ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION ACT 1970
SECTION 22(1)
NOTICE TO SUPPLY FURTHER INFORMATION

TO:

RECOVERED ENERGY AUSTRALIA PTY LTD
(A.C.N. 619 571 489)

OF:

MSI RAGG WEIR, LEVEL 2, 108 POWER STREET, HAWTHORN
VIC 3122

WHEREAS an application by you for a works approval number 1003297, in
respect of premises situated at 28 Alex Fraser Dr, Laverton North VIC 3026,
was received by the Environment Protection Authority ("the Authority") on 27
June 2019.
AND WHEREAS the Authority considers the information specified herein is
necessary and relevant to the consideration of the application.
NOW TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to section 22(1)(a) of the Environment
Protection Act ("the Act") you are HEREBY REQUIRED to supply to the
Authority by 20 September 2019 the information specified in the Attachment to
this Notice.
DATED: 13 September 2019

...............................................
QUENTIN COOKE
DELEGATE OF THE
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY

ATTACHMENT
Please note, all information must be prepared and accompanied by sufficient details,
reports, calculations, and justifications that would allow EPA to test and verify your
conclusions.
Interested/third party submissions
1. Please provide a response addressing the issues raised in the submissions
numbered 001-033 attached to this Notice in Appendix A below.
Referral agency comments – MFB
2. Please provide a response addressing the issues raised in the Melbourne Fire
Brigade (MFB) referral agency response attached to this Notice in Appendix B below.
Translation of air emission monitoring reports
3. Please provide full translations of all air emission monitoring reports included in the
Works Approval Application. Translations should be completed by a National
Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters (NAATI) accredited translator.
Existing reference facility air emission monitoring and sampling data
4. Please provide evidence that the flue gas emission data supplied as part of the Works
Approval Application meets the criteria specified in item 6(a)-(e) below.
Additional reference facility air emission monitoring and sampling data
5. Is additional reference facility air emission monitoring and sampling data available,
specifically data from ‘like-for-like’ Zhejiang ECO-WASTE Technology Co., Ltd.
gasifier modules as proposed for the Laverton North premises?
6. Please provide additional reference facility air emission monitoring and sampling
data specified in item 5 above. All air emission monitoring and sampling data reports
must meet the following criteria:
a. all reports must be fully translated by a NAATI accredited translator;
b. all reports must demonstrate air emission monitoring and sampling methods
conducted in compliance with:
i. EPA Publication no. 440.1, December 2002 - A guide to the Sampling
and Analysis of Air Emissions and Air Quality;
ii. Directive 2010/75/EU Of the European Parliament and of the Council
of 24 November 2010 on industrial emissions (integrated pollution
prevention and control) (IED);
iii. European Union. (2006). Reference document on the best available
techniques for waste incineration. European Commission (BREF
2006); and
iv. European Union. (2018). FINAL DRAFT Best Available Techniques
(BAT) Reference Document for Waste Incineration. European
Commission (BREF 2018).
c. all air emission monitoring and sampling must be provided for the full range
of indicators specified in the IED, the EU BREF 2006, and EU BREF 2018;
d. all air emission monitoring and sampling data must be provided for ‘like-forlike’ Zhejiang ECO-WASTE Technology Co., Ltd. gasifer modules as
proposed for the Laverton North premises;
e. all air emission monitoring and sampling data should be complemented by
process information that may include, but is not limited to, associated
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feedstock/fuel compositional analysis and feedstock loading utilised during
air emission monitoring and sampling periods.
Additional reference facility audit reporting
7. Is additional reference facility audit reporting or other documentation, similar in
scope, purpose, and detail to Appendix 21 of the application, available for ‘like-forlike’ Zhejiang ECO-WASTE Technology Co., Ltd. gasifier modules as proposed for
the Laverton North premises?
8. Please provide the additional reference audit reporting or other documentation
specified in item 7 above. If air emission monitoring and sampling data is included as
part of the documentation it must meet the criteria specified in item 6(a)-(e) above.

3

Appendix A

Submission 001

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Works Approval Application 1003297
Thursday, August 8, 2019 10:15:32 AM

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the above subject i.e. Environment
Protection Act 1970.
My concerns relate to Part 1—1A Purpose of Act to 1L Principal of accountability the principal of
turning waste into energy fails to recognise our duty to reduce emissions.
I would have thought that is the first priority of protecting our Environment.
Kind regards.

Submission 002

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Laverton North Waste to Energy Proposal [SEC=UNOFFICIAL]
Friday, August 16, 2019 4:10:39 PM

UNOFFICIAL

Hello,
I wish to share my thoughts on the proposed waste to energy (WTE) facility at Laverton North.
I have read with interest material on the proposal that was provided on the REA web site. I have
long believed that environmental outcomes should be practical and measurable, and waste
management is an excellent example of where we can achieve real outcomes that can be
quantified. Even the best run landfills have numerous problems: even with methane recovery they
vent around 75% of the methane produced in to the atmosphere; a lot of unrecovered metal is
buried with the waste; the landfill lining breaks down over time, with leachate being released; and
the land footprint is enormous. We would never design a waste management approach that looks
like this; we accept it through a kind of unthinking conservatism.
WTE provides the opportunity to address all of these environmental problems, and to generate
electricity and process heat at the same time. The proposal here plans to recycle nearly 100% of the
waste: as energy, as recovered metals, or as construction material. This is just good sense, and I for
one welcome this exciting project. I reject the often-bruited notion that WTE facilities reduce the
pressure to recycle. We should recycle where possible, but if there is a waste fraction that cannot
be recovered or sold, it needs to go somewhere, and WTE provides a useful outlet for it. Recycling is
mostly driven by government pressure as it is, and unless government policy changes, it will
continue to take place. Of course, if there is a market failure for recycled plastic or paper, WTE
processing might provide a temporary solution – but that is a separate issue.
A word about the gasification technology. I understand that this technology is fairly new, with the
great bulk of WTE facilities worldwide being incinerators with heat recovery and thorough flu gas
scrubbing. It is encouraging to see gasification being proposed, as there is much lower requirements
for emission scrubbing, and the multiple process lines should lead to fewer shut downs than with
mass burn incinerators. These features are built in safety measures that should help to prevent
problems during operation.
A word about the facility itself. I am satisfied that it will be located in an industrial zone, where it
belongs, and that it will help to avoid long truck routes to a land fill site. I do expect that proper
traffic flow modelling will be undertaken to ensure that the changing heavy vehicle traffic routes will
not place undue pressure on our streets.
Thanking you,

Submission 003

Submission 004

Submission 005

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Recovered Energy Australia waste to energy facility
Wednesday, September 4, 2019 1:58:02 PM

To Whom it May Concern,
I would like to make a submission on this application. I have a number of questions and am
concerned that there has not been sufficient information or consultation regarding the risks for
our community health, air, land and water pollution. I am also unsure of how this fits into the
context of an industry which is at the moment in flux and volatile.
Considering this is to be the first gasification waste to energy plant, where is the
independent environmental assessment, completed by the EPA or a chosen organisation
not paid for by Recovered Energy Australia?
The closest residents at 1.7km are in Hobsons Bay (besides the prisoners at the closest
facility). What has been the exact engagement process with the residents directly
impacted by this proposed plant? A transparent and communicative process would
involve those directly impacted. The description in Section 4 - Community Engagement
lists extensive consultation across Victoria and yet lacks any clear community
engagement with residents of Hobsons Bay who will be directly impacted. I do not
mean newspaper articles or Facebook posts as direct engagement with those affected.
What is the impact on passing pedestrian traffic on the Federation Trail? This is 600m to
the south of the site, a location in the path of prevailing winds from the the north west.
What are the pollutant levels from this plant compared to other local facilities? The data
in the brochure stating it is below allowed or recommended does not show how it
compares to other waste or petrochemical sites.
What landfill site will be used for the disposal of the toxic byproducts from the facility?
What is extensive impact of this waste product? Does it compare in toxicity levels to the
waste currently in landfill? Is it much more dangerous? Is it not comparable?
What happens to the toxic waste product if it does not make it to a certified landfill? Is
storage, as is happening with contaminated recyclables, to be allowed in this process?
Waste stream volume into the facility is based on current council waste levels. What
happens when these reduce? Does this mean REA will seek waste from other 'local'
sources? What will be considered 'local' considering they have consulted across the
state?
I hope that these questions and concerns will be addressed before the site is given absolute
approval.
Sincerely,

Submission 006

FLEMINGTON ASSOCIATION
INCORPORATED
PO Box 509 Flemington Vic 3031
info@flemingtonassociation.org.au
www.flemingtonassociation.org.au

ABN 29 680 884 811

20 August 2019
SUBMISSION PART 1 TO EPA VICTORIA
Works.approvals@epa.vic.gov.au,
BACKGROUND
In the 1970s Flemington children were found to have elevated blood lead levels that led to
banning of lead in vehicle fuels Australia-wide. In the Western Bypass and the East West
Link EES epidemiological studies, Kensington/Flemington/Travancore/West Brunswick had
dangerous emission hotspots identified in parts of Moonee Valley where inversion layers
form.
Our community has thus been very mindful of increasing emissions from traffic, industry,
recycling depot fires and waste recycling plants. The Association advocates various
measures to mitigate emissions and minimise health risks particularly in the inner and
western suburbs.
REA PROPOSED WASTE TO ENERGY (W2E) GASIFIERS AT NORTH LAVERTON
Our members have liaised with Adam Boevink and others at EPA since early 2018,
requested information and made clear our potential concerns. We understand Wyndham
Council approved a town planning permit for the gasifier plant buildings on 5 March 2019.
This month EPA advised of its hasty process for considering approval of the proposed W2E
gasifier plant, with a deadline of 28 August 2019. We had a representative at last night’s
forum at Laverton and have made arrangements to borrow the full 1500 pages of reports
from REA but we advise you that there is insufficient time by your deadline for us to study,
discuss and clarify our concerns. Most of our initial concerns appear not to have not been
addressed. We are prepared to meet to discuss them.
Again, we express the interest of our community and members in participating in a proper
consultation process and the Government’s decision processes but we request an
extension of time of one month. Given the limited advertising and low attendance at both
August Forums in Laverton we also request wider advertising and further consultation
across the metropolitan area.
SUMMARY OF OUR INITIAL CONCERNS
Our initial concerns are summarised below and were provided to
well as to
Director, REA (the proponent).

EPA as

We requested to receive the proposed absolute quantum amounts of the airborne and solid
outputs that are expected to result per year particularly from the treatment of
accidental/unintended substances that may find their way into household garbage such as
the following (regardless of how small the quantities may be):
• Radioactive isotopes/nucleides from expended smoke detectors, medical substances
etc.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Asbestos and other toxic/carcinogenic building materials incl fire resistant materials
Heavy metals including cadmium, mercury, lead
Unwanted insecticides/weedicides/poisons/fertilisers/poisons
Organo-chlorides/organo-flourides
Dead/diseased pets, animals, plants, and birds
Batteries and electronic/electrical components of all types
Methacrylates, (iso) cyanates and plastics
Brominated, PFA and other fire-fighting/retardant chemicals
Dioxins, furans, or carcinogens
Chemical products of combustion with unknown health impacts
Positive ions (dust particles)
Carbon monoxide, dioxide, other carbon compounds and greenhouse gases.
All EPA ‘Schedule A (SEPP AQM)’ Substances.

