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Declaration
I am the Chairperson appointed under Section 20B of the Environment Protection Act 1970 to preside over a
conference relating to Works Approval Application by Recovered Energy Australia for the proposal to develop
a Waste to Energy (WtE) plant.
I hereby submit my report to the Environment Protection Authority as required under the provisions of the Act.

Kristen Stirling
Senior Consultant
RM Consulting Group Pty Ltd
18th November 2019

Limitations of use
This report has been prepared for EPAs consideration as part of its role as determining authority of the Works
Approval Application. The author has included observations and recommendations that represent impartial,
non-expert view, based on the comments made at the conference and submission received during the
submission process.
Every effort has been made to ensure the report accurately reflects the discussions, comments and
contributions, made at the 20B conference on 6 November 2019. No responsibility or liability can be taken for
errors or omissions, or in respect of any use of or reliance upon this report by any third party.

Glossary of acronyms
REA

Recovered Energy Australia

WtE

Waste to Energy

EPA

Environment Protection Authority

MSW

Municipal Solid Waste

WA

Works Approval

WAA

Works Approval Application

WBP

Worlds Best Practice

20B CONFERENCE REPORT – RECOVERED ENERGY AUSTRALIA WASTE TO ENERGY PROPOSAL

1

Executive summary and recommendations
Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd (REA) submitted a works Approval Application (WAA) to the Environment
Protection Authority (EPA) for a Waste to Energy (WtE) plant at Laverton North. EPA formally accepted the
Application on 18 July 2019.
Following a review of the 33 submission received, EPA determined a Section 20B Conference would be useful
to further explore community views and concerns about the proposal.
The conference provide an opportunity for:
§

REA to provide an overview of its WtE WAA

§

EPA to provide an update on the WAA and assessment process

§

Participants to hear about issues raised in submissions, ask questions of REA and EPA and express
their views about the proposal.

This report documents the perspectives and questions raised by conference participants. As Chair and author
of this report I have included participant contributions in good faith without endorsement or judgment as to their
accuracy of veracity.
The following recommendations are made in response to participant concerns as outlined at the conference
and have their basis in participant comments made during the conference or in submissions. Additional detail
is contained in Section 3 of this report in relation to Chair’s observations and how EPA might deliver the
recommendations contained in Tables E-1 to E-4 below.
Table E-1: The following general recommendations relate to actions prior to works Approval
Application determination:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S
EPA to continue raising awareness about where Works Approval Applications sit in the overall Approvals
and Licensing process; that it is concept Approval vs detailed design Approval.

EPA to facilitate the provision of responses to the list of consolidated questions at Section 2.5 of this
report.
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Table E-2: The following topic specific recommendations relate to actions prior to works Approval
Application determination:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S
Topic 1 – Air quality/air emissions and human health:
▪

EPA to raise awareness that a health impact assessment was required

▪

EPA to conduct a rigorous assessment of the health impact assessment findings.

Topic 2 – Engagement:
Continue to raise community awareness of the application by promoting avenues of access to
information.

Topic 3 – Waste Hierarchy:
EPA to confirm its position about where it considers WtE to sit on the Waste Hierarchy as an approach to
managing waste.

Topic 4 – Waste management:
EPA to consider obtaining further information from REA about proposed waste management options if in
their detailed assessment of the proposal this is not sufficiently addressed.

Topic 5 – World’s Best Practice – Technology:
EPA to consider commissioning an independent assessment of the proposed technology for gasification
in the REA WAA.

Topic 5 – Worlds Best Practice – Feedstock:
EPA to consider obtaining further information from REA about proposed pre-treatment options if in their
detailed assessment of the proposal this is not sufficiently addressed.

Table E-3: The following topic specific recommendations relate to future actions, if a works Approval
is granted:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S
Topic 1 – Air quality/air emissions and human health:
EPA to consider supporting REA to undertake specific community consultation in relation to establishing
an appropriate monitoring, evaluation and reporting regime as part of considering potential future licence
conditions.
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R E C OMME N D A T I ON S
Topic 2 Engagement:
EPA to consider improving the guidance it provides to development proponents as to how they should
approach and conduct stakeholder and community engagement activities.

Topic 4 Waste Management:
EPA to consider outlining in its detailed assessment report for this works Approval Application (or some
other appropriate communication channel) how it expects REA to manage the gasifier slag and the flue
gas residue through environmental management plans and the types of licence conditions that it might
consider imposing regarding testing of the gasifier slag.

