in sustainably managed natural grass fields.

A recent article highlights new investments in pesticide-free parks in New York. Across the
country, communities are making choices in favor of sustainable and organic natural grass
fields and safer play spaces – you can browse information about many of these communities
on the website of the Non Toxic Communities network. Investing in healthy soil and a healthy
grass ecosystem helps to support climate resiliency and protect air quality.

For more background on artificial turf and safer alternatives, see our 2022 webinar. In future
blogs, we’ll explore how communities are making choices about athletic fields and open
space, and we’ll take a closer look at the latest science on chemicals found in artificial turf.

This blog post is the first in a series on artificial turf, playground surfacing, and safer
alternatives. Also see: 6PPD in Tires: A concern for playgrounds, artificial turf, and more.

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/early-lead/wp/2015/06/06/the-artificial-turf-at-the-womens-world-cup-was-reportedly-120-degrees-at-kick-off/
https://www.turi.org/content/download/13271/203906/file/Factsheet.Artificial_Turf.September2020.pdf.pdf
https://commonwealthmagazine.org/opinion/the-term-turf-is-misleading/
https://www.turi.org/Our_Work/Community/Topic_Areas_and_Past_Grants/Healthy_Schools/Organic_Grass_Care/Case_Studies
https://www.cbsnews.com/newyork/news/nyc-pesticide-free-park-pilot-program-shows-signs-of-success/
https://www.nontoxiccommunities.com/
https://www.healthandenvironment.org/che-webinars/96595
https://www.healthandenvironment.org/join-us/blog/6ppd-in-tires-a-concern-for-playgrounds-artificial-turf-and-more
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Introduction
Construction is underway for a 3.5-million-dollar synthetic turf oval on top of amajor water catchment
area that flows into the Lane Cove River at NormanGriffiths OvalWest Pymble. There is a clear
environmental risk of plastic and chemical run-off into Quarry Creek and into the Lane Cove River.

Additionally, the critically endangered ecological community of Sydney Turpentine Ironbark Forest (STIF)
is above and around the oval. Themicroplastics and cork infill from the synthetic turf are a threat to this
endangered flora and fauna. There are also health and safety concerns for players, many of whom are
children. The science against synthetic turf is mounting and our State and Local Governments appear to
be ignoring this evidence.

Duringmy 2023 campaign as the Community Independent candidate for the seat ofWahroonga, I was
incredibly disturbed bywhat I’d learned about the NormanGriffithOval Synthetic Turf project, and



synthetic turf in general. Unfortunately, the residents who sharedmy concern about the potential
environmental, health and safety issues had their legitimate issuesmet with “Don’t youwant children
playing sports outside instead of being on screens?” I heard this whenever I raised concerns about
synthetic turf.

I also heard it from themountain biking community when I objected to them riding through critically
endangered ecosystems at the proposedWestleigh sporting development. I find this leading question
overly simplistic, somewhatmanipulative, and lacking viable alternatives. It is just as objectionable tome
when ‘women’s increasing participation’, in mostly male-dominated sports, is used as a valid reason to use
synthetic turf.

The news coverage on this issue has only touched the surface. There is a bigger story. A story about
withholding critical information to the community about the health, safety, and environmental risks of
synthetic turf; howmoney from sporting grants is allocated before proper due diligence is undertaken;
the dangerous disregard of local government to protect flora and fauna on the brink of extinction; the
contempt displayed to community voices who challenged theOctober 2020 decision to proceedwith
synthetic turf at NormanGriffithOval.

In theMarch 23NSWElection, there was a swing against LiberalMPAlister Henskens in the electorate
Wahroonga where the NormanGriffithOval is located. I received 9.3% of the votes. Tina Brown from The
Post wrote “This is a significant dent in the Liberal hold forWahroonga. She also wrote “I was struck by
Kristyn’s strong stand forWahroonga, her voice for women, and her passion for the environment.[1]

My passion for the environment has not subsided because I did not win the election. I simply cannot let
this issue go until all the facts are available to the community for them to judgewhether this project and
others like it should proceed in theWahroonga electorate. Therefore, I have compiled a list of facts that
the public may never have had access to before now.

Let me be crystal clear. This is not about kids ‘sports.We should be doing all we can to provide adequate
playing fields for kids’ sports. The lack of sporting infrastructure isn’t limited to playing fields.We have
over-developed in Ku-ring-gai without proper planning for extra infrastructure likemore playing fields.
I’mmore thanwilling to amend this position paper with additional sound facts, just not ‘alternative’ facts.