We are still seeking answers to the following:
• Does the proposed plant comply with world best practice such as that found in
Scandinavia and does it meet European Standards?
• Will the EPA insist on independent ongoing monitoring/inspection of both random
samples of input waste, output gases emitted into the chimney stacks, and output
slag or fly ash ?
• Particularly when plant operating temperatures may vary from the optimal
temperatures at times of plant closure for maintenance, breakdowns, power outages,
etc?
• How and where will residue/slag/fly ash be transported to and disposed of?
• Can the EPA guarantee that none of the problems/impacts that have occurred in
other W2E or other types of waste recycling plants or waste storage centres will
occur here?
• Will non-compliance breaches be policed and will EPA penalties create adequate
incentive for the operator to meet standards 100% of the time?
• Will EPA allow unlimited amounts of airborne emissions simply because they are
diluted using fanned/injected air so that they are below threshold dilution
Limits/Standards?
• What are the social, environmental, health and climate change impacts of such
plants?
• What are the expected airborne products from syngas combustion proposed to be
sold to users?
TRANSPORTATION LOGISTICS
• Would another location on rail help to avoid adding more trucks to the road traffic,
increasing road congestion and vehicle pollution in the inner and western suburbs?
• How will odour, dust and spillage be controlled from the trucks carting the plant’s
inputs and outputs, particularly if not owned by REA?
• Will Government prohibit importation of waste material inputs through the Ports of
Melbourne, Geelong and Westernport, especially if trucked through the metropolitan
area and then ‘gasified’ at the plant?
PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE
We understand that Increasing carcinogens have meant that one in two Victorians now have
exposure to family cancer in their lifetime. Flemington Association members believe that
every opportunity should be taken to plan for toxic industries to be as far as possible from
populous areas and food production places, with minimal carcinogen/toxin airshed and
minimal solids residue.

Has the EPA, Health and Planning Departments considered alternative locations away from
Melbourne suburbs (as per the Precautionary Principle)? We note EPA’s prior approval was
for Maryvale in Gippsland; Perth’s rejection was based on relocation 45km south near
Bunbury W.A.; and Sydney’s was an outright ban.
IMPROVED EPA PROCESSES AND STANDARDS
As a precursor to further consideration of the approval of the proposed W2E gasifiers, we
request the tightening of conditions on all existing North Laverton waste treatment
plants/incinerators insofar as dealing with the following issues:
• Redefining the EPA Licenced Material Codes to specifically exclude radioactive
materials especially from hospital/dental and other Waste Codes where it could
occur.
• Frequent random sampling and testing of waste inputs and outputs to ensure that
substances comply with the input material Codes and approved output Standards,
especially in respect of the substances most of concern to the community mentioned
above.
• As above for plant closures and start ups (where steady state conditions may be
interrupted e.g. for maintenance).
• Legislating for improved classification and segregation of municipal household waste
so as to minimise ‘contamination’ of red bin contents and therefore minimise
unintended foreign and carcinogenic substances and their waste treatment.
CHANGE TO INDUSTRY ONE “TOXIC INDUSTRIES” ZONE
Given the noticeable poor quality of air in Melbourne’s western and inner suburbs
(sometimes due to odours or emissions specific to Nufarm chemicals, Anglis Meatworks and
other firms found in the North Laverton Industry One Zone, could timetables be developed
with the biggest ‘offenders’ to relocate away from the metropolitan area, leading to a clean
up of this Zone over (say) 3 years and then its redefinition/transition into a clean industries
and food zone?
We are keen to help avert any possibility of further pollution from factory and waste dump
fires/leakages. Would the EPA please survey all warehouses and factories in the western,
inner and northern suburbs with a view to identifying unauthorised storage of waste and
chemicals whether they are flammable or not? Then relocate, license or prohibit such
places with a view to stopping unauthorised land uses and accident consequences?
WESTERN SUBURBS COMMUNITY AIR QUALITY COMMITTEE
We ask to have a member included on this committee and to receive its terms of reference
and copies of agendas and minutes please. What are the views of that Committee?
Yours sincerely
, Actg Hon Secretary

FLEMINGTON ASSOCIATION
INCORPORATED
PO Box 509 Flemington Vic 3031
info@flemingtonassociation.org.au
www.flemingtonassociation.org.au

ABN 29 680 884 811

4 September 2019
To works.approvals@epa.vic.gov.au,
SUBMISSION PART 2 TO EPA VICTORIA
INTRODUCTION
This submission pertains to a Waste to Energy (WtE) plant with six gasifiers proposed by REA for
‘Toxic Industries’ Zone 2 in North Laverton, only 1.7 km from the nearest residential community. This
Part 2 is supplementary to our Part 1 dated 20 August 2019 which received no response other than
extending the consultation by one week, which we believe is inadequate for proper community
consultation. Accordingly, this Part 2 submission has had to be cut short.
OVERALL OBJECTION
Flemington Association (FA) believes that this WtE proposal, if approved, would compromise the
health, safety and amenity of the community principally through its dispersed airborne and solid toxic
waste emissions. Buffer zones are inadequate and do not include sufficient trees to replenish air
quality especially oxygen content, moisture content or to offset the plant’s atmospheric heat load and
micro-climate impact.
The location of this proposed plant in the metropolitan area guarantees that a) the western suburbs
will further bear an unfair and inequitable burden of metropolitan waste disposal, and b) the brown
haze over Melbourne will continue to worsen leading to more respiratory and other diseases. The
EPA should seize the opportunity to relocate the proposed plant away from populous urban areas for
Victorian’s betterment as well as to improve its design, functionality and compliance.
REA’s community consultation has been sham due to failure to provide requested information and
REA’s promotion of the plant’s positive benefits mainly to potential supporters whilst concealing the
costs and negative benefits. REA’s Works Approval Application lists 40 questions raised without
providing answers (p.921). At most, only a single gasifier pilot plant should be approved at
another site to prove the theoretical modelled design claimed by REA is operational.
OUR KEY CONCERNS
Some 20% of the proposed plant’s 200,000 tonnes p.a. of mostly red lid bin municipal waste input, will
end up as 40,113 tonnes p.a. of largely toxic solids (slag, ash and residues from the plant p.255).
This is proposed to be distributed e.g. for road making where leaching of toxins into watercourses
could cause problems. Its toxicity has not been shown to be lower than that of landfill.
Efficient and safe transportation 24/7 of the inputs and outputs through the western suburbs
has not been fully investigated, nor have the heavy vehicle types, truck queuing or increased road
congestion. The EPA has apparently not referred the matter to the Transport Minister and continues
to dismiss ‘external’ transport impacts. The noise from extra trucks carrying the proposed plant’s
waste inputs and outputs through the western suburbs (particularly night time noise) has been
neglected by REA. Rail transport and alternative sites were not considered despite FA’s request.
As well as solid waste, about 730 tonnes p.a. (2 tonnes a day) of toxic airborne gases would flow
out of the 40 metre high stack – about 140 pollutants including NOx, SOx, CO, nano-particulates, HF,
HCl, fluoride, heavy metals, dioxins, furans and Schedule A toxins/ carcinogens of the EPA’s AQM
1

References are page numbers n REA’s “EPA Works Approva App cat on” June 2019.

SEPP (p.215, 222, AppB of App15). The toxic gases are similar to an incinerator’s. This pollution is
excessive for a metropolitan site, not sustainable and avoidable. However, it complies with EPA’s
ineffective dilution standard. If it were 20 tonnes a day it would still comply because the EPA’s
milligram per cubic metre of air (mg/m3) limits can be met by mixing more air with the emissions from
the stack i.e. diluting them. Indeed, REA proposes iterative adjustments to the air / waste / catalyst
ratio to maintain dilution/ compliance especially when unintended waste inputs are extremely toxic.
Continuous 24/7 dispersion of these airborne emissions and odours will reach the western and inner
suburbs on many days just like the characteristic Laverton emissions and odours that currently travel
much further in practice than REA’s theoretical dispersion modelling suggests. The community is
aware that AERMOD is not a credible prediction model with the assumptions used by REA. The
community is strongly opposed to increased stench from Melbourne’s ‘toxic industry’ zones,
worsening brown haze overhead, and increased family health risks.
As the plant has been designed to be profitable with minimal costs it has omitted several best
practice processes. For example, insufficient garbage segregation (as per Victoria’s waste
management hierarchy) and no garbage input inspection means that the many harmful radioactive
isotopes / nuclides, other carcinogenic substances, asbestos, herbicides, solvents etc. produced from
unwanted inputs (p.28) will flow through the plant, escape out of the stack and be dispersed in the
wind. Despite FA citing common radioactive wastes and carcinogens found in municipal garbage, no
solution has been proposed by REA or the EPA for preventing their airshed. Monitoring of
radioactive stack emissions is not proposed either but is vital for community health and safety.
Improved plant design is therefore essential before further consideration of any approval.
Given the deregulation of building inspection, it is likely that corners will be cut by the chemical
plant manufacturers/ installers without variations being able to be detected by the government
agencies. Also, the EPA’s self-monitoring and self-regulation approach for licensed premise
compliance is likely to result in non-recording and non-disclosure of compliance data for fear of
REA losing its licence. Consequently, before approval, verification is needed that the final plant
operating design can be achieved in practice with no unforeseen waste by-products or impacts.
The methodology for REA’s Health Impact Assessment is misleading as its conclusions of no
adverse impacts whatsoever (of a pollution, odour, noise, water, transport, or community hazard
nature) stems from it erroneously equating all finite risks found in localised analyses to nil impact.
Even if the risks were tripled, the methodology is incapable of a different conclusion. Several
risks are ignored e.g. respiratory disease due to carcinogenic and radioactive emissions. The
cumulative concentration risks of this proposal’s emissions together with other industrial sources of
airborne pollution in the zone are concealed. The additional toxic airborne by-products and risks of the
proposed WtE plant emissions versus landfill’s are neglected.
CONCLUSION
The proposed 6-gasifier design has too many community risks and insufficient safeguards to be
approved. The Government needs to remove the conflict between the health, safety and amenity of
the community and the EPA’s ongoing licence fee generation from approving unlimited numbers of
toxic plants in the ‘Toxic Industries’ Zones 1 and 2 based on dilution standards. The EPA should be
equipped and funded to guard community welfare by independently monitoring and enforcing
absolute pollution limits 24/7.
FA submits that if works approval is approved, it is only given for a single gasifier
demonstration plant located outside of Victorian urban areas (on rail) to first prove that a plant
can be built to best practice design and operated successfully within compliance limits.

Yours sincerely

Acting Secretary

Submission 007

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Laverton Waste Energy Plant
Monday, August 26, 2019 1:26:38 PM

I would like to make a submission to the above proposal.
I live in Altona Meadows which is close to the proposed plant.
There is a large residential area near the plant. I am not an engineer however I am always
suspicious about plants that are positive in every way. There will be emissions. If not then no
chimney should be built. Also I would be more at ease if the directors and their families lived
next door to the plant.
Once it is built there will be no turning back.

