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11th May 2020

To: EPA Victoria
Works Approval Submission
GPO Box 4395
Melbourne Victoria 3001

Email to works.approvals@epa.vic.gov.au

Works Approval Application
PineGro Products Pty Ltd
Proposal to Upgrade and Expand its Morwell Organic Waste Processing Facility
300 Monash Way, Morwell, Victoria

Dear EPA
This is our formal submission.
It has come to our attention that PineGro Pty Ltd has formally submitted a Works Approval
Application to the EPA, to both upgrade and expand its Morwell Organic Waste Processing Facility, at
300 Monash Way, Morwell, Victoria.
attended the site visit conducted by PineGro Pty Ltd on Saturday, 31st August 2019
between 10.00am to 12.00 noon and have now read the WAA.
Our objections to the Works Approval Application (WAA) are provided below in this submission.
I respectfully ask that you will express the will of my concerns on this matter to your Development
Assessments Team, and formally request that the EPA take my objections into consideration when
assessing the application.

Sincerely,
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1. Timeframe for Lodging Submission
Comment: In reviewing the EPA web site, there are conflicting dates regarding the closure time for
the lodging of submissions in response to the WAA, resulting in some confusion.
In one area, the web site notes that submissions on the WAA are open until 5pm 8th May 2020.
Please refer to screen shot below.

Submissions close 5pm 8 May 2020

However, the EPA timeline notes that the 13 May 2020 public submissions close – refer screen shot
of the EPA web page.

13 May 2020 Public Submissions Close

In preparing this submission I have worked to the 13 May 2020 timeline for lodging my public
submission.

2. General Observations
Comment: My wife and I attended the site visit held by PineGro on the 31st August 2019 between
10.00am to 12.00noon. Based on the information provided by PineGro at the abovementioned site
visit, including the brochure document provided and having now read the WAA, I am concerned that
the information provided by PineGro at the site visit was superficial and did not adequately discuss a
number of key aspects associated with the proposal.
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This includes for example, the feedstock categorisation discussed in Section 5.3.1 of the WAA, where
the applicable category has a risk level of “Medium to High” based on EPA Publication 1588.1 June
2017.
I find this disappointing and undermines the community “trust factor” and level of confidence with
both the company and the proposal.
The brochure handed out during the site visit (and provided on the EPA web site) is very high level
and effectively only a sales brochure, with a lot of ticks.

3. Impact of the Proposed Secondary Lead Smelter
Comment: At the site visit on the 31st August 2020, we mentioned to PineGro, the proposal to
construct a secondary lead smelter and the associated mix of toxic emissions that would be emitted
from the proposed facility and the impact that these emissions may have on this proposed
expansion by PineGro.
At the time, PineGro responded saying that they were not aware of the proposed secondary lead
smelter and advised that the toxic fallout could contaminate their product which would be stored in
the open air environment during the final stage of their operations. PineGro advised that their
product needed to meet specific Australian Standards, which could be impacted by the toxic
emissions.
As a consequence of the material being contaminated is that once the material is distributed to the
various clients, the toxic contaminated material then impacts human health and the environment.
In reviewing the WAA, I could not find any reference to this risk, and how it would be managed. The
environmental risk assessment (provided in Attachment No. 7) also appears to not address this risk.
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4. Section 4 – Community Engagement (page 22)
The proponent on page 22 states:

Comment: The statement: “PineGro have carried out an extensive Community Communication and
Engagement Plan as part……….”.
We believe the community engagement program was not “extensive”. The table on pages 25 and 26
indicates that the vast majority of the residents that were visited on the 9th August 2019 were not
home. No follow up visit to catch these residents appears to have been conducted, which makes you
wonder how hard the proponent was trying!
The community consultation essentially involved a letter drop and an invitation to visit the site on
Saturday, 31st August 2019. As noted above, we are not sure that the site visit effectively described
the proposed expansion and the type of feedstock proposed and its level of risk.
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5. Section 5.3 - Process and Technology (page 43 onwards)
The proponent states on page 43 of the WAA:
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Comment: I am concerned that in referring to Table 4 above, the waste category includes sewage
sludge and fresh manure resulting in a risk level of “medium to high”. I think the proponent needs to
clearly detail what feedstock materials will be brought to the site for the process. I do not recall this
type of feedstock being discussed at the 31 August 2019 site visit, given the assigned risk level being
“medium to high”.
Table 5 – Recommended Technology Requirements on page 45 is provided below:

Comment: Based on Table 4 and the waste category and associated risk level, Table 5 above
identifies the required technology type as being “Enclosed with Secondary Odour Control”.
To me this indicates the importance of both identifying, implementing and maintaining enclosed
operations including negative pressure, closed doors, etc. and an effective secondary odour control.
A risk assessment should be conducted to both identify the risks and the controls to manage these
risks. Without adequate controls the risks have been identified as being “medium to high” and
therefore it is critical that effectively controls are implemented and maintained. This should also
including maintenance programs, training of personnel, including delivery drivers, etc.
Without effective controls, it would appear that odour could be an issue for the site.
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6. Section 5.3.6 – Odour Control System (page 66)
The proponent states on page 66 of the WAA:

Comment: The proponent discusses the use of a SCADA computer control system to manage the
odour control system.
We have concerns in the event of a power failure or a computer mal-function, or other similar event
resulting in the computer control system failing, does the proponent have effective contingency
plans to maintain adequate odour control to manage this risk.
live in
, some 2.3km’s east of the PineGro facility. We do experience
odour emissions from a source to the west of our home.
Despite the proponent’s statements in the WAA, we are concerned that the proposed upgrade and
expansion of the facility may result in odour emissions.
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7. Section 5.4 - Technology Assessment and Case Studies (page 82 onwards)
Referring to the WAA, the proponent states on page 82:

Comment: As discussed above, Table 10 indicates the feedstock category represents a risk of
“medium to high potential risk of harm to human health and the environment”. This indicates the
need for a comprehensive risk assessment to identify the current or inherent level of risk, and the
controls (physical, administrative and behavioural) that will be required to reduce the risk to ALARP.
The risk assessment should be in accordance with the requirements of ISO31000 – Risk
Management. Attachment No. 7 – Risk Management should be reviewed to ensure that all risks
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have been identified and controls identified to minimise the risk. The risk assessment needs to
address the level of risk appetite – that is the level of “acceptable” risk.
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8. Section 7 – Air Emissions (page 92 onwards)

No modelling?

Comment: The proponent states on page 92 of the WAA:
“Rather than undertake modelling of emissions to predict impacts, we rely on case
studies…………”
I find this approach a concern. Relying on a case study for verification is not a valid approach as each
site and its surrounds is unique, together with the terrain and weather patterns, etc. Each plant is
also unique in its operation and emissions.
The proponent should conduct modelling studies based on the specific Morwell Plant and its
surrounds including sensitive receptors, to predict the plant’s impact on human health and the
surrounding environment.
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9. Section 10 – Dust and Bio Aerosols (page 111)
The proponent states on page 111 of the WAA:

Comment: Dust is also an issue given the significant quantity of material stored in the open. High
wind events can occur with limited warning resulting in uncontrolled dust plumes emanating from
the site.
While the proponent refers to the 1.85km buffer to the nearest resident, providing dust control,
they are overlooking the general public using the busy Monash Way that passes the site.
Uncontrolled dust emissions could present a significant traffic hazard in high wind events.
The proponent need to provide further information as to how this risk is to be controlled.
The abovementioned controls should be included in the updated Environmental Management Plan
and employees trained in the application of these controls.
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10. Section 11 – Animal and Human Health (page 112)
The proponent states on page 112 of the WAA:

Comment: The above statement advises that: “Pinegro will implement controls within the receival
building as part of our environmental management plan”.
These “controls” should be provided in the WAA. The risk assessment should have also assessed this
risk and identified the “controls” necessary to reduce this risk to ALARP.
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11. Section 14 – Fire (page 114)
The proponents states on page 114 of the WAA:

Comment: Fire has been an ongoing long term risk and issue at the current existing site. The
proponent state that they have engaged a fire engineer to further address this issue.
As a condition, the EPA should consider that the CFA need to sign off on the fire protection system
and associated controls and also the adequacy of the Emergency Management Plan for the site,
which should be revised and updated to reflect the upgraded and expanded facility.
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12. Section 10.1 – Bio Security (page 118)
The proponents states on page 118 of the WAA:

Comment: The proponent comment: “Final product is regularly tested for compliance with AS4454
to verify pathogen destruction”. The details of the “testing” (and other testing carried out on the
site) should be provided in the WAA, including type of testing, by who, frequency, reporting etc. The
risk assessment should including testing as one of the controls in managing this risk.
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13. Section 15 – Risk Management (page 115)
The proponent discusses risk management in Section 15 on page 115 of the WAA.

Comment: The risk management process (refer Attachment No. 7) needs to be reviewed to ensure
that it complies with the requirements of ISO standard ISO31000 - Risk Management. The risk
assessment needs to be reviewed to ensure that ALL risks have been identified and assessed – for
example Animal and Human Health as discussed in Section 11 of the WAA. The importance of an
effective risk assessment is discussed above in my application.

14. Site Closure and Remediation of the Site
Comment: The operating life of the plant is not defined. The EPA approval of the WAA should specify
in the EPA Licence the term of the operation.
As a condition, the EPA should require the proponent to provide details of site closure,
decommissioning, site clean-up and rehabilitation of the site. The proponent should be required to
provide a Rehabilitation Plan for the site, for EPA approval as a licence condition.

15. EPA Licence
Comment: The EPA approval of the WAA should specify the ongoing monitoring system for all
emissions to air, land and water and also noise and odour emissions. The proponent should provide
for EPA approval a monitoring system detailing the monitoring infrastructure, testing regime (NATA
accredited testing company and laboratory) and reporting details including frequency.
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