[1] https://www.hkpost.com.au/a-labor-state-government-still-liberal-stronghold-on-the-north-shore
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Grant Accepted Without
Environmental Assessment
Shockingly no environmental assessment was commissioned before two grants totalling $520,000were

awarded by the NSWSportsMinister, Stuart Ayres, to Ku-ring-gai Council specifically for a synthetic turf
playing field in 2019, even though the playing field chosen is next to Sydney Turpentine Ironbark Forest
(STIF) listed as a critically endangered ecological community under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCAct) and Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016.

Natural Turf Not Considered
Misinformation has been circulated that natural turf can only provide 25 hours per week of playing
hours. This falsehood appears to have been propagated by synthetic turf suppliers and is the reason
natural turf was not considered. Interestingly, these discussionsmust have taken place with the Sports
Minister and the football clubs before he awarded a grant tied to synthetic turf.

Yet despite claims synthetic turf providesmore playing hours, there is demonstrable evidence that



properly designed and constructed natural turf fields can achieve up to 50 hours per week utilisation
throughout periods of high use. Mosman Council in Sydney rejected a development application for
synthetic turf atMiddle HeadOval, instead investing in complete turf redevelopment, at a cost of less
than 500,000. The upgraded turf field receives 49 to 55 hours per week of sporting use during winter, as
well as informal community use throughout the year, without significant loss of surface quality.

DrMick Battam fromAgenviro has completed an independent assessment of NormanGriffithOval and
confirmed that the field receives sufficient sun and, with appropriate construction andmaintenance
plans, couldmanage a high level of usage. It needs to be stated that synthetic turf playing fields allow
sport to proceed in the rain which is often not possible with natural turf. This is one reason the football
clubs support synthetic turf. Lane Cove Council did not think it a good enough reason to proceedwith
synthetic turf. They are about to put natural turf in a flood zone at Bob Campbell Oval at Greenwich after
public outcry against synthetic. How is this any different to NormanGriffiths?

The key issue that impacts the resilience of natural turf is inadequate budgets to enable them to perform
at high levels of performance, particularly after heavy winter use or wet weather. It’s clear from talking
with stakeholders that the key issues are (a) poor floodmitigation strategies (b) inappropriate subsoil and
grass species used for the field and (c) a poormaintenance program.With proper construction and
maintenance schedule, natural turf fields are a viable option for increased playing hours for football.
Councils simply need to commit to appropriate budgeting for natural turf field construction and
maintenance.

Funding Tied To Synthetic
At anOctober 2020 Council meeting the Director of Planning and Environment AndrewWatson

stated, “it has got to be pointed out that themoney that the soccer club has brought to the table
is nearly $1,000,000 and that is only available for a synthetic field so in the event the Council
decides not to do a synthetic field their funding wouldn't be available for a turf upgrade.” This
statement by AndrewWatson appears to have put pressure on Councillors to proceedwith the
project without addressing legitimate concerns from the community.
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Originally Rejected by the Community
After receiving the grant tied to synthetic turf, Ku-ring-gai Council considered NormanGriffiths Oval.
This was promptly ruled out as recorded in Council’s minutes of 9 April 2019: “due to site complexities it
was determined the project was not viable. Major site constraints such as the oval being a flood
detention basin, limiting space to achieve flood immunity whilst maintaining a full-size field,
environmental factors and visual connectivity within the surrounding Bicentennial Park implicated
prohibitive costs to achieve the conversion”.

The Council then voted to proceedwith synthetic turf atMimosaOval in South Turramurra. However, in
Councillor Jeff Pettett’s words in theOctober 2020meeting it was “soundly opposed by the residents.”
It was found to be an unacceptable fire risk, detrimental to the environment and not accommodating to
other forms of recreation. Therefore, in November 2019 there was amotion not to proceedwith
Mimosa and to proceed once again with NormanGriffiths, which is on a flood basin surrounded by
endangered forest and close to a national park.

Petition against Synthetic Turf at Norman Griffiths
At theOctober 2020meeting, Councillor Pettett remarked that “All of us decided to proceed and have a
good look at it” and “We are there to provide asmuch sporting facilities as possible.” And the reason for
the synthetic turf option is “the increase in football participation in the area.” Councillor Pettett also



remarked that in addition to the footballers crying out for it, that “the residents are crying out for it too.”
At this Council meeting all Councillors agreed to ‘proceedwith investigations of a synthetic field at
NormanGriffith.’ It seems that Cr Pettett was rather optimistic about the community’s views as the
petition against the synthetic turf field inWest Pymble received over 1700 signatures.