Submission 008

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Submission on the Recovered Energy Australia waste gasification plant
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:41:47 PM

To whom it may concern,
I would like to express support for Recovered Energy Australia’s proposed household waste
gasification to energy plant at Laverton North.
I recognise the need for a change in the way waste is disposed in Melbourne. The gasification of
waste to produce energy is a much better option for waste than landfill or incineration.
The additional advantage of producing more electricity for the state of Victoria will also help along
the way of reducing our ever-increasing energy bills.
As a resident of Wyndham council (or whichever Council), I know that Western suburbs landfills are
the destination for waste from all over Melbourne.
It is obvious that if we don’t embrace change and take leadership in the West then this will always be
the case.
The residual waste gasification to energy plant proposed by Recovered Energy Australia is a
responsible size and a significantly better option than increased landfill or incineration for our
region.
I believe that the Laverton North industrial precinct is an appropriate location for this first plant.
Hopefully this facility can be used as the blueprint in other parts of Melbourne so that that every
community has a local disposal option so that they can take responsibility for their own waste.
I encourage the EPA to expedite approval of this proposal so Melbourne is better equipped to deal
with its growing waste problems.
Kind regards,

Submission 009

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Submission on the Recovered Energy Australia waste gasification application
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:46:48 PM

To whom it may concern,
I would like to express support for Recovered Energy Australia’s proposed household waste
gasification to energy plant at Laverton North.
I recognise the need for a change in the way we handle waste disposal in Melbourne. The
gasification of waste to produce energy is a much better option for waste than landfill or
incineration, which will also help reduce rising electricity bills.
As a resident of Wyndham council, I know that Western suburbs landfills are the destination for
waste from all over Melbourne.
It is obvious that if we don’t embrace change and take leadership in the West then this will always be
the case.
The residual waste gasification to energy plant proposed by Recovered Energy Australia is a
responsible size and a significantly better option than increased landfill or incineration for our
region.
I believe that the Laverton North industrial precinct is an appropriate location for this first plant.
Hopefully this facility can be used as the template in other parts of Melbourne so that that every
community has a local disposal option so that they can take responsibility for their own waste.
I encourage the EPA to expedite approval of this proposal so Melbourne is better equipped to deal
with its growing waste problems.

Submission 010

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Submission on the Recovered Energy Australia waste gasification application
Saturday, August 31, 2019 11:12:50 PM

To the EPA,
I would like to express support for Recovered Energy Australia’s proposed household waste
gasification to energy plant at Laverton North.
Waste management in Melbourne requires an upgrade to more sustainable solutions,
particularly with the lack of recycling options available with the recent changes in
international disposal. I believe gasification of waste will be a good step forward.
Landfills have been overloaded for many years now, with disastrous examples in the past that
led to leakages affecting residential areas and worse. With increasing populations in
Melbourne and less land available, I believe that gasification of waste to energy proposed by
Recovered Energy Australia is a much better option than landfilling or incineration for
Melbourne. Laverton North industrial zone is an appropriate location for this plant.
I encourage the EPA to expedite approval of this proposal so Melbourne is better equipped to
deal with its growing waste problems.
Regards,

Submission 011

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Sunday, September 1, 2019 9:22:24 PM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed
Waste to Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
Regards

Submission 012

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Sunday, September 1, 2019 10:50:47 AM

Hi,
My name is my name and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed Waste
to Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?

Submission 013

Submission 014

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Monday, September 2, 2019 10:15:28 AM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed
Waste to Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
Regards

Submission 015

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Recovered Energy Australia Proposed Waste-to-Energy Facility
Monday, September 2, 2019 10:56:12 AM

To Whom It May Concern,
I wish to submit my support for the development application made by Recovered Energy
Australia (REA) to build and operate a waste-to-energy facility in Laverton.
I have read the application documents as submitted to the EPA on the engage.vic.gov.au web
site and I attended the Drop-In session at the Laverton Community Hub on 19 August.
I think the proposal is one of the most detailed and comprehensive proposals that I have
encountered. Based on the evidence recorded in the proposal, the environmental impact of
the proposed facility is well within limits and guidelines. The submitted evidence was obtained
from modelling conducted by third-party consultants with expertise and experience in this
field, as well as actual real-life experience from similar facilities currently in operation in other
countries. I was impressed that there was also an independent third-party assessment of the
proposal by an industry expert company. Although, this development would be the first such
waste-to-energy facility in Australia, the technology is not new or unique, which I consider to
significantly reduce the risk of the proposal. In fact, the technology proposed for the back-end
flue gas and particulate treatment is well established and used in many industries across the
world.
The disposal of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) in Australia has been a hidden problem for
decades. Councils and governments continue to deposit MSW into landfill and in doing so, we
are leaving a difficult (if not intractable) problem for our children and grandchildren to resolve.
I believe Australia needs to be cleverer in dealing with MSW. The proposed facility will
significantly reduce the waste volume (by up to 97%), as well as generating useful energy for
net economic and environmental gains. The technology allows this to be done in a safe and
proven low risk manner.
As a related issue, the current predicament of thousands of tonnes of plastic waste being
accumulated in Australian warehouses highlights that recycling simply cannot be the sole
answer to how we deal with our plastics waste. There is a limited market for second-use
plastic because of the products that can be made economically from recycled plastics. In my
opinion, the obvious answer for our mixed and dirty plastics waste streams is to convert it to
energy. Most plastics are simple hydrocarbons and they have a calorific value similar to oil or
gas and far greater than coal. With some exceptions (e.g. PVC), plastics can be burnt cleanly to
make use of their intrinsic energy. I understand that the proposed waste-to-energy facility is
not intended to use plastic waste as feedstock, however I also understand that the facility

could potentially be used for such a purpose if required (perhaps with minor modifications
required). In my view, a waste-to-energy approach provides the most practical and viable
solution to Australia’s increasing problem of dealing with plastics waste.
I am not a resident of Laverton. I currently live in Ballarat, having moved from the City of
Melbourne about 4 years ago. I sympathise with the local residents about their concerns
relating to the impact of heavy industry on their local environment. Air, water and noise
pollution are current and valid issues for the communities in and around Laverton. A high level
of scrutiny is warranted for any new industrial development proposed for the area. The best
evidence and modelling that has been presented by REA shows that the proposed facility will
not add to the current environmental concerns in any material way. The location of the
property selected by REA for the proposed building and operation of the facility is zoned
appropriately as Industrial 2. The proposed facility and its anticipated outputs from operation
easily comply with the requirements of Industrial 2 Zoning. The proposed site has been
carefully selected to be located away from residential homes – the nearest home being 1.7km
away.
In my opinion, some of the objections raised against this proposal relate to bigger and broader
issues for the communities located around Laverton.
Whether or not areas of Laverton should be zoned as Industrial 2 is a separate issue to
this specific proposal.
Whether the current constraints and limitations imposed on Industrial Zone 2
operations are sufficient and adequate is a separate issue from this specific proposal.
The manner in which other companies conduct their businesses and operations in
Laverton is a separate issue to this specific proposal.
The heavy vehicle traffic and related impact on noise and air pollution on Laverton
residents is a separate issue to this specific proposal.
I look forward to this proposed waste-to-energy facility being the first of many in Victoria and
Australia. I also look forward to a similar facility being located in my home town of Ballarat.

Submission 016

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Monday, September 2, 2019 1:04:31 PM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the
proposed Waste to Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
Regards

Submission 017

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Monday, September 2, 2019 4:47:07 PM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed Waste
to Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
Regards

Submission 018

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Proposed Waste-to-energy facility in Laverton questions
Monday, September 2, 2019 5:16:10 PM

To whom it may concern,
I’m emailing a list of concerns that I share with the local and greater community on the proposal to
build a waste-to-energy facility in Laverton North.
The following are questions that I believe should be answered and investigated:
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
Gasification works best when there is minimal food or organic waste being processed?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and
waste reduction initiatives that are protected by the Environmental Protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Considering gasification has been used in WA and NSW with failures affecting
emissions and effects on landfill toxicity and human health?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place?
Where will the sludge remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Considering that landfill waste is residual waste- the majority of waste will be
unrecyclable plastics. How can plastics be considered renewable energy?
Why has an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA
for this project?

Thankyou for you time in reading and process these questions.
Kind Regards,

Submission 019

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Monday, September 2, 2019 6:06:10 PM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed
Waste to Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
Regards

Submission 020

Ms Cheryl Batagol
Chairman
EPA Victoria

Proposed Waste to Energy Plant at Laverton North

Dear Ms Batagol
As it is recognised by the Victorian State Government that the inner west of Melbourne is
impacted by air quality issues due to a range of pollution sources, including dust, transport,
industry and shipping, action to approve the Proposed Energy Plant at Laverton North must
be put on hold until the Government has time to study the results forthcoming from the Inner
West Air Quality Community Reference Group.
On 26 July 2018, the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and Minister for
Roads and Road Safety announced the establishment of the Inner West Air Quality
Community Reference Group. This group provides community members the opportunity to
provide community insight and input to future improvements for air quality in the inner west.
The reference group, with representatives from the community, local councils and
community groups, was set up to provide an opportunity for community members to better
understand their local air quality, sources of pollution and propose areas of focus and
solutions for Government consideration.
This study is to be complete by end 2019 and any decisions made to approve this facility must
be put on hold until the Government has time to digest the results of the study and make
recommendations to comment and implement improvements for air quality in the inner west.
Personally, I believe that the introduction of such a plant in Laverton North will further impact
on the air quality in the Inner West of Melbourne and hence I am totally opposed to the
setting of the proposed waste to energy plant at Laverton North.
Yours sincerely

Member
Inner West Air Quality Community Reference Group
Friday, 16 August 2019

.

Submission 021

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Tuesday, September 3, 2019 5:24:08 AM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed Waste to
Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
Regards

Submission 022

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Tuesday, September 3, 2019 6:41:05 AM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed
Waste to Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
Regards

Submission 023

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Recovered Energy Works Approval
Tuesday, September 3, 2019 2:52:46 PM

Works Approval Application Laverton
---------- Forwarded message --------From:
Date: Tue, 3 Sep 2019, 2:45 PM
Subject:
To:

Works Approval application by Recovered Energy, Laverton.
Letter of support for application.
Recovered Energy Australia is proposing to construct a world leading high tech MSW
gasification to energy facility to convert 200,000 tonne per annum of general household
domestic waste into baseload renewable energy at 28 Alex Fraser Drive, Laverton North.
The Energy from Waste Industry urgently needs the approval for this type of facility. The
growth in Melbourne’s waste over the next 5 years will be accommodated by this 200,000
tonnes per annum facility. It will not impact current tonnes to landfill or recycling.
The current recycling crisis has demonstrated that we have no alternatives for waste other than
landfill. The landfill operators are rubbing their hands together over this crisis. The downside
of the crisis is the more rapid use of landfill space with materials that as a worst case
represented a major energy source.
The Recovered Energy proposal is Best Practice gasification, rather than mass burning a la
Maryvale. The process of gasification generates a very useful syngas, that can be used to
generate thermal energy, electricity or other forms of gaseous and liquid fuels like hydrogen.
The technology proposed by RE is a proven gasifier system, constructed in China. The
Chinese have several plants that have been operating for some time thus demonstrating the
robustness of the technology and meeting all the relevant SEPP’s.
This will be a first for the industrialized area west of Melbourne, Zone 2 industrial zoning.
I have no hesitation in supporting the Application, and the comprehensive documentation and
data that goes with it.
I will be more than pleased to see an approval from the EPA for this application.
Regards