Topic 3 and 5 – Waste hierarchy and WBP management of feedstock:
EPA to consider outlining in its detailed assessment report for this works Approval Application (or some
other appropriate communication channel) how it expects REA to manage each of these issues through
environmental management plans and the types of licence conditions that it might consider imposing.

Table E- 4: The following general recommendation relates to future action regardless of whether an
Approval is granted:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S
EPA to consider its role in improved external communications and access to information.
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1

Introduction and background

1.1

SUMMARY OF APPLICATION

Information about the WAA is available via the Engage Victoria https://engage.vic.gov.au/epa-worksapprovals/recovered-energy-australia and in the, ‘What does this Application propose’ section, the following
summary is provided:
The Application proposes development of a waste-to-energy facility to process 200,000 tonnes/year (+/- 20%)
of source separate residual municipal solid waste (MSW). The proposal is designed to deliver approximately
15 MW of electricity to the grid and seeks to divert MSW currently destined for landfill. The proposal utilises a
modular system of vertical rotary thermal gasifiers, an advanced thermal taptment technology developed by
Zhejiang ECO-WASTE Technology Co., Ltd., China. The proposal is scheduled as A08 (waste to energy) and
K01 (Power station).
Public consultation on the WAA commenced on 7 August 2019 for an extended 28-day period (normally public
consultation is for 21 days) during which 33 submissions were received. Responses by REA to the submissions
can be read at REA responses to submissions.
A review of submissions shows that approximately 27 per cent of submitters support the Application.

1.2

PURPOSE OF THE 20B CONFERENCE

Section 20B (1) of the Environment Protection Act states:
“The Authority may if it is of the opinion that a conference of persons concerned in any matter
under consideration by the Authority may assist in a just resolution of the matter, invite all or any
of the interested parties to a conference.”
Following a review of public submissions EPA decided to hold a Section 20B Conference to ensure it
understands the views of the community regarding the works Approval Application.
The conference was independently chaired by Kristen Stirling. The Chair made the following statements about
the purpose of the conference as being an opportunity:
§

For the EPA to listen to, and better understand, the views and concerns of the community and
stakeholders

§

To help explain the Works Approval Application, the assessment process and current status

§

To seek where possible resolution on the Application and thoughts on any possible conditions if works
Approval is issued.

1.3

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This report, prepared by the Conference Chair, documents the key issues and possible solutions as raised
during the Conference (and in written submissions).
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The EPA’s brief to the Chair highlighted that the conference report should:
§

Provide an independent perspective of the Conference

§

Highlight views, concerns and issues raised during the Conference and any relevant responses
provided by REA

§

Identify any issues that were resolved

§

Make recommendations about aspects that the Chair deems as requiring scrutiny by EPA as it decides
on the Works Approval Application.

The Chair has no role in making recommendations about whether the WAA should be approved or refused /
rejected.
This report and any recommendations contained within it will be considered by the EPA. This may result in a
further formal request to REA for further information.
Separately, the EPA’s technical assessment team will complete its assessment of the Application, taking into
consideration submissions, referral responses, and the 20B report. This will assess the potential impact of the
works against the requirements of:
§

The Environment Protection Act

§

The state environment protection policies, and

§

Other policies and guidelines.

The assessment team will prepare a separate Works Approval Application Assessment Report which will be
made available on the Engage Victoria website once a decision has been made.

1.4

CONFERENCE FORMAT

The Conference format was designed to aid the EPA’s consideration of the REA WtE WAA and provide an
opportunity for:
§

REA to provide an overview of its WtE WAA

§

The EPA to present a summary update on the works Approval Application and assessment processes

§

The EPA to present a summary of the issues raised in submissions

§

The community to ask questions and raise any additional matters relevant to EPA’s assessment of the
WAA

§

All attendees to share and express any views, concerns and issues about REA’s WtE WAA in a
respectful, balanced and non-confrontational environment.

To meet these various aims a format was designed in consultation with both EPA and REA. The agreed format
resulted in allocation of time for:
§

REA and EPA to make short power point presentations to set the context:
-

REA overview of Works Approval Application

-

The EPA overview of Works Approval Application and assessment process and summary of
submission themes.
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§

§

Discussion rounds: table-based discussions of the main submission themes of:
-

Air quality/air emissions and health impacts

-

Engagement

-

Waste hierarchy

-

Waste management

-

World’s best practice (design/performance)
-

Technology

-

Feedstock.