Predetermined Consultation
It appears that a pseudo-predetermined consultation process wasmasked as genuine

consultation. Parts of the community were presentedwith a concept plan with no detail of the
design. The question posedwas ‘do youwant synthetic turf because it will increase playing
hours?’ Remarkably, there was nomention that the oval would no longer be accessible to the
community. The Chief Executive Officer of Northern Suburbs Football Association (NSFA),
Kevin Johnson, assured the community that 95% of the 706 respondents during the official
community consultation before the 20October 2020 Council meeting wanted the synthetic turf
at NormanGriffiths Oval. He also stated, “The community overwhelmingly want it and it’s the
best environmental outcome increasing sports field capacity at a suitable site without cutting
down a single tree.” Yet, the surveymethodology was flawed.

The alternative of a properly constructed natural turf oval was not suggested. The local football

club galvanised its membership to provide positive feedback on the proposal. There was no
community consultation with local bush care or environmental groups. A subsequent
independent petition has attracted 2,217 supporters of a natural turf field at NormanGriffiths
Oval. How can an ill-informed community knowwhat they are in favour of? It is now apparent the
community did not know about potential environmental impacts, health and safety risks or that
the field would be cordoned off and not be accessible for recreation.
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Misleading Statements
It appears the community wasmisled by the Director of Planning and Environment AndrewWatson
during the Council Meeting in October 2020when, after Councillor Szatow raised environmental
concerns, he reassured her “but that's the idea of going to design and construct and an environmental
review so that some of the other issues raised by some of the other submissions can be positively
addressed and fed into that process.”When the community tried to access the ‘preliminary impact
statement’ identified in Council minutes, they were told that such a document did not exist. A formal
environmental review of the suitability of the siteWASNOT conducted before the contract was
awarded to Turf One. In fact, it was Turf Onewhowas contracted to complete the Review of
Environmental Factors.

National Parks and Wildlife Advice Ignored
Councillors rely on being well informed by Council staff andwhilst Council staff did write to the National
Parks andWildlife Service for advice, they did not share their return letter dated 21/09/2020 (Appendix
1) with the Councillors before they voted on the synthetic turf upgrade. Here are some key points in the
letter outlining their concerns and requirements:

The NPWS stated that they are “in support of the upgrade of the sports field but do have concerns
regarding the construction and operation of the synthetic turf field.” And “We are supportive of a plant
based turf option, whilst ensuring all materials are sustainably sourced.”

The NPWS asked for detailed analysis of a whopping 17 factors prior to committing to a synthetic turf



option. “These issues need to be consideredwhen considering the full environmental impact of each
surface.” The NPWSwarned:

“Of concern is the release of chemicals from the synthetic turf, into the surrounding environment.
Further details are required detailing the stormwater capture and treatment from the synthetic field
to prevent the leaching of chemical compounds into the environment and intoQuarry Creek.”
“Synthetic Turf results increased temperatures, the impact of the increased temperature on
surrounding fauna and flora needs to be considered as well as consultation with Birdlife Australia
regarding the potential impact to the local Powerful Owl population.We request that impacts to
powerful owls and other birds within the National Park are considered andmanaged appropriately as
a part of this development application.”

The NPWSwarned that “Sydney Turpentine Ironbark Forest and rare floral species ground orchid
species are present on site and should not be impacted upon. The proposal should not result in any
further impact on the floral species and ecological communities in the surrounding area, no result in a
larger footprint of impact.”

During theOctober 2020meeting where approval was given to proceedwith the synthetic turf option,
the only mention of involvement fromNational Parks andWildlife Service came in the form of amotion by
Councillor Donna Greenfield who proposed that “National Parks andWildlife, as a stakeholder, are
consulted throughout development of the project.” Councillor Greenfield further remarked; “This is an
example of Council working with National Parks to ensure that we don’t have any environmental impacts as we
move forward with putting these synthetic fields into our LGA.”
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Lack of Transparency
This is a damning indictment on Council staff responsibility for ensuring the important contents of this
letter were known to Councillors and the public. Furthermore, in a recent letter fromNational Parks and
Wildlife to Ku-ring-gai Council the author stated, “I feel that Ku-ring-gai Council has not undertaken the
agreed consultation and as a result NPWS cannot offer support to the design in its current form.”

Cork Infill will still Migrate
At theOctober 2020Meeting Councillor Cheryl Szatow addressed environmental concerns from Friends
of Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE) to Director AndrewWatson about the plastic and infill. She asked
what solutions there were to the problem that “synthetic turf is plastic and over time it breaks down into
smaller particles allowing runoff.” He assured her that there will “be other pits and traps to collect any
solid material that might move across or off the site.” He also reassured Councillor Szatow that cork infill
will be used instead of tire crumb. He remarked “youmight get a bit of relocation of some of the infill

material within the site but certainly we're not proposing that it will go off the site.”