Submission 024

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Fwd: Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd EPA approval support
Tuesday, September 3, 2019 2:52:55 PM

Subject: Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd EPA approval support
To: <works.approval@epa.vic.au>
Dear Sir/Madam.
ACT Group (Aust) Pty Ltd wish to the EPA to acknowledge our support for the current
submission for a Waste to Energy Facility to be located at 28 Alex Fraser Drive Laverton Vic
3026.
It is exciting to see that finally Victoria will have a facility utilising gasification as the means
to provide, Electricity, Landfill avoidance and jobs for Victoria.
We recognise that using gasification is the cleanest method of waste destruction.
This model and others similar will be an import first step to controlling the larger problems of
high rates by council for the burying of waste which accounts for the largest portion of
collections currently.
We provide our full support for this project.
Kind Regards

ACT Group (Aust) Pty Ltd
www.actgroup.com.au
https://www.facebook.com/www.actgroup.com.au/

Submission 025

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd Concerns
Tuesday, September 3, 2019 8:19:02 PM

Hi,
I have some questions I would like to submit regarding the proposed
waste to energy plant as I am a resident of the area.
Why has there not been a thorough community consultation regarding this?
Given that a number of rubbish incinerators locally and in Europe have
had emissions issues what guarantees do we have as residents that this
will not affect our air quality?
Also, will an independent environmental assessment be completed by the
EPA for this project?
Regards
--

Submission 026

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Concerns from resident regarding Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Wednesday, September 4, 2019 7:47:43 AM

Hi,
My name is
and I have some concers and/or questions regarding the proposed Waste to
Energy Plant in Laverton North.
How will emissions be affected if food waste is not diverted from the waste stream to be
processed?
How come an independent environmental assessment has not been completed by the EPA for
this project?
How will implementation of a gasification plant not undermine the waste hierarchy and waste
reduction initiatives that are protected by the environmental protection Act?
Why is it based on European standards when it's Chinese technology?
What is the evidence that this technology is tried and tested?
Will landfill still be required if a gasification plant is in place? where will the sludge
remaining from processed waste be placed?
What are the toxicity levels of the sludge produced from processed waste?
Will the majority of waste will be unrecyclable plastics? How can plastics be considered
renewable energy?
What are the long term implications13101310How does this fit in the circular economy model
Regards

Submission 027

Ashurst Australia
Level 26
181 William Street
Melbourne VIC 3000
Australia
GPO Box 9938
Melbourne VIC 3001
Australia

4 September 2019

BY EMAIL:
works.approvals@epa.vic.gov.au

Tel +61 3 9679 3000
Fax +61 3 9679 3111
DX 388 Melbourne
www.ashurst.com

Huw Evans
Project Manager – Development Assessments
EPA Victoria
GPO Box 4395
Melbourne VIC 3001

Dear Huw
Charter Hall submission in relation to REA Works Approval Application for waste-toenergy facility at 28 Alex Fraser Drive, Laverton North VIC 3026
Ashurst makes this submission to EPA Victoria (EPA) on behalf of Charter Hall Group (Charter
Hall), in relation to Recovered Energy Australia's (REA) Works Approval Application (WAA) for a
waste-to-energy (WtE) facility at 28 Alex Fraser Drive, Laverton North VIC 3026 (Project).
Charter Hall instructed Ashurst to undertake a review of the WAA, on the basis of its concerns in
relation to the Project as major local land owner. In particular, Charter Hall own the land
neighbouring the Project site, being 85 Foundation Road and 267 Dohertys Road Truganina
(Drystone Industrial Estate), which represents a significant investment for Charter Hall.
Additionally, Charter Hall own a further 58 hectares at 500 Dohertys Road Truganina, which is also
nearby the Project site.
In preparing this submission, Ashurst have also consulted with Charter Hall's tenant at the
Drystone Industrial Estate, Woolworths Group (Woolworths). Woolworths currently operate its
Woolworths Meat Co business and are establishing the Melbourne Fresh Distribution Centre on
Charter Hall's land adjacent to the Project site. Additionally, Woolworths also has other facilities
nearby the Project, including the Woolworths Liquor Distribution Centre. Combined, these new
facilities represent over $365 million in investment and will create approximately 900 jobs.
In conducting our review of the WAA, we have been assisted by GHD Pty Ltd (GHD), a leading
environmental consultancy. GHD have identified a number of key concerns and shortcomings in
relation to the WAA. A copy of GHD's report is annexed to this submission.
1. Summary of concerns
As a significant local land owner, Charter Hall is fundamentally interested in ensuring the right
environmental outcomes in relation to the Project.
Our detailed review of the WAA has been conducted on the understanding that the Project will be
the second of its kind in Australia to propose the treatment of municipal solid waste (MSW)
through gasification, as a means of converting WtE. Critically, the only other example of a MSW
gasification project in Australia was unsuccessful and closed prematurely due to technical issues in
2003.
Following our detailed review, we have concluded that:

Ashurst Australia (ABN 75 304 286 095) is a general partnership const tuted under the laws of the Australian Capital Terr tory and is part of the
Ashurst Group.
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•

the treatment of MSW by gasification does not represent international best practice for the
treatment of MSW;

•

the WAA does not contain sufficient evidence or best practice analysis to allow EPA or
affected parties to assess the level of risk of the proposed development on the air quality
environment and human health or to conclude that it complies with all relevant
environmental regulations, policies and guidelines;

•

further assessment and verification of the WAA by the EPA is required, in accordance with
the recommendations in the GHD report. This verification is critical in order to ensure
transparency of the underlying sources of data informing the analysis provided in the
WAA, which will in turn effect the outputs of the Project, including emissions.

2. Legal basis for achieving best practice
In Victoria, state environment protection policies (SEPPs) made under the Environment Protection
Act 1970 (EP Act) set out best practice requirements for managing sources of emissions or
discharges to the environment. The most relevant SEPP to the Project is the SEPP Air Quality
Management (SEPP AQM), which at Part IV defines best practice to mean:
"the best combination of eco-efficient techniques, methods, processes or technology used
in an industry sector or activity that demonstrably minimises the environmental impact of a
generator of emissions in that industry sector or activity."
In the context of WtE proposals, the onus is on the project proponent to "demonstrate that the
siting, design, construction and operation of WtE facilities will incorporate best practice measures
for the protection of land, water and air environments."1 Specifically, in order to demonstrate best
practice in a WAA, it must contain a "best practice analysis" including2:
•

analysis demonstrating that the total proposed residual emissions or discharges resulting
from the best practice approach meet all relevant criteria in statutory policy;

•

evidence, including a summary of techniques or approaches used to analyse best practice,
including clear reference to any detailed analyses, assessments, reports or other sources
of information relied upon and ensuring that significant decisions within the analysis are
supported by a decision analysis based on clear criteria;

•

detailed analyses, assessments or reports to be provided as appendices where available.

Ultimately, it is the responsibility of REA to provide the EPA with sufficient evidence upon which to
make a decision. We consider that the material provided to date does not provide the EPA with
sufficient independent and robust technical data to enable EPA to make an informed judgement
about whether the Project represents best practice. In the absence of evidence that satisfies EPA
that the Project is best practice, in our submission EPA must refuse to grant the works approval.
3. Understanding best practice in the context of new technology
Gasification does not represent best practice technology for thermal treatment of MSW
REA propose to utilise "gasification" technology, with a throughput of 200,000 tonnes per annum
(tpa) of MSW feedstock in order to convert WtE. The gasification process involves creating a series
of complex thermo-chemical reactions, by applying sufficient heat to the waste in a low oxygen
environment. These reactions result in the conversion of carbonaceous materials in a feedstock to
combustible gases, syngas, which is then used to generate energy.

1

EPA Victoria Guideline: Energy from Waste, Publication 1559.1 July 2017, page 3.

2

EPA Victoria Guideline: Demonstrating Best Practice, Publication 1517.1 October 2017, pages 5 – 6.
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In contrast with REA's proposal, we understand that the direct combustion of waste is the most
commonly utilised WtE technology worldwide, with the majority of the new WtE plants built in the
UK over the past ten years being of the direct combustion type. Notably, the recently approved
Australian Paper Maryville WtE facility will employ direct combustion. We note that the number of
gasification plants treating MSW around the world is significantly smaller than the total number of
direct or indirect combustion plants.
Although there are several gasification plants in operation in Japan and South Korea that have
been in operation for some years, we note that it is difficult to obtain information in English about
the long term performance of gasification plants in Asia. Furthermore, despite use in Asia, we note
that gasification is generally considered to be a developing, rather than established, technology for
treating MSW.
While we appreciate that a best practice analysis may invite a comparison with overseas practices,
we urge caution in relation to the applicability of MSW gasification projects in Victoria. Ultimately,
we consider that unless further information can be provided by REA to satisfy otherwise, a local
level comparison indicates that MSW gasification is not in fact the best practice for thermal
destruction of waste.
Large scale gasification plants utilising MSW do not represent best practice
In addition to being a developing industry, there are a number of additional factors that further
limit the appropriateness of overseas comparisons of gasification processes. Specifically, these
limitations include the fact that gasification has historically occurred on a smaller scale than what is
currently proposed by REA, and that it has been used to treat different feedstock to MSW.
We understand that existing gasification plants in Europe range in size on average from 30,000 to
40,000 tpa. The largest plant associated with one of the major European suppliers, Energos, has a
throughput of 78,000 tpa. The vast majority of existing gasification plants in Europe have design
capacities significantly less than the 200,000 tpa throughput as proposed by REA for the Laverton
North facility. This makes the REA plant a relatively large gasification plant compared to most
others.
An additional hurdle in comparing gasification projects with the REA project, is that gasification,
where it has been adopted, is most commonly utilising feedstock such as wood and other
homogeneous waste streams such as medical or industrial waste, as opposed to more variable
waste streams such as MSW. This is because the gasification process is less tolerant of waste
composition changes, as opposed to the direct combustion process which is able to more aptly
tolerate variable waste streams.
We understand that although gasification has recently been more widely adopted in China, this
adoption is mainly of small scale gasification plants. Furthermore, these small scale plants utilise
stable feedstock such as wood and other biomasses, limiting the applicability of comparisons to the
Project.
4. Need for further verification and transparency of critical assessment information
As set out above, in circumstances where no local precedent exists, it is essential for the EPA to
proceed with caution and take a step-by-step approach that ensures the requisite rigour applied to
works approval assessment. Specifically, it is critical to ensure the disclosure and verification of all
underlying sources of data in order to satisfy compliance with the applicable standards.
Through our review of the WAA, we have identified several issues and deficiencies in the
information provided. Specifically, we consider that the WAA does not disclose all underlying
sources of data, nor provide the level of background detail we would expect to see in terms of the
operating conditions or feedstock composition at the time of emissions sampling. Consequently,
we consider that these deficiencies have flow on effects throughout the WAA, that we consider
need addressing by REA and the EPA.
5. Concern regarding ongoing viability of MSW gasification projects
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Despite assertions of the prevalence of successful MSW gasification projects worldwide, our review
has indicated that there are a number of projects that have failed, largely due to technical and
commercial issues.
Importantly, we note that the sole example of gasification technology being employed for a MSW
feedstock in Australia (EDL, Wollongong) was unsuccessful, with the commissioning phase of the
project plagued with technical issues, leading to premature closure of the facility in 2003.
Furthermore, gasification of MSW in Europe has proved to be a technically and commercially
challenging activity, especially in relation to large scale plants. These problems have occurred
even with a company like Energos that has been designing such plants since 1997 (according to its
website). Larger scale gasification plants with Energos technology (96,000 tpa to 144,000 tpa)
commenced construction in the UK, at Derby and at Milton Keynes and Glasgow, but have not been
completed, due to cashflow issues associated with Energos, which entered administration in 2016.
We understand that until the Project is operational, there are a number of unknown factors that
may impact on the ongoing viability of the Project. These include whether the technology will be
able to attain the requisite temperatures for effective gasification that meets EPA standards, or
whether the availability of requisite feedstock will result in commercial outputs (ie. slag that can be
on-sold, as opposed to being sent to landfill) or outputs that meet EPA standards.
6. Need for compliance with waste hierarchy
Despite the challenges faced by the Victorian recycling industry, we maintain that waste should be
managed in accordance with the waste management hierarchy, which preferences reuse and
recycling ahead of recovery of energy. We are concerned that the operation of the Project may
encourage the incineration of potentially reusable or recyclable materials.
7. Requirements in the event of approval
As stated in this submission, Charter Hall holds concerns in relation to the reliability and
completeness of the analysis of the Project contained in the WAA. Notwithstanding this, in the
event that the EPA is able to satisfy itself that the Project meets applicable standards, we have
provided below conditions of the Works Approval or subsequent licence we would anticipate as
being appropriate for a project of this nature. We wish to reserve the right to provide comment on
revised or additional conditions that may be appropriate once the concerns raised in this letter
have been addressed and the WAA has been updated.
•