Joint Q and A panel of REA and EPA representatives.

Further context for each of these aspects is detailed in the body of the report below. A copy of the Conference
Agenda is provided at Appendix 1.

1.5

ATTENDEES

The Conference was promoted via the EPA’s website and invitation sent directly to those who had made a
written submission and/or had registered their interest at an earlier information session.
The Conference was well attended with 37 interested community stakeholders, Nine REA staff and Nine EPA
staff. The list of registrations for the Conference is provided in Appendix 4.
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2

Conference process and content

The 20B Conference was formally opened by the Independent Chair, Kristen Stirling.

2.1

INDEPENDENT CHAIR’S INTRODUCTION

The Chair provided an outline of her role as process manager for the 20B Conference. She made the following
statements about the purpose of the conference as being an opportunity:
§

For the EPA to listen to, and better understand, the views and concerns of the community and
stakeholders

§

To help explain the works Approval Application, the assessment process and current status

§

To seek where possible resolution on the Application and thoughts on any possible conditions if a works
Approval is issued.

Emphasis was placed on the opportunity to explore opportunities, issues, concerns and perspectives about
the REA WAA WtE proposal.
The Chair explained that most conversations would be based on points from the written submissions with a
focus on the frequent themes coming from a review of the submissions which were:
§

Air quality/air emissions and health impacts

§

Engagement

§

Waste hierarchy

§

Waste management

§

World’s best practice (design/performance)
-

Technology

-

Feedstock.

Participants were advised that the process would also include opportunities to discuss other topics, participants
would not be limited to the five identified as most frequently raised.
The Chair explained the 20B Conference format by walking through the Conference Agenda. The Chair also
thanked REA and EPA representatives who had made themselves available for a drop in style community
information session in the hour prior to the conference commencing.

2.2

PRESENTATIONS

2.2.1

BY RECOVERED ENERGY AUSTRALIA

Ian Guss (Director of Recovered Energy Australia), Michael McCrae Williams (Director of Hatlar Group,
Environmental Consultants) and David Cocks (Manager of Victoria MRA Consulting, Waste Industry Advisors)
provided an overview of the WtE project and their responses to some of the submissions to date. A copy of
the power point slides presented are provided in Appendix 1.
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2.2.2

BY ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY

Stephen Adamthwaite, Manager Development Assessments at the EPA, provided context for the EPA’s role
as the state’s independent environmental regulator with the objective of protecting human health and the
environment from the harmful effects of pollution and waste. He outlined the Works Approval Application and
assessment process. The powerpoint slides presented by Stephen Adamthwaite are provided in Appendix 2.
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2.3

GROUP DISCUSSIONS

The purpose of the group discussion component of the 20B Conference was to enable participants to:
§

Clarify any issues or concerns

§

Provide additional perspectives

§

Share suggestions for solutions to their issues.

The Chair clarified roles and responsibilities of REA and the EPA representatives during the discussion rounds.
Participants were advised that:
§

The EPA table host’s role was to support the discussion as a facilitator not as a subject matter expert

§

The REA representatives’ roles at the tables was to be an ‘observer’ so that they could listen to the
issues raised without providing input to the discussion

§

REA had indicated it is willing to provide answers to specific questions during the evening and will also
provide formal clarification / responses to matters raised in the 20B Conference report after it has been
provided

§

Roving REA and EPA subject matter experts were available to clarify any questions that arose and that
table hosts would call on those resources as needed.

The facilitator for the discussion rounds (Belinda Lowing) explained how the group discussions would proceed.
For each topic theme, five position statements were presented relating to the participants position of
support/non-support for each theme. For example, in relation to Air quality/air emission and health impacts the
position statements were:
§

Very confident based on the information available so far that health impacts associated with air
emissions have been appropriately considered because:

§

Somewhat confident based on the information available so far that health impacts associated with air
emissions have been appropriately considered because:

§

Neutral: this is not a concern for me either way. I am more concerned about:

§

Not very confident – I’d like to know more. The kind of information that would improve my confidence
about the appropriate consideration of health impacts associated with air emissions is:

Not at all confident that the health impacts associated with air emissions have been appropriately
considered. Questions that remain unanswered for me regarding potential health impacts associated
with air emissions are:
Seven tables were set up for group discussions, five were allocated to specific statement positions and two
were nominated as ‘over-flow’ to allow room for high numbers of participants aligning to a certain position.
Group discussions took place over six rounds of approximately fifteen minutes each. Participants were invited
to self-select to a table that best represented their position on each topic theme.
Each table was facilitated by an EPA staff member as ‘table host’ whose role was to capture main discussion
points on a table based template as shown in Figure 2-1 below.
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Figure 2-1: Quadrant for capturing key discussion points
In a pre-briefing, the EPA table hosts were provided with a short summary of the key theme topics and a brief
explanation of the key concerns provided for each theme. This theme summary is provided in Appendix 6.
Participants were also provided with individual forms to supplement their input into table-based discussions if
they elected to. These forms allowed participants to identify their position on each theme topic and to also
provide further information on each topic:
§

What is your main interest in, or concern about, this topic and why?

§

What action can be taken to mitigate any concerns you have?

§

What outstanding questions do you have about this topic?

The main discussion points from the group discussions and individual comments received on individual forms
are presented by topic below.
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2.3.1

TOPIC 1: AIR QUALITY / AIR EMISSIONS AND HEALTH IMPACTS

This section contains the content of the group discussion as captured by EPA table hosts (Table 2-1 below)
and any feedback from individual forms (Table 2-2 below) in separate data tables.
The number of participants is shown for each position to reflect the variation on views within each round and
across the rounds. The total number of particpants for each round varies as some participants opted not to
join a table based discussion for each round, preferring to complete individual notes.
Table 2-1: Main discussion points as captured by the EPA table hosts for Topic 1
P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D

Very confident
(3 participants)

▪

Extensive background and technology work done

▪

▪

Projections fall below EPA standards

▪

Monitoring of flue gas therefore confident

▪

Mature technology at existing plants. Therefore data
collected over long period.

EPA to respond to
community concerns. This
will increase ongoing
confidence in EPA’s
decision making.

▪

Large investment - not a way to get rich

▪

Proven technology over many years

▪

Emissions technology exceeds EU Standards

▪

Conventional waste gas treatment process.

▪

Pyrolosis not incineration = less emissions

▪

▪

Two stage process of gasification followed by
combustion.

Provide comprehensive
honest answers to the
questions asked.

▪

Regular/independent air
quality reporting and review
of data (REA+/or EPA)

▪

Reduce limits/levels of
acceptable emissions for
EPA specific to this WtE
process.

▪

Baseline monitoring and
data in the area and at the
site

▪

Data from European Plants
and operational process
(including
modelling/dispersion)

▪

Model a different feedstock
to account for future
changes in mix

Quite confident
(4 participants)
Neutral
(no
participants)
Not very
confident

▪

Lack of independently verified data fed into model

▪

Already polluted – not much needed to tip over edge

(6 participants)

▪

‘Background’ data only in report

▪

Method used not standard approach

▪

We are comparing to a highly polluted country
(China).

Not at all
confident

▪

No safe levels (PM 2.5 to 10)

▪

Cumulative impact (+ local data)

(19 participants)

▪

Australian standards aren’t the highest

▪

Poor regulation of waste and pollution

▪

Data for all six models at once

▪

If ash is so toxic, how can the air emissions not be?

▪

How can you assess risk without longitudinal studies
(i.e. cancer clusters)?
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P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D

▪

China vs world best practice

▪

▪

“Nasty pollutants” listed in W.A. application

EPA to consider competing
plants

▪

No information provided tonight

▪

▪

Independent 3rd party assessments (regarding air
quality), who is capable to undertake this?

Information on government
policy for managing mix of
waste to energy plants

▪

Chinese technology

▪

▪

Impact (health) on people/community in the long term

Peer reviewed independent
research on short- and longterm health risks.

▪

Area has worst air quality (consideration)

▪

Incremental impact

▪

Concern over “cheapest” technology

▪

Lack of trust over data.

In addition to the group discussion the following individual feedback was provided as shown in Table 2-2 below.
Table 2-2: Points from participant forms for Topic 1
P OS I T I ON

Very
Confident

Somewhat
Confident

Neutral

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S
5

2

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?
▪

Plants existing comply with European and best practices. No one in
their right mind would invest the millions required to install such a
facility with minimal returns.

▪

Extensive background and technical work undertaken to meet EPA
standards.

▪

Conventional waste gas treatment process plus constant monitoring.