ELS Hall Park at Ryde constructed a similar synthetic turf field

with cork infill. There have been enormous bags of cork infill
collected. Cork particles are everywhere. Photos have been taken
of the gooey sludge from the cork infill lying in the creek bed (see
inset). All of which have environmental consequences. This is the
result of not doing a thorough assessment before choosing the
surface of the playing field.Whilst somemitigation strategies can
be implemented, Director AndrewWatson cannot reasonably
claim that the cork can be prevented fromfloating away. There
are going to be issues with cork infill, especially given the likely



occurrence of extremeweather events. In addition, there has
been no formal maintenance program submitted as part of the
assessment of the suitability of the synthetic turf field.

Exempt Development
NormanGriffithOval is surrounded by land zoned C2. It is zoned C2 as it “contains high ecological,
scientific, cultural or aesthetic values which in this case is the critically endangered Sydney Turpentine
Ironbark Forest. The objective of the C2 Zoning is to protect those resources and to prevent
development that could destroy, damage or otherwise have an adverse effect on those values.” (NSW
Planning). It is therefore unconscionable that the approval process chosen for the synthetic turf was
Part 5 of the EP&AAct where there was no requirement to, as such, require a permit/approval.

Process for Environmental Review not followed
Furthermore, under Part 5 of the EP&AAct there is a requirement to undertake a Review of
Environmental Factors (REF) to be “completed and determined before the proponent undertakes an
activity or a determining authority grants approval for an activity to be undertaken.” It was well after
the contract had been signed andmaterials ordered that a REFwas completed.
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Community Ignored at Public Forum
A public forumwas held on 14March 2023 at Ku-ring-gai Council Chambers preceding an Extraordinary
GeneralMeeting called by Councillor Christine Kay and Councillor Alec Taylor to be held on 16March
2023. The Councillors put forward amotion to ‘decide whether to provide a period of public notice on
the Review of Environmental Factors for the stormwater and synthetic sports field at NormanGriffiths
Oval before proceeding with construction.’

Community members simply wanted a reasonable amount of time to review the REF before Norman
Griffiths Oval was ripped up.

13 people including highly qualified experts, environmental leaders and community members spoke out
in favour of themotion. They raised the following concerns:

Inadequate level of community consultation associated with the project.
Failure of Ku-ring-gai Council in not establishing a community stakeholders’ group as had been
promised.

Ku-ring-gai Council not providing the community with 4-6 weeks’ time to review the Review of
Environmental Factors (REF) as had been promised.

Failure to provide the community with the latest developments in natural turf field design and
maintenance.

Failure to acknowledge the dangers of synthetic turf to the health of players, including potential
cancer risks of PFAS as reported in the US and Europe.

Failure to address the environmental risks associated with the overflow of turf infill and fibres into
Quarry Creek and Lane CoveNational Park.

Failure to ensure appropriate consultation with the National Parks andWildlife Service as agreed by
Ku-ring-gai Council.

Community members provided evidence, scientific research and sensible reasons for delaying the REF



and taking another look at the legitimate concerns of this project.

Disturbingly, a well-respectedmember of the community was told byMayor Pettett to ‘sit down’. She
simply told the Councillors “We are profoundly disappointed by the process of this project.When
Council voted to go ahead, they were completely misled.” Mayor Pettett said “I’ll ask you to withdraw
that because it is a defamatory comment.Withdraw that and apologise.”When she refused, he asked
her to sit down. It was shocking to witness that level of disrespect to a community member for
expressing her views. Further, it was a completely inaccurate interpretation of ‘defamation.’ If she, for
example, called him a ‘moronic twit’ hemay have had a case.

WITHDRAW AND
APOLOGISE!
SIT DOWN!

Mayor Jeff Pettett
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Legitimate Concerns from Environmental
Groups Ignored
On 16March 2023, community organisations including STEP Inc, FOKE (Friends of Ku-ring-gai
Environment), Friends of Lane CoveNational Park, North Turramurra Action Group (NTAG) and Friends
of NormanGriffiths Oval in a joint statement registered their concern at the way Ku-ring-gai Council has
undertaken the development (see Appendix 1). They requested that Ku-ring-gai Council not proceedwith
construction without written signoff fromNational Parks andWildlife Service and to wait for the NSW
Chief Scientist report into Synthetic Turf which, amongst other concerns, examinedmicroplastic and heat
island impacts of these fields. They also stated that ‘the REF contains major statements without being
backed up by evidence, etc. Disappointingly, their legitimate concerns about the environmental impacts
of synthetic turf at NormanGriffithOval were completely ignored.