•

The plant should be subject to a series of audits to be performed by an EPA-appointed
industrial facilities auditor. The type and frequency of audits should include, but not be
limited to the following:
o

Detailed design verification demonstrating at a minimum that the facility has been
built in accordance with the WA and the EU BREF (2016 and 2018 draft) before a
licence is granted to REA;

o

Proof of performance (commissioning) to confirm the facility has been constructed
in accordance with the WA and the EU BREF (2016 and 2018 draft) before a licence
is granted to REA;

o

Ongoing (post-commissioning) environmental audits to demonstrate compliance
with licence conditions; and

o

Ongoing (post-commissioning) audits of waste material received on site which
would demonstrate plant feedstock is compliant with the proposal.

The discharge of air emissions from the three flues should be via three separate chimneys
each of which is of sufficient height such that they are compliant with the Good
Engineering Practice (GEP) guide for stack height (i.e. 2.5 times the height of surrounding
buildings).
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•

Auxiliary burners should be installed in each combustion chamber which would act to
maintain the required temperatures.

•

Waste feed should be controlled such that the feed rate is reduced/ceased where
monitoring shows that the required temperatures are not being achieved or where
emission monitoring shows exceedances of emission discharge limits.

•

Prior to commencing any construction works, REA must provide updated Air Quality and
Human Health impact assessment reports which are based on the facility detailed design.
Further to updated assessments, a computational fluid dynamics (CFD) modelling
assessment should be carried out which would demonstrate that target temperatures and
residence times will be achieved.

•

An air emission monitoring and assessment plan should be developed that would indicate
types and frequency of emission monitoring/sampling. The emission testing regime should
be in accordance with BAT4 (page 474) of the 2018 draft BREF.

8. Recommendations and next steps
It is concluded that gasification does not appear to represent international best practice for the
treatment of MSW. Additionally, the technology has demonstrated limitations and raised technical
and commercial issues, especially in relation to larger scale facilities, such as the one proposed by
REA.
Furthermore, based on a review of specified sections of the WAA, we are of the opinion that the
WAA is lacking critical information required to allow EPA or affected parties such as Charter Hall to
properly assess the proposed development or to conclude that it represents best practice for
thermal destruction of MSW.
This limitation has flow on effects for the air quality and health risk assessments and has lead us to
conclude that the WAA is not of sufficient quality to allow EPA or affected parties such as Charter
Hall to assess the level of risk of the proposed development on the air quality environment and
human health or to conclude that it complies with all relevant environmental regulations, policies
and guidelines.
The annexed GHD report sets out our recommendations as to the further assessment and
verification needed by the EPA in relation to the Project.
We look forward to the opportunity to discuss these matters with you further.
Please contact
submission.
Yours faithfully

Ashurst

if you have any questions in relation to this
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

works.approvals
Submission regarding the work approval application by Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Wednesday, September 4, 2019 1:14:40 PM

Attention:
Mr. Stephen Adamthwaite,
Manager Development Assessments,
EPA Vic
Please find below my submission regarding the work approval application by Recovered
Energy Australia Pty Ltd.
1. Appendixes 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 18 are not included in the application released for the public
to see and they are not listed in the content page. What do the appendixes content that it is so
secret?
2. The model in the community information session had a By pass duct for the bag house. This
is not EU standards.
3. Is there a by pass stack in this plant? If so where is the modelling and the risk assessment
for all the by pass paths?
4. What is the emergence evacuation in the syngas chamber? Is it a risk? Is this risk assessed?
Is REA capable to understand the risks? What other risks does REA has missed?
5. REA shall list all the risks and its assessment and see if they have the knowledge to be
handling this technology.
6. Is the applicant committing to CEMS that meet any standards, like European standards?
Which standards? Please answer.
7. The environmental Risk Assessment has 8 lines in Table NO 5-2. Very unsatisfactory.
Many massive risks are not addressed: Where is the risk assessed for when the flue gases by
pass the bag house? We will not list them all. They should know it. Please provide.
8. Table 7-1 there are many yes which are not in accordance to REA. One example: The use of
modelling to provide information of the boiler …….., Ecowaste did not do modelling.
Modelling is a very basic activity in the design of BAT.
9. Can EcoWaste do modelling? Please answer with examples.
10. There are many more that need to be discussed by the proponent. Please provide.
11. Compliance with the 11 principles of the EP Act to demonstrate best practice is not
presented in the application. Please provide. How can the application be accepted?
12. Where is best recommended the vertical system for residual waste?

13. Apart of Ecowaste recommendation to use vertical plant? Where is Europe recommended?
14. Why is Europe plants of the same capacity are not done with the vertical system?
15. How can be the Eco waste system the best available technology? Nobody else uses it in the
world.
16. Is it cost the reason to use this plant? Why not? Which other plant is cheaper?
17. The basis for the air modelling, section 10.4.1: The data of the discharge of six plants
treating residual waste was received from the manufacturer. The data for two plants were used
in the modelling, why not the data from 6 plants?
18. Can EPA get an independent assessor of the modelling to verify the modelling? If yes, can
EPA publish the results?
19. How can we believe that the waste input to the reference plants is so similar to the
Melbourne residual waste? The proponent says so? The Chinese manufacturer says so?
20. The data used is from stack tests results which do not even state the air references, the
methods used, the oxygen content. How can this data be translated to any assessment if it is
not referenced to air conditions and oxygen content? The references are not translated?
21. How can we believe these stack test reports? The reports do state the methods used, the
instrument serial numbers, the technician name, why was the plant operating at full load, etc.
22. How do we know that the air will leave the stack at 150 degrees Celsius? Where is the
thermal assessment to proof this? Is this also because Ecowaste says so?
23. The application states that further information on the data is given in Appendix 21: The
data in Appendix 21 cannot be identified with the respect to the data used in the modelling.
The data in Appendix 21 does not meet European standards of emissions.
24. Table 14.3: Where in the world there is an incineration plant of residual waste that
produces 420 kg of bottom ash per tonne of residual waste treated? Please provide source
stating 420 kg.
25. Mike McRae-Williams, Environmental Consultant Hatlar Group Pty Ltd, stated in the last
community information night:
There is not dioxins coming out of the stack.
There is 100 % combustion in the plant.
Is this enough to disqualify the person for doing the environmental risk assessment?
26. All risks are moderate, this is too high to me, there is not a way to reduce risk to maximum
practicable possible? Why is it not used in this plant? Is it to be best practice?
27. Appendix 4, table 4: Refer to the risk assessment: how is fire runoff managed? By
pumping the liquids into tankers!! Have they consider to seal the site to content the liquid from

fire fighting?
28. Are infrared sensors to be used in the bunker? Please answer.
29. Appendix 20: What is the make and model and the serial number of the CEMS equipment
used to collect the data? How can this data be considered without stating how the data was
collected and the reference of the data.
30. tow accredited EPA auditors for facilities, voted by the community, shall be sent to China
to audit the Eco Waste Plants and take stack tests, like tests required by EPA in Victoria.
Otherwise, how can the community believe the data?
31. How can EPA believe the data?
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Recipient:

The Hon. Jill Hennessy, Mr Cesar Melham, Mr Tim Pallas, EPA
Victoria, The Hon. Marlene Kairouz

Letter:

Greetings,
We demand proper community consultation for the Waste to
Energy plant in the West. The recent information sessions on the
proposed Waste to Energy plant by Recovered Energy Australia
were barely known by residents and poorly attended to get works
approval. This is not suﬃcient for a project with implications for
health, environment and local government ﬁnancial risk. Proper
community consultation should not be a tokenistic tick box exercise
but a genuine and transparent attempt to inform and provide
independent evidence of concerns, risks and answer questions.
Waste to energy seems a simple solution for our waste crisis,
but the risk with gasiﬁcation is that this creates gasiﬁer slag, ash
residues and ﬂue gas which is technically prescribed industrial
waste (PIW). These residues may have contaminates which are too
toxic for regular landﬁll. Approval is being sought from the EPA, but
should it be granted, and if so, on what terms?
We urge there be proper community consultation in the form of a
20b conference by the EPA and that you inform all residents and
local businesses of this proposal and consultation in each of the
four affected municipalities: Wyndham, Hobsons bay, Maribyrnong
and Brimbank.
We also demand that there be an independent environmental
assessment completed as per the Environmental Act.