▪

Proven technology – pre-existing operations meets highest standard
limits. EPA has power to shut operations down if standards not met.

▪

All projections are based on EPA standards. Full scale plants are in
operation with fifteen year old technology. Controlled emission
monitoring is better than uncontrolled from the tip.

▪

Based on information that I have it seems EPA have kind of approved
on information given. Is there a better system through gasification or
landfill.

▪

REA provided modelling indicating emissions within acceptable limits
but would be good for EPA to provide comparative data for similar
local sites.

0
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P OS I T I ON

Not very
confident

Not at all
confident

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S

▪

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?

4

▪

Need an independent report.

▪

Will the emissions added on the current environment cause a
problem in the Laverton area?

▪

The raw data is not available. Authorship of tKIs report? It’s based on
data in China not local data. The EPA emission levels are not that
stringent compared to Europe. Air quality measures of area not
accurate. Likelihood of emissions drifting to neighbouring areas.

▪

Have only seen models that do not appear to be independently
verified. Emissions once live need to be independently
audited/verified. Do not have much trust in private companies
reporting.

▪

This area already has very high air pollution and this will add
additional air pollution.

▪

Have tests been done on cumulative emissions in the area? If the
ash is so toxic it needs to be disposed of at a toxic waste disposal
facility, then how can the emissions have negligible effects on
humans? Were any tests done over five years, ten or twenty years to
monitor for cancer clusters near the test waste to energy plant?

▪

There is no guarantee that the air quality won’t affect my child. Will it
be detrimental? Will any hazards build up in his system? This area
has the worst air quality in Australia – are you going to make it worse
just to make money.

▪

Two tonnes of particle going out every day. Independent third-party
assessment required. Technology from China – not a lot of
confidence in Chinese technology. Have they taken the cheapest
option? There are systems in Europe, Asia, USA, Canada – how do
the standards the Chinese use compare? How will the build of the
plant comply to any standards? Cumulative on the atmosphere in the
area – other toxic industries already in the area. This is not the
appropriate location.

▪

Are there about 2 tonnes per day of airborne waste particles from the
stack? Does airborne waste include about 140 pollutants including
Schedule A toxins/carcinogens of the EPA’s SEPP? What is
probability of such airborne toxins being dispersed over residential
communities beyond the Air Modelling assumptions/boundaries?
Where is the epidemiological or other evidence to verify the health
impact methodology which assumes all levels of pollutants will have
zero impact? Which public services are guarding the community
health interests and not earning licence fees from approving disposal
of waste pollutants (like the EPA)? What’s to stop REA selling the
plant to the Chinese operators after is commissioning?

▪

Low standards, not comparable to best practice, concern about
Chinese standards, not being stringent enough.

▪

Does not address incremental air quality issues. Not scoped in size of
operation. Not at all confidant of EPA monitoring. Not at all confidant
of data from China.

13
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2.3.2

TOPIC 2: ENGAGEMENT

This section contains the content of the group discussion as captured by EPA table hosts (Table 2-3 below)
and any feedback from individual forms (Table 2-4 below) in separate data tables.
Table 2-3: Main discussion points as captured by the EPA table host for Topic 2
P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

Very
satisfied (8
participants)

▪

Comprehensive works approval

▪

Discussion with councils - planning approval in March –
good lead time for involvement

▪

Newspaper coverage and lots of press (Herald Sun,
Age, Local)

▪

Internet

▪

Engage Vic

▪

Waste expo

▪

Can’t quantify what enough is

▪

3rd Party review/peer review – comfort.

Quite
satisfied

▪

Seems like following process

▪

Before tonight would have been lower

(8
participants)

▪

Didn’t hear much initially, finding it difficult to hear
communications/difficult to find information

▪

Communications to residents not finding its way

▪

A lot of people didn’t know about this session

▪

Heard more from EPA than REA

▪

Happy with EPA

▪

Own a lot of industrial property in area and didn’t hear
of the information sessions.

▪

Interest in topic (not locals)

▪

Stock/standards process - no more, no less

▪

Surprised at level of community engagement - more
concern about project.

Neutral
(2
participants)

Not very
satisfied
(7
participants)

▪

Neighbouring council (Hobsons Bay) did not take a
lead

▪

‘Open house’ not appropriate form of ‘engagement’

▪

Response to submissions not sufficient

▪

Feeling too small to be heard.