EGM to Extend the REF - Motion Defeated
The EGMwas held on 16March 2023 to decide whether to provide a period of public notice on the
Review of Environmental Factors for the stormwater and synthetic sports field at NormanGriffiths Oval
before proceeding with construction. This motion was defeated 8 to 2.

Mayor Jeff Pettett and CouncillorMartin Smith said that because the REF has been available on the
public portal for over three weeks and that there were “no glaring holes in the REF” and there is no need
to delay construction. CouncillorMartin Smith further stated that “If there was something really wrong
then something would have come out.” Remarkably he said that from the public forum only “One item
[was of] concern with the fencing height that birds may fly in during the evening.” This is blatantly untrue.
As has been stated previously 13 people spoke at the public forum and highlighted legitimate issues with
the synthetic turf.

When questioned about the process a Council Director stated, “It is not the purpose of the REF to
provide comments” and there is “No statutory obligation to distribute the REF for consultation” and
“There is no contractual relationship between a REF and community engagement.”When questioned
about their lack of consultation with National Parks andWildlife their response was “The only statutory
authority that had to be consulted under the SEPP (State Environmental Planning Policies) is the SES and
they have been consulted and responded.”



These responses reveal a Council culture that excludes ratepayers from being consulted and informed. It
reveals a lack of concern for the critically endangered ecosystems it is supposedly meant to protect. It
reveals contempt for a section of the community that has legitimate concerns in the environmental,
health and safety of NormanGriffiths Oval development. It reveals a contempt for democratic processes
and transparency. Mayor Pettett stated that “Within that REFwe have heard nothing from anybody at
the forum. There were no speakers highlighting any blaring issues with the REF that has been on the
website for three weeks. 72 pages does not take four to six weeks to read. 10minutes rereading and
you’re done.”

I find it extraordinary thatMayor Pettett thinks that it could take 10minutes to read and critically
review a highly technical document. It’s a senseless statement without any plausibility. A short time
before themotion was put to the Councillors and subsequently rejected, Mayor Pettett said “I must
commend staff that they have gone through the REFwith a fine-tooth comb” to which Director
Bounassif responded, “I haven’t come across a REF that is more detailed inmy time at Local
Government.” Perhaps we need to point out to Director Bounassif that great detail does not equate to
great quality. There are legitimate concerns with the REF, and they are technical in nature.
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Key Concerns about the REF
NormanGriffiths Oval lies within the Sydney Catchment Area and therefore comes within Regulation
171a of the EPAAct. This regulation came into effect inMarch 2022 and is not mentioned in the REF.
Furthermore, regulation 171a requires a far more in-depth environmental report than is providedwithin
the existing REF. Regulation 6.8(2)(A) of the EPAAct specifically requires consideration not of the 1%AEP
flood event by the probably

Other Major Concerns about the REF
The REF only assesses direct effects on theOval and immediate surrounds:

·The assessmentmust look at “areas which are likely to be affected by the proposal, either directly or
indirectly. The study area should extend as far as is necessary to take all potential impacts into account”.
·Serious environmental harmswhich are indirect may include damage to STIF, and Infill or microplastics
migrating downstream or into surrounding areas. In the REF the ignoring of indirect effects in relation to
infill is justified by (unsubstantiated) claims about the effectiveness of mitigation steps they have taken
(raising field above flood level, concrete curb, etc)

Omissions of the REF

Mitigationmeasures outlined have not worked in other synthetic ovals with cork such as EHLSHall
which was lauded as the gold standard so where is there any assessment of the effectiveness of
thesemeasures?

The REF does not consider or refer to any evidence which allows the Council to assess the
effectiveness of proposedmitigationmeasures of the infill and plastics.

The design does not evenmeet European Union standards regardingmitigationmeasures.Where is
an assessment of consequences if mitigation does not work or is limited? How does the “heat “effect
alter usage hours for children’s sports during daylight or school hours?We assume this will reduce
playing hours.

There is a complete lack of recycling capacity. ‘Theorised ‘recycling is not actually evidenced.
The expense and environmental consequences of disposing of plastic in landfill. There are no
ecological assessments. The removal of tree numbers is not an environmental assessment.

How does the removal of the biota (insects, fungi, microbiome, foraging birdlife) on the oval
surrounded by the critically endangered ecological community of STIF affect fauna such as the
powerful owl andmicrobats whose food source involves these insects and birds? These are



endangered fauna. This is a gross omission.