Signatures
Name

Location

Date

Australia

2019-08-31

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-01

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-01

Pascoe Vale, Australia

2019-09-01

Australia

2019-09-01

Australia

2019-09-01

State College, Pennsylvania, US

2019-09-01

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-01

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-01

Altona, Australia

2019-09-01

Altona, Australia

2019-09-01

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-01

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-01

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-01

Australia

2019-09-02

Spotswood, Australia

2019-09-02

Australia

2019-09-02

Altona, Australia

2019-09-02

Clayton, Australia

2019-09-02

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-02

Name

Location

Date

Altona North, Australia

2019-09-02

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-02

ALTONA MEADOWS, Australia

2019-09-02

Australia

2019-09-02

Altona meadows, Australia

2019-09-02

Australia

2019-09-02

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-02

Australia

2019-09-02

Australia

2019-09-02

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-02

ALTONA MEADOWS, Australia

2019-09-02

Australia

2019-09-02

Altona, Australia

2019-09-02

Deer Park, Australia

2019-09-02

Mooroolbark, Australia

2019-09-03

Laverton, Australia

2019-09-03

Maribyrnong, Australia

2019-09-03

Ascot Vale, Australia

2019-09-03

Camberwell, Australia

2019-09-03

Melbourne, Australia

2019-09-03

Kellyville, Australia

2019-09-03

Spotswood, Australia

2019-09-03

Name

Location

Date

Australia

2019-09-04

Thank you for the opportunity to give feedback regarding the works approval for a waste to energy
facility in Laverton North. My name is
and I am a Laverton resident for the past 12
years. Here are some of my concerns based on the proposal and information session from August
19th:
•

•

•

Limited community awareness and support
o REA suggests the community are supportive in their executive summary, yet at the
community consultation on August 19, may were extremely concerned about this
proposition. Negative or sceptical would be a better way to describe most, if not all,
responses from the community, at this meeting.
o I learned of this by consultation by chance and I had not received any notification
about this project. I contacted the council who had not communicated on the
session and put out social media at the last minute. Myself and others doorknocked
in Laverton North and neighbours in Laverton who stated they were not aware of
this project. It was due to spreading the word through social media and local
connections that some residents attended.
o REA indicated that community consultation was done at the 2018 Waste Expo. This
engagement would be better described as industry consultation, as it’s not an event
that general public would be expected to attend
o REA suggested they advertised in The Age and local papers, which is proven to be
ineffective in creating community awareness. A letterbox drop is the normal
communication process in conjunction with local council.
Previous consultations about state government or other local government projects have
notified the community via a letterbox drop with promotions on social media and local
newsletters
I am on the engage.vic.au email list and didn’t receive notification through this means

Lack of communication of a consultation like this, question the integrity and claims that the
community support this facility. At the very least there needs to be a requirement that every
residents in the western region are notified in writing, so they have the opportunity to give feedback
or ask questions prior to the commencement of works. Particularly residents from Hobsons Bay,
Brimbank, Wyndham and Maribyrnong.
I recommend that the community is effectively notified as the next step forward with this
application. Another community consultation facilitated by the EPA should be held, with at least a
months notice given for this event. Of if not, then everyone in the western region should be
notified by form of letterbox drop prior, and special interest groups in Victoria should be notified
with social media to support this prior to a 20B Conference. I have also attached a petition with 49
supporters wanting further community consultation about this project as they were not informed.

Questions raised from the executive summary and the briefing at the community consultation are
•

Energy can be fed to the grid and /or supply of steam or hot water to adjacent industry.
Which industry will this be supplied to and what infrastructure / works will be required to
enable this?

•
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

The gasification requires clean waste wood. How is “clean” defined? What quantity is
required and how will this be sourced?
The executive summary suggests the slag could be recycled into roadbase.
o What testing and approvals have been done, and are required, for the proposed use
of this slag as a material for roadbase.
o If slag is not acceptable to use in roadbase, which is suggested in the summary, then
which landfill will it be consigned to? It appears there is still a need for landfill
regardless and it will not be replaced and there is a risk it will contain other
toxic materials.
The facility aims to manage 200,000 t/annum. The executive summary states that a project
benefit is a diversion of 195,000 tonnes per annum of putrescible organic waste. This figure
needs to be clarified as when questioned at the community consultation, it was implied this
is may not be the case on the long term, as not all councils are looking to implement FOGO
recycling.
If this is the case, how will a 50% or greater reduction in organics affect emissions, slag and
ash residues?
The waste hierarchy in the National waste Strategy preferences waste management to
reduce waste generation through 1. Avoidance. 2 reuse. 3 recycle. Can it be considered that
this has been fully enacted by state government and local council? If more effective
strategies were implemented to avoid, reuse and recycle, which is currently being proposed
such as FOGO and recycling systems, how will this affect the waste stock that REA would
receive. And any outputs
Is there any risk that councils could be locked into a contract requiring waste to be sent to
energy recovery which could counteract or undermine initiatives for waste avoidance and
reuse, as per the hierarchy?
Flue gas treatment residues could be category B PIW , but it could be classified as category A
PIW. If this is a category A, how will this be managed? Will diverting organics to FOGO be a
variable in the waste stock that will contribute to outcomes of this classification
A significant concern for locals is the cumulative effect this facility will have on the area. It is
already highly industrial, what impact will another industrial facility and it’s emissions have
on the area
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Recovered Energy Australia Works Approval – Public comment submission
Dear EPA,
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on the Recovered Energy Australia
Works Approval Application for a waste to energy facility in Laverton North.

I would like to take this chance to request EPA clarify several questions of concern I have
with regard to this facility.
These are outlined below and relate to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Policy and regulatory clarity
Independence, integrity, validity and verification of data presented
Environmental emissions
Track record of operators
Social licence to operate and community engagement
Waste storage and fire risks
Residual wastes

Policy and regulatory clarity
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) has announced that it
is developing a Circular Economy Policy. The development of this policy has been supported
by DELWP’s ‘A Circular Economy Victoria Issues Paper’, recently published for consultation
at Engage Victoria https://engage.vic.gov.au/circulareconomy. The Engage Victoria website
states that the Final Policy will be released in late 2019. This issues paper asserts on page 5
that “The policy will establish goals for the Victorian waste and resource recovery system so
that it effectively supports a circular economy. It will also clarify the role of waste to energy
technologies in that system”.
Similarly, DELWP and EPA, are now consulting on the subordinate legislation to support the
new Environment Protection Amendment Act 2018, which is due to come into effect on July
1 2020 https://engage.vic.gov.au/new-environmental-laws. The Engage Victoria website
claims that “this is the single greatest overhaul of environment protection legislation in
Victoria since the tabling of the Environment Protection Act 1970.”

And prior to this, DELWP released its ‘Turning Waste into Energy’ policy discussion paper in
October 2017 https://engage.vic.gov.au/waste/wastetoenergy to which no policy position
was finalised.
For the purposes of the Recovered Energy Australia works approval application, EPA should
clearly explain to the Victorian community how it will be able to make an informed
assessment of the proposed project in the absence of current policy certainty. And in
particular, given that there is likely to be policy clarity by the end of 2019, how will EPA
manage the project approval timelines alongside a waste to energy policy?
In NSW and Queensland, waste to energy policies have been developed to allow the EPAs in
these jurisdictions to make consistent and informed assessments of waste to energy project
proposals.
In line with this, the DELWP Circular Economy policy discussion paper suggests that to
achieve higher resource recovery “actions the government is likely to explore” include
“considering new rules to prevent ‘mixed’ or ‘unsorted’ waste being disposed to landfill or
waste to energy facilities”. It also states “the circular economy policy and action plan will
consider the appropriate role for waste to energy technologies in a Victorian circular
economy”. What does this mean for this current works approval application?
Questions for EPA - Policy and regulatory clarity
1. How does EPA Victoria propose to address this policy absence for this project
assessment?
2. And, what are the implications of any works approval that is permitted prior to what
may be a changing policy and regulatory environment?
3. Will the circular economy policy require / encourage recovery of recyclables from
energy to waste facilities? And if so, how will EPA assess such a requirement for the
Recovered Energy Australia proposal?
4. How will EPA assess the proposal in light of DELWP’s Circular Economy policy
direction for rules that prevent mixed or unsorted waste going to waste to energy
facilities?
Independence, integrity, validity and verification of data presented
All of the data presented by Recovered Energy Australia in its works approval
documentation has either:
a) Been commissioned and paid for Recovered Energy Australia
b) Sourced from international examples from predominantly China and Iran
Questions for EPA Independence, integrity, validity and verification of data presented
1. Does EPA have confidence in the quality of the data presented?
2. Can EPA say with confidence that it believes the data presented has been developed
independently of the commercial interests of either:
a. Recovered Energy Australia who commissioned the reports?

3.
4.
5.
6.

b. Or the technology providers of waste to energy facilities in China, Iran, etc.
who are selling the technology to Recovered Energy Australia?
What process will EPA undertake to verify the independence, integrity and validity
of the data presented by Recovered Energy Australia?
Does EPA consider the datasets presented to be examples of leading practice for
waste to energy facilities internationally?
To what benchmark will EPA assess the purported performance of the Recovery
Energy Australia technology?
What does EPA know about this technology and its application in Australia?

Environmental emissions
It is recommended that EPA consider and apply the ‘precautionary principle’ when assessing
this works approval application. Specifically when it comes to the potential human health
and air quality impacts that may or may not arise from this facility.
The precautionary principle is typically understood that when an activity introduces or raises
threats of harm to human health and the environment, that precautionary measures should
be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not presently scientifically
established. And in line with this, the proponent of such a proposed activity should bear the
burden of proof rather than the public.
Questions for EPA- Environmental emissions
1. Will EPA categorically be able to say that there will be no detrimental impacts to
human health or the environment as a result of this project? If not, why not?
2. And if it approves this works approval application, with any uncertainty, what
reasons will EPA provide for its decision?
3. How will EPA assess known concerns of waste to energy facilities around emissions
of particulate matter, sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and any other potentially
harmful emissions?
4. If a concept of acceptable limits is applied, what are the likely impacts of acceptable
limits of pollutants such as particulate matter, sulphur dioxide, and nitrogen oxides
on human health and the environment?
5. What will be the cumulative effects of these additional pollutants alongside other
heavily polluting industries in the western suburbs of Laverton North, Brooklyn and
Altona?
6. Can EPA be sure in its assessment that there will be no potential for human health
concerns and air quality impact on neighbouring communities?
7. And to what level will EPA accept any potential impacts on neighbouring
communities to this facility?
8. Will EPA clearly provide its findings and state what level of environmental pollution
may or may not be introduced to Melbourne’s western suburbs through this facility?
And in particular, the cumulative impact of this facility into the western suburbs of

Melbourne where pollution from heavy industry is an ongoing issue that struggles to
be managed e.g. the Brooklyn triangle?
Track record of operators
Whilst the individuals associated with Recovered Energy Australia have all described their
professional experiences, the works approval documentation doesn’t provide any details
around the verification of the credentials of the individuals involved. And more importantly,
Recovered Energy Australia as a business, nor any of the individuals, have ever owned or
operated a waste to energy facility, internationally or locally in Australia.
Therefore it is difficult to see a proven track record of Recovered Energy Australia in
managing waste to energy facilities. As one of the first major proposals for waste to energy
in Victoria, alongside the Australian Paper proposal, it is difficult to fathom that EPA could
permit a full blown works approval to an untried, untested and unproven operator.
Question for EPA – Track record of operators
1. What are the requirements to prove the performance track record and suitability of
a business to operate what may be one of the first waste to energy facilities in
Victoria? Particularly given the considerable poor compliance record of many waste
and resource recovery facilities in Melbourne (see additional commentary on this
below in ‘Waste storage and fire risks’).
2. How will the EPA assess the track record of Recovered Energy Australia when it has
not owned or operated such a facility in Melbourne, Australia, or internationally?