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D

▪

Market/promote the
information sessions more.

▪

Messaging needs
improvement from proponent
(e.g. using China as example
for technology, not instilling
confidence)

▪

Presentations given tonight
didn’t cover level of evidence
needed to properly engage
community.

▪

Providing answers to
residents, when they don’t feel
response answers their
submissions

▪

Increase notification/
communication of events
(letter box drop, email, FB…),
including Wyndham &
Hobsons Bay councils).
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P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D

Not at all
satisfied

▪

Didn’t know much about the project – not widely
advertised, not enough information on how it works,
and data presented

▪

▪

Has Hobson’s Bay been briefed and part of process?
(residents not aware)

Surrounding government
(LGA’s) to be included in the
engagement process
(briefing)

▪

Longer time-lines to read and
respond

(15
participants)

▪

Not enough time to read works approval application

▪

Area most affected is Hobson’s Bay but communicated
with the least

▪

More obvious where to find
information

▪

Information very technical

▪

Copy of the engagement plan

▪

Concerned that EPA do not have the technical
capabilities to understand/assess WA properly

▪

Education on what is
happening to local waste

▪

Not enough information/transparency on who they
(REA) are and the business drivers

▪

Advertise and engage in
different languages.

▪

Not confident on how engagement will be used, or the
data base used

▪

No letter box drop or access to star weekly

▪

Don’t trust they have contacted stake holders they say
(such as Env Victoria).

In addition to the group discussion the following individual feedback was provided as shown in Table 2-5 below
Table 2-4: Points from participant forms for Topic 2
P OS I T I ON

N U MB E R
OF
R E S P ON S E S

Very satisfied

6

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?

▪

Due to the length of process and complying with the EPA guidelines.
What is enough? Some people I would imagine feel a sense of power
to complain about an unquantifiable question.

▪

An adequate level of press articles / meetings with community

▪

Communities have been satisfied to all parties in councils, community
and EPA

▪

Community consultation has been ongoing for some time then local
process too. If engagement is considered unsatisfactory perhaps it is
an EPA issue. Consultants involved – professional reputation.

▪

The consultation process appears to be set out in legislation/policy.
The third-party review of the community consolidate process appears
to provide support for this.

▪

Peer review has validated process and it has been comprehensive.
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P OS I T I ON

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?

N U MB E R
OF
R E S P ON S E S

Quite satisfied

0

Neutral

4

Not very
satisfied

6

Not at all
satisfied

7

▪

Pretty stock standard to tick boxes. Not anything more than required.
Poor presentation tonight by REA.

▪

The level of engagements is fine, the weight its given as part of the
process hampers the overall project. Experts and tech views are
provided as to the viability and conformance to standards.

▪

Neighbouring council advertising in Hobsons bay was poor

▪

Residents rely a lot on council communication. This did not happen.
It’s not enough to just talk to councillors. Communication is not
complete until all affected councils have communicated to residents.
Hobson Bay residents not notified as they did not issue permit.

▪

To be made aware of the facility a whole lot sooner. Not enough
information on how the facility is to work was provided. Not enough
transparency about the expected profit and turnover generated by
this commercial interest. The location and choice of advertisements
made were grossly inadequate and required someone to know what
they were looking for to find any information. Is the Community
Engagement Plan even publicly available?

▪

Hobsons Bay mostly affected by the plant and no communication with
the residents of Hobsons Bay. HBCC not briefed on the proposal and
HBCC not notified, under the environment act they should have been
notified. Short period to respond to the proposal. Concerns EPA does
not have the expertise to manage process.

▪

That the proponent and EPA would openly share information of both
a +ve and -ve nature with residential communities throughout Victoria
but REA has overly promoted just the +ve’s to likely users/councils
and neglected the public. Regular EPA and REA updated/sharing of
information/news. Two weeks to read the 1500 page works
application and make a submission was inadequate and unfair.
Inadequate municipal council consultation.

▪

Found out originally by chance. I helped to promote to council who
promoted on social media not REA.
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2.3.3

TOPIC 3: WASTE HIERARCHY

This section contains the content of the group discussion as captured by EPA table hosts (Table 2-5 below)
and any feedback from individual forms (Table 2-6 below) in separate data tables.
Table 2-5: Main discussion points as captured by the EPA table host for Topic 3
P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D

Very
satisfied (8
particpants)

▪

Where it sits in the hierarchy