There is no assessment of how changes to hydrology and increased heat affect the STIF. There
is nomention or assessment of how the cordoning off of the oval will affect social and
recreational usage.

Where is the business case for this project which will be an ongoing cost for ratepayers when
maintained and replaced /disposed of every 8-10 years? Howwill it be licensed to soccer clubs?

10
POSITIONPAPER

Qualifications of REF Author
Of great concern is that the REFwas prepared by a consultant ofWillowtree Planning who is an
associate planner and has no ecology qualifications whichmay account for the glaring omissions. How
can someonewith no ecological experience or qualifications reach the conclusion that synthetic turf “is
not considered to exhibit significant or adverse environmental impacts?” Surely a review of
environmental factors of a critically endangered habitat such as the STIF should be undertaken by
someonewith ecology qualifications?

Cost of Synthetic Turf
Whatmust be of great concern to ratepayers is the extraordinary cost of the synthetic turf field at
NormanGriffiths Oval. If we deduct the grants totalling $928,765 ratepayers are left with a whopping
bill of $2.5million. The total cost of the synthetic turf oval was estimated at $3.5million.Where is the
business case for this project which will be ongoing cost for ratepayers whenmaintained and
replaced/disposed of every 8-10 years? Here is a breakdown of costs:

Grants
West Pymble Football Club $100,000
Northern Suburbs Football Association $132,425
Office of Liquor and Gaming $500,000
NSWAsian Cup Legacy Fund $150,000
Local Sport Program $26,340
Stronger Communities Programme $20,000
Total $928,765
Ratepayers Expense $2.5million (estimated)

Expensive Maintenance Schedule
To date, no information has been provided on themaintenance schedule for the synthetic field. The
preliminary estimate of annual cost is $47,360 (internal KMC budget accessed via GIPA); however, it is
noted that this excludes the cost of replacing cork infill that migrates from the field as a result of water
movement over the field. Ku-ring-gai Council has stated that no chemicals will be used in the
maintenance of the field, however, a nearby field ELS Hall in North Ryde uses herbicides to remove
weeds from the field area.

Expensive Replacement Costs
The turf field replacement fee will be aminimum $650,000 (or $65,000 per year over 10 years). The
estimate is that a properly designed andmaintained natural turf oval would cost around 20-25% of the
total cost of the synthetic field over 10 years. Given the extraordinary cost to ratepayers whywasn’t
natural turf considered?



Commercial Arrangements with Soccer ClubsThe community should

bemade aware of any commercial arrangements with the soccer clubs.Will NormanGriffiths Oval be
licenced to the local soccer clubs? Canada Bay Council is considering entering a licensing lease agreement
for the synthetic pitch and amenities ofMajors Bay Reserve, at Concord, for at least five years with
Canada Bay Football Institute whowould collect profit from the field. Given this land is zoned as
recreational land, the community should be aware of whether commercial arrangements have been or will
be entered into for between the NSFA and Council.
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Main Issues with Synthetic Turf
The recent Synthetic Turf Study in Public Open Spaces commissioned by the NSWGovernment
identified several environmental and health concerns associated with synthetic turf, including:

HumanHealth: Heat stress and the impact on player and user comfort associated with playing on
synthetic fields in hot weather.

Abrasiveness on the skin and higher injury rates.
Research has suggested that biological pathogens, toxic chemicals, andmicro-plastic ingestion are
all risks to human health that are associated with synthetic materials.

Loss of public space: Community land zone RE1was previously enjoyed bywalkers, picnickers, dog
walkers, and nature lovers appropriated by the Football Club. It effectively becomes a resource only
they have access to.

Pollution: Air andwater pollution caused by synthetic turf materials (i.e., rubber crumbs) is well
documented in academic research. Pollution, particularly of waterways and bushland, was a key
concern raised by community representatives.

Chemical use: Pesticides and fertilisers are typically used for natural turf fields, while pesticides and
fungicides are typically required for synthetic fields.

Waste: Environmental and financial challenge of disposing synthetic turf at the end of its 8–10-year
life cycle.

Heat: Heat impacts to the surrounding environment caused by synthetic turf absorbing heat rather
than reflection.

Carbon emissions: Synthetic fields contribute to heightened CO2 emissions due to the lack of
carbon absorption associated with natural turf.

Soil sterilisation: Sterilisation of soil beneath the synthetic turf has an impact on ecosystems.
Synthetic surfaces inhibit living systems.

Water Usage:Water consumption and irrigation requirements are lower for synthetic turf making it
generally more suitable for drought and dry conditions (due to reducedwater requirements).
Wildlife:While natural turf sports fields have limited biodiversity value, they do provide some habitat
for local flora and fauna that synthetic turf does not.