Social licence to operate and community engagement
Whilst this proposal is within the municipality of Wyndham City Council, the nearest
communities likely to be impacted are in Hobsons Bay City Council. There has been limited
effort to truly engage with residents of Hobsons Bay City Council, with the first and only
public engagement being held on August 19 2019 at the Laverton Community Hub. Beyond
one-way dialogue through media coverage in local newspapers, the opportunity for the
Hobsons Bay community to engage has been limited. This may affect the number of
responses received, which should not diminish the concerns of those who have responded.
Question for EPA – social licence to operate and community engagement
1. Will EPA be providing any weighting to its evaluation of this works approval
application based on the number of community responses to this proposal? i.e. the
number of public submissions for or against.
2. If so, what are the weightings? And how did EPA arrive at these weightings?
Waste storage and fire risks
EPA must clearly outline how confident it is that this facility will be able to operate without
presenting a new and additional fire risk to Melbourne and in particular, Melbourne’s
western suburbs.

permitted uses for this material in Victoria. This is a significant environmental and health
concern for neighbouring communities.
For example VicRoads, now Department of Transport, does not presently permit this use of
Bottom Ash from waste to energy facilities in any of its road construction specifications. It
allows for many other recycled materials to be used but this requires a comprehensive
laboratory testing regime, and often field trials of the use of recycled materials in roads. The
management of residual wastes from waste to energy in Australia is an unknown and must
be addressed so that recovery, containment or disposal pathways are known and agreed to
from the outset of any facility development.
Questions for EPA - Residual wastes
1. How does EPA propose to effectively regulate the generation of residual wastes such
potentially toxic bottom ash?
2. What impact will the generation and/or storage of bottom ash (that is likely
contaminated) have on neighbouring communities and the environment?
3. In the absence of any currently viable end markets for residual bottom ash, how
does EPA propose to work with Recovered Energy Australia to manage this issue?
4. Will the bottom ash be permitted to be stockpiled on-site? Or off-site elsewhere,
and if so, where?
5. How much residual waste will be generated per annum?
6. And for how long will this residual waste be permitted to be stockpiled?

I look forward to EPA’s assessment of the Recovered Energy Works Approval application and
for full consideration to be given to the questions I have asked.

Yours sincerely,

Submission 032

Recovered Energy Australia EPA works approval application:
Laverton North Residual Municipal Solid Waste
Gasification to Energy facility
4 September 2019
https://engage.vic.gov.au/epa-works-approvals/recovered-energy-australia

Introduction
Thank you for the opportunity to submit community perspectives about Recovered Energy
Australia’s final works approval application for a waste-to-energy gasification facility in 28 Alex
Fraser Drive, Laverton North.
The Anti-Toxic Waste Alliance (the Alliance) comprises 36 community groups and organisations
from across Melbourne’s northern and western suburbs (and one south eastern suburban
organisation). We have a collective reach into the wider community of over 42,000 people.
The Alliance was established in April 2019 in response to three horrific toxic chemical and waste
fires in the past two years and the continuing threats from inappropriately managed landfills,
storage and recycling premises in our residential suburbs. We feel compelled to make a united
stand on this issue, to make sure this community’s concerns are finally heard and acted upon.
Our primary goal is to have our communities and natural environments free of the health and
safety threats from toxic and hazardous waste and by-products.
On 6 August this year, the Alliance outlined the four ‘non-negotiable’ outcomes we seek, on the
community’s behalf, from any proposed solutions to Victoria’s recycling and waste management
crisis. These ‘non-negotiables’ apply to any waste-to-energy options being considered for
inclusion within Victoria’s waste management infrastructure:
1. That the waste hierarchy of Reduce, Re-use, Recycle and the circular economy be
foundation principles.
2. Fewer greenhouse emissions.
3. No toxic or hazardous emissions/discharges.
4. No disaster incidents related to waste.
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The recovery and disposal stages in the waste hierarchy must have solutions that deliver an
improvement in public health indicators, a clean environment, and no negative impacts on the
visual and physical amenity of people’s homes and surrounds.

Community and environmental health and safety must be the priority
Recovered Energy Australia’s waste-to-energy proposal utilises one of the gasification
methodologies to process residual municipal waste to curtail reliance on landfill and generate
energy both to power the plant and to enter the electricity grid.
Any waste-to-energy facility approved between now and July next year must be made to
conform to the Environment Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) ‘general environmental duty’
responsibilities, which are central to the new Environment Protection Amendment Act 2018, due
to come into force from 1 July 2020.
The introduction of any technology to address the crisis in waste management and recycling
industries must be environmentally just. While they may be preferable to sending waste to
landfill, all proposed waste-to-energy ‘solutions’ must be carefully investigated prior to formal
approval being given, to ensure that they will not be subjecting surrounding communities and
environments to a new type of harm from their emissions and the by-products generated (e.g.
slag).
The proposed waste-to-energy plant must be subject to strict controls and oversight for
particulates, odours and chemicals – equivalent to or better than world standard. Regular testing
of flue gases and slag must be carried out as waste fuels may vary. In addition, this information
must be reported to the community and made readily accessible by conveying essential
information in a format suitable for lay audiences.
The current crisis situation affecting Victoria’s recycling and waste management industry has
resulted in:
•

three major and near-lethal toxic waste fires in metropolitan communities;

•

the discovery of a significant degree of alleged organised crime activity in the industry,
including more than 70 million litres of toxic chemical waste being transported and
stored illegally in Melbourne and Kaniva under extremely dangerous circumstances;

•

a near-complete breakdown in the metropolitan municipal waste recycling and disposal
system;

•

an increase in the short-term reliance on sending municipal waste to landfill and the
resulting loss of community faith in the value of bothering to sort household waste for
recycling.

Successive governments and the EPA failed to avert this crisis and protect the community from
being harmed as a result of illegal and licensed but-non-compliant waste stockpiles. The EPA is
widely regarded in the community – and has been for decades – as being ineffectual and
‘toothless’. As far as the Alliance is concerned, to date the interests of businesses (even those
that have repeatedly contravened their licence requirements and environmental regulations)
have been protected to a much higher degree than the interests of the community.
2

Given these factors, the community understandably has considerable concerns about what level
of regulatory rigour would actually be applied to monitoring waste-to-energy facilities established
in this state, and protecting the community from harm from their operations.
Giving the EPA stronger legislative powers is not enough if those powers are not being applied
to their full extent, and if the EPA is not appropriately resourced and/or capable of enforcing the
law. Long and drawn out compliance processes, such as repeatedly serving compliance notices
that are repeatedly ignored, also puts the community’s health and safety at undue risk from
‘rogue operators’.

Prioritise waste minimisation and reuse over disposal / incineration
We are concerned that the crisis Victoria is in due to the collapse of external waste markets and
a systemic failure in the state’s environmental protection regulation and enforcement, is
potentially accelerating acceptance of waste-to-energy technologies without proper and due
consideration being given to the potential risks and legacies involved.
A major negative the Alliance wishes to raise is the likelihood of locking the state into a future
incompatible with maximum levels of reducing, reusing and recycling our waste.
‘Australia must prioritise policies and strategies that aim for zero waste and genuinely
clean and renewable energy, with the associated job creation – rather than accepting
‘solutions’ that at best relocate pollution sources and at worst exacerbate environmental
harm. For example, 60% of material in Victorian landfills consists of food, paper and
cardboard, and plastic, which should be diverted from becoming waste in the first
place.’1
The mixed recyclable model has clearly failed as what was once an income earner has become
a cost. Investment in the municipal recycling system to create viable streams of material for
recycling should be a priority.
A standardised and simplified system of labelling; packaging to be engineered for recycling not
disposal and a greater investment in source separation for household waste for glass, paperbased products and organics would assist with recycling processes. Setting up yet another
‘market’, in the form of ‘hungry’ waste-to-energy plants, that relies on a constant supply of
residual waste streams will undermine the impetus to develop a circular economy.
A recent report, Waste to energy consultation and case study for Melbourne’s West stated that
Victoria does not currently have a waste policy, which leaves a gap in the current framework for
waste management. Instead, a series of cascading strategic plans, including the Statewide
Waste and Resource Recovery Infrastructure Plan (State Infrastructure Plan), provide guidance
to the industry on Government direction and priorities.2
1

Waste to energy: what does it mean for communities and the environment? Environmental Justice
Australia.
https://www.envirojustice.org.au/our-work/community/air-pollution/resources/waste-to-energy/
2
Genever, Matt. Report to the Minister for Energy,Environment and Climate Change. Waste to energy
consultation and case study for Melbourne’s West. 2017. P.14
https://recoveredenergy.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Cesar-Melhelm-Waste-to-energyconsultation-Report-26022018-min.pdf
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Dealing with the waste management and recycling industries will require clear and strong policy
that identifies these industries as essential services and provides clarity for operators, agencies
and communities.
Previous attempts at gasification plants in Australia have failed. The proposed plant at Port
Hedland, in Western Australia, did not proceed due to inadequate waste levels to feed the
plant.3 At Wollongong in 2004, numerous failures with emission levels in the SWERF facility in
NSW led to its closure.4 In addition, there have been issues with European gasification plants
exceeding dioxin emission limits.5
Has the proposed technology matured to address these emissions control failures? And are our
standards and regulatory processes – and our environmental regulator – sufficiently geared to
monitor and address them?
The waste hierarchy
The waste hierarchy is a globally agreed approach for dealing with waste. Despite Victoria
having endorsed ‘in principle’ a waste hierarchy for many years that strongly advocates re-use
and recycling and rejects disposal methods such as landfill and incineration as the least
desirable option, in practice our waste management system has been operating under the
completely reverse paradigm.
How is introducing technological and business operations that depend on receiving a constant
flow of non-recyclable waste going to help us turn around this paradigm to align Victoria’s waste
management system with the endorsed waste hierarchy? Such facilities may appear to be
attractive as short-term solutions to the current crisis. Presumably, they would help to clear the
enormous amount of stockpiled waste in storage, as well as addressing the ongoing inflow of
non-recyclable waste – while also reducing the reliance on landfill – until such time as waste
minimisation and re-use measures are achieving their full effect. However, they would appear to
be at cross purposes with the principles of the waste hierarchy and thus a major disincentive to
ever recalibrating our system to properly adhere to the hierarchy.
There is therefore, a risk that embracing waste-to-energy solutions too readily and without
comprehensive environmental assessments and strategic foresight, could result in Victoria
leaping out of the frying pan, into the fire.
Reduce
We have strong concerns that this waste-to-energy technology has the capacity to suppress the
first imperative of the waste hierarchy – to reduce. An assured level of waste – at the very least
consistent – is required to feed the hungry beast.
Gasification relies on a feedstock rich in plastics, paper, kitchen and garden waste6 – plastics
aside – these components are also candidates for composting processes. Banning single use
3

Switch-off for now on project. Robert Dougherty. North West Telegraph, Wednesday, 12 September
2018. https://thewest.com.au/news/north-west-telegraph/switch-off-for-now-on-project-ng-b88951452z
4
Submission to NSW Government Inquiry into Energy from Waste Technology. 2017. P1-2
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/lcdocs/submissions/57741/0075%20Name%20suppressed.pdf.
5
https://ntn.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/NTN-waste-to-energy-incineration-report-2013.1-1.pdf.
p.32
6
Pyrolysis, gasification and plasma. Friends of the Earth, 2009
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plastics and reducing complex and unnecessary packaging, which the Alliance strongly
encourages, will result in lower levels of intractable municipal waste and litter.
While the effect of reduced levels of waste on available product for the plant due to reduction
programs is acknowledged in the submission, we have concerns that a ready solution of this
nature will compromise those efforts.
Increasing re-use, recycling and composting will dramatically alter the levels of waste streams
and may therefore compromise the ability of gasification plants, such as the one being proposed
in Laverton North, to operate profitably. Government must ensure that all permits, contracts etc.
contain clauses to the effect that the operation is subject to the availability of feedstock and that
initiatives to reduce the production of waste across the Victorian community will take priority.
The State and local municipalities must not be liable for any future reduction in the availability of
feedstock; entering into this market must be at each waste-to-energy operator’s own risk.
Re-use and recycle
The reuse and recycling sectors require investment and support for them to become significant
players in the circular economy. Infrastructure investment and creative thinking is required to
maximise repurposing of materials. Procurement policies from all levels of government are a
vital piece of the puzzle in moving towards a more sustainable economy.
Cool technology initiatives – composting/biomass facilities – are successfully operating and
recent local government trials for including food waste in green waste bins have the potential to
significantly change the curbside waste profile and quantity. Diversion to this process would also
help to address the greenhouse gas emissions from methane generation at landfill sites.
Plants that are operating successfully include Wollert (Yarra Valley Water)7, Dandenong and
Bulla (Veolia)8, and just recently, at Creswick for the Hepburn shire.9
Compost is a positive by-product as it builds soil profiles and helps with water retention in the
face of climate change. Composting plants also have the potential to deliver energy, either to
power the plant, or feed back into the grid.

BEWARE the potential by-products
Different gasification technologies can generate different by-products in terms of their toxicity.
Gasification and pyrolysis tend to produce a slag or char material bound with ash. The
composition of chars varies as does the concentration of contaminants that are present in the
chars. The contaminant levels in the final char residue are dependent on contamination in the

https://friendsoftheearth.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/gasification pyrolysis.pdf
7

Wollert waste to energy facility.
https://www.yvw.com.au/faults-works/planned-works/completed-works/wollert-waste-energy-facility
8
Organics. https://www.veolia.com/anz/our-services/our-services/recycling-wasteservices/recycling/organics
9
Hepburn Shire Council is diverting organic waste from landfill with its bioenergy pilot project. Hayley Elg.
15 June 2019.
https://www.thecourier.com.au/story/6218213/how-this-council-is-diverting-organic-waste-from-landfill/
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feedstock and formation of certain contaminants through the thermal processes (e.g. Polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs).
Gasification plants in the UK, surveyed in this 2017 report, do not present the magic bullet
solution that proponents claim.
‘We conclude that the potential returns on waste gasification are smaller and more
uncertain, and the risks much higher, than proponents claim. Municipal programs that
rely on waste prevention strategies, source separation, intensive recycling and
composting, and redesign of no-value products have demonstrated economic and
technical success.”10
Char that has been derived from mixed wastes (including plastics) has been demonstrated to
exhibit hazardous and ecotoxic characteristics that should result in the residue being disposed
at an approved grade of landfill (dependent of specific contaminant concentrations).
The presence of POPs, PAHs and heavy metals in Municipal Solid Waste derived char may
create significant risks if substantial volumes of this material are diverted to ‘re-use’ schemes
such as road building. The same concerns arise with char re-use as apply to ash re-use.11 We
must be extremely cautious to ensure that we are not simply introducing new versions of
‘asbestos’ into our building and construction industries.
In conclusion, we note that even supporters of the proposed scheme state that the right policies
and protections need to be in place to protect the waste hierarchy. Australian Council of
Recycling chief executive Pete Shmigel says it is good to look at waste-to-energy as a better
alternative to landfill but stresses it must not be seen as a replacement for recycling.
“Waste-to-energy can be complementary to reduction, reuse and recycling, rather than
their replacement, but we need to make sure the right policies are in place.”12
We see waste-to-energy as being second only to the landfill option, with priority needing to be
given to the waste hierarchy over the supply of feedstock. In addition, all feedstock must be
independently inspected on an ad hoc but frequent basis to ensure adherence to the waste
hierarchy, with severe penalties for breaches.
All permits, contracts and approvals must include clauses to the effect that the operation is
subject to the availability of feed stock and that initiatives to reduce the production of waste take
priority.

10

Waste Gasification & Pyrolysis: High Risk, Low Yield Processes for Waste Management. A Technology
Risk Analysis. GAIA March 2017. https://no-burn.org/gasification-pyrolysis-risk-analysis
11
Burning waste for energy? It doesn't stack up. National Toxics Network 2013. P.57
https://ntn.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/NTN-waste-to-energy-incineration-report-2013.1-1.pdf
12
Should Australia be turning its rubbish into electricity? Jewel Topsfield. Brisbane Times 19 October
2019. https://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/environment/sustainability/should-australia-be-turning-itsrubbish-into-electricity-20181018-p50aih.html
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Increase buffer zones for major hazard facilities such as this
Current buffer zones separating residential areas and environmental assets from toxic and
hazardous waste facilities are grossly inadequate. SKM’s Coolaroo operation and the disastrous
fire in 2017, and the massive fire at Bradbury Industrial Services in Campbellfield in April 2019,
provide clear evidence of this.
There must be much greater separation of these types of facilities from community centres and
waterways – for example, a minimum of 5km. Laverton North industrial area, and the proposed
location in Alex Fraser Drive, is in the middle of a growth corridor, not far from the developing
suburbs of Truganina and Williams Landing, as well as the Laverton community.

Contacts
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Submission 033

Attn:
EPA Victoria
GPO Box 4395
Melbourne VIC 3001
mailto:works.approvals@epa.vic.gov.au

4 September, 2019

To whom it may concern,
Feedback for works approval for a waste to energy facility 28 Alex Fraser Drive, Laverton North VIC
3026
Zero Waste Victoria (ZWV) is a community organisation who works with the community, local
councils and businesses. We educate people to rethink waste, and to take accountability for waste
created with conscious choices to reduce waste to landfill and to protect our environment by taking
into account manufacture and disposal methods of products and packaging. ZWV is supportive of
reducing waste to landfill, also taking into consideration that it is imperative not to solve one
environmental problem by displacing it with another, and therefore looks at waste holistically from a
sustainability perspective.
Some of our concerns with the proposal for the facility in reference are


Limited community awareness and support
o REA suggests the community are supportive in their executive summary, yet at the
community consultation on August 19, many expressed valid concerns about this
proposition. Some of the response given by REA in fact created additional concern or
were contradictory to what is written in the supporting documentation.
o I learned of this by consultation because an associate mentioned it to me, about a
week prior to the community briefing. As a result of this, and notifying a local
resident, this was circulated though social media, which increased attendance.
o REA indicated that community consultation was done at the 2018 Waste Expo. I
attended that event, because I am a sustainability consultant and waste educator.
This expo attendance is better described as industry consultation, as it’s not an
event that general public would typically attend.
o REA suggested they advertised in newspapers, which is not sufficient. Previous
consultations about significant projects in this area have notified the community via
a letterbox drop in addition to social media and local newspapers
o I am on the engage.vic.au email list and didn’t receive notification through this
means.

This lack of communication was brought up at the consultation and the general consensus was that
better notification of this project and consultations is required. At the very least there needs to be a
requirement that every resident in the western region in notified in writing, so they have the
opportunity to give feedback or ask questions prior to the commencement of works. This should
include, but not be limited to Hobsons Bay, Wyndham, Maribyrnong and Brimbank municipalities or
any region who might have waste contracted to this facility.
I recommend that the community is effectively notified as the next step forward with this
application. Another community consultation facilitated by the EPA should be held, with at least
one months’ notice given for this event. Failing this, the community must to be effectively notified
by form of letterbox drop, as well as community groups contacted prior to a 20B Conference, to
ensure the community is informed and has the opportunity to give comment on this proposal.

Questions raised from the supporting documentation and the community briefing are












Energy can be fed to the grid and /or supply of steam or hot water to adjacent industry.
Which industry will this be supplied to and what infrastructure / works will be required to
enable this?
The gasification requires clean waste wood. How is “clean” defined? What quantity is
required and how will this be sourced?
Energy creation is defined as renewable, what percentage of energy derived is from
biomass, and what percentage is anticipated to be from non-recyclable plastics ie. Fossil fuel
derived
The supporting documentation states that the facility aims to manage 200,000 t/annum.
And that there will be a diversion of 195,000 tonnes per annum of putrescible organic waste.
This figure needs to be clarified as when questioned at the community consultation, it was
implied this won’t be the case on the long term, and that the facility would rather have
other materials that are more calorific. Local councils are also preparing to trial FOGO
recycling, which will decrease the availability of organics.
If this is the case, how will a 50% or greater reduction in organics affect emissions, slag and
ash residues?
The executive summary suggests the slag could be recycled into roadbase.
o What testing and approvals have been done, and are required, for the proposed use
of this slag as a material for roadbase.
o If slag is not acceptable to use in roadbase, which is suggested in the summary, then
which landfill will it be consigned to?
The waste hierarchy in the National waste Strategy preferences waste management to
reduce waste generation through 1. Avoidance. 2 reuse. 3 recycle. Can it be considered that
this has been fully enacted by state government and local council? If more effective
strategies were implemented to avoid, reuse and recycle, which is currently being proposed
such as FOGO and recycling systems, how will this affect the waste stock that REA would
receive. And any outputs









Is there any risk that councils could be locked into a contract requiring waste to be sent to
energy recovery, which could counteract or undermine initiatives for waste avoidance and
reuse, as per the hierarchy?
Flue gas treatment residues could be category B PIW , but it could be classified as category A
PIW. If this is a category A, how will this be managed? Will diverting organics to FOGO be a
variable in the waste stock that will contribute to outcomes of this classification
A significant concern for locals is the cumulative effect this facility will have on the area. It is
already highly industrial, what impact will another industrial facility and it’s emissions have
on the area
Where will any residual waste, that can’t be sent to landfill be treated or stored?

If the EPA to contact ZWV to consult or ask further questions in relation to the points raised in this
submission, please email
Kind regards,

President, Zero Waste Victoria

Appendix B

I have reviewed Recovery Energy Australia Pty Ltd (REA) Works Approval 0001003297 application as
regards their fire management controls.
At this stage of this project REA have not provided sufficient information to comment on the fire
management controls. However, I have noted a few points:
1. Table 5.2 ‘Significant Residual Risks’ identified fire in MSW bunker and fire in plant. Based on
previous incidents with waste storage, I don’t believe the likelihood is ‘rare’. This bunker can
hold up to 2400 tonnes in an enclosed area with no sprinklers, only fire hose reels. Smoke may
impact the use of fire hose reels in the bunker as it is in an enclosed building. Furthermore, REA
rely on an administrative control to prevent non-compliant materials (e.g. batteries, gas
cylinders) being in the waste;
2. Table 5.2 ‘Significant Residual Risks’ identified runoff from fire fighting. A control was identified
as pumps available to pump fire water into tankers for offsite disposal. There is no mention of
the logistics involved, many tankers would be required for an extended incident or where this
water would go. There is no mention of site bunding/containment.
As Syngas contains significant amount of hydrogen with the potential for fire and/or explosion it is
recommended that REA conduct a fire safety study for the facility. The objective of a fire safety study is
to ensure that the proposed fire prevention, detection, protection and fighting measures are
appropriate for the specific fire hazard and adequate to meet the extent of potential fires for the subject
development.
Please let me know if you need any further information.
Regards
Senior Risk Engineer
Fire Safety | Community Safety Technical Department
Dangerous Goods
Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board
450 Burnley Street, Richmond, VIC, 3121.