Variability: Environmental impacts of synthetic fields vary substantially depending onwhat type they
are. Older synthetic fields (generations 2 and 3) are associated with significantly higher radiant heat
and environmental pollution.

The study also recognised that:
Best practice natural turf design andmaintenance have the potential to improve the capacity of
existing natural turf fields to support increased sporting use.

Lack of available information on best practice construction andmaintenance of natural turf fields
influences and constraints Council decision-making.

Information about recent innovations and best practices for natural turf is not well-known or
commonly used.

Advances in technology are enablingmore targetedmaintenance andmanagement of natural turf to



reduce energy consumption and costs andmaintain capacity.

The study resulted in the appointment of the NSWChief Scientist to conduct a formal review of
scientific evidence associated with synthetic fields. The reviewwas completed in February 2023,
however, the NSWGovernment has refused tomake the review public to date.
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Conclusion
This position paper raises many serious concerns about the health and safety risks and environmental
impacts of synthetic turf. The poor governance which includes not investigating the viable alternatives to
synthetic turf, is not at the level the community expects from their Local or State Representatives. Finally,
the disrespectful disregard for community consultation and feedback has frustratedmany in this
community. The Councillors and GeneralManager could use this position paper to take a serious look at
their culture and decide whether it is in the communities i.e. the ratepayer's best interests to continue to
behave in such a contemptuous way.

Recommendation
In November 2021 the (then)Minister for Planning and Public Spaces the Hon. Rob StokesMP

1
was sufficiently concerned enough to request the NSWChief Scientist & Engineer conduct an

independent expert review into the use of synthetic turf in public open spaces in NSW. This report

has beenwithheld from the public and should be released immediately so that councils and

community groups can develop educated and informed policies in relation to the use of synthetic

turf.

The process for approving synthetic fields should be incorporated within a Development
2

Application process, with the production of an Environmental Impact Assessment that considers

all environmental issues associated with these developments.

Construction should cease at NormanGriffiths Oval until concerns about the REF have been
3

legitimately addressed and further consultation with National Parks andWildlife has taken place.

Community consultation associated with these projects should be open and transparent.

There should be amoratorium on the construction and awarding of contracts of all synthetic
4

fields until actions 1 and 2 above have been implemented.

Ku-ring-gai Council should take accountability for their mishandling of this project and publicly
5

admit tomisleading the community, the lack of transparency, disregard for proper process, lack of

genuine consultation, and the unacceptable disrespect shown to the community volunteers who

have been advocating for their community and against this project for years.

Council public forums should be live-streamedwith recordings available.



6
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Further Reading
Reports/Fact Sheets:

Environmental Impacts of synthetic turf and safer alternatives by The Collaborative for Health and
Environment (CHE)

Independent review into the design, use and impacts of synthetic turf in public open spaces
Artificial Turf Fact Sheet by Toxics Use Reduction Institute

Artificial Turf: A Health-Based Consumer Guide

News Stories:
https://www.smh.com.au/national/nsw/fake-grass-furore-council-pushes-ahead-with-controversial
sports-ground-revamp-20230316-p5csuv.html

https://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2023/mar/29/it-would-survive-nuclear-armageddon-the
rise-and-fall-of-plastic-lawns

https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2022/sep/14/turf-wars-the-artists-who-want-to-mow
down-the-menace-of-lawns

https://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2023/mar/29/it-would-survive-nuclear-armageddon-the
rise-and-fall-of-plastic-lawns

Fake grass furor: Council pushes aheadwith controversial sports ground revamp

https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2022/sep/14/turf-wars-the-artists-who-want-to-mow
down-the-menace-of-lawns

https://naturalturfalliance.org/2023/04/24/how-the-syn-turf-industry-pulled-the-wool-over-the
publics-eyes/

With Thanks
This position paper was compiled with the help of The Natural Turf Alliance They are dedicated to a
sustainable and greener future for our parks and ovals. This is a community organisation run by a group
of dedicated volunteers that formed as a result of community uproar about the use of synthetic turf in

green spaces and local parks. They support communities advocating for natural turf open spaces and
sporting fields using best practice design andmaintenance.andmembers the local environment and
community groups

Visit their website https://naturalturfalliance.org/ to learnmore about howNatural Turf is the only
choice for our communities.
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Annexure
1
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Annexure 2



STEP INC
FOKE (FRIENDS OF KU-RING-GAI ENVIRONMENT)
FRIENDS OF LANE COVE NATIONAL PARK
NORTH TURRAMURRA ACTION GROUP (NTAG)
FRIENDS OF NORMAN GRIFFITHS OVAL

STATEMENT ON NORMAN GRIFFITHS SYNTHETIC FIELD DEVELOPMENT

We wish to register our concern at the way in which Ku-ring-gai Council has undertaken
the development of a synthetic field at Norman Griffiths Oval, West Pymble. Council
should not proceed with construction without written signoff from National Parks and
Wildlife Service, an important stakeholder in the process.
The government has not released the NSW Chief Scientist report which amongst other
concerns examined microplastic and heat island impacts of these fields. We point to
the following facts:
The REF contains major statements without being backed up by evidence in the
appendices, for example the 6m fences risks to birdlife are not assessed, the heat study is
irrelevant to Sydney conditions, concerning information in the bushfire report is not
mentioned in the conclusions.
When Ku-ring-gai Council was initially approached with a tied grant for a synthetic oval
council staff stated that a synthetic oval was ‘fundamentally incompatible’ with the oval. A
petition with 1.012 signatures asking for a halt to the synthetic option tabled in council is
not mentioned in the REF.
Council voted to go ahead with synthetic field on the basis council had completed ‘a
preliminary environmental assessment”. Incredibly, this assessment was never shown to
councillors, is not on the website and when the community tried to access the documents
via freedom of information requests (GIPA) were told it did not exist.
The oval is now costing ratepayers $3.6 Million dollars – almost 3 times the cost per
hectare of the MCG sporting field construction and 3.5 times per hectare the cost of the
new field at Bank West stadium. We have seen no business case for it. Cromer Park was
converted to synthetic in 2013 and 9 years later it had to be resurfaced at a cost of $1.25
million dollars. The initial surface is still rolled up and sitting at the field as no recycling
facilities are available to take it.

The project has been characterised by lack of transparency, a dismissal of proper process
and most concerning a disregard of impact of a synthetic oval on the critically endangered
forest that surrounds it, and the creek that runs underneath it. Residents of Ku-ring-gai
deserve better.

16 March 2022

President Friends of Lane Cove National Park

A Butteriss.
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Annexure 3
Timeline Synthetic Turf In Ku-ring-gai
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SYNTHETIC-V-NATURAL TURF
COMMUNITYFORU
M
23 June 2023

7.00pm to 8.45pm
Ku-ring-gai TownHall
118 Pacific Hwy Pymble
Zoom Link:



https://us02web.zoom.us/j/834411

49383 Purpose of the Forum

MC/Forum Curator

Kristyn Haywood

DIRECTOR, PEOPLE FOR SUCCESS COMMUNITY

LEADER/INDEPENDENTCANDIDATE FORWAHROONGA25
MARCH2023 STATE ELECTION

To provide evidence-based information that upgrading sports fields with natural turf is the best
choice for players, the environment, and the community. To provide evidence of the environmental,
health and safety dangers of plastic turf. Present the community with the process Ku-ring-gai
Council used to proceed with the implementation of synthetic turf at Norman Griffiths without proper
environmental assessments or community consultation.
Provide an opportunity to ask the scientists & community members questions. Outline
recommendations and suggest actions to ensure proper Governance.

Guest Speakers
TheHealth & Safety Risks of

Synthetic Turf

Dr Elizabeth
Farrelly
COLUMNIST, AUTHOR,

URBANCOMMENTATOR

SENATECANDIDATENSW
STATE ELECTION 2023

Jill Green
PRESIDENTOF STEP

ENVIRONMENTALGROUP

Dr ScottWilson
CHIEF SCIENTIST
EARTHWATCH INSTITUTE

RobHannah
ECONOMICSOF
SYNTHETIC

Garnet Brownbill
RESIDENTGARNER
PARK/NATURAL TURFALL

Guest Speakers Natural Turf - the Viable Alternative

DrMick Battam
SOIL SCIENTIST AND
SPORTS TURF
SPECIALIST AG ENVIRO

SOLUTIONS

Name
Dr Paul Lamble

PRINCIPAL, PEAK
WATERCONSULTING
DRAINAGE SPECIALIST

Richard Pike

PRESIDENT
MOSMAN

FOOTBALL CLUB

Jill Green
PRESIDENTOF STEP

ENVIRONMENTAL



GROUP
NameOne FOGO

Booking Link: https://events.humanitix.com/synthetic-v-natural-turf-community-forum 19

For inquiries, contact
me.

www.kristynhaywood4wahroonga.com

enquiry@kristynhaywood4wahroonga.com

Ph: 0419421332

Formore information about Natural Turf for your

community visit https://naturalturfalliance.org/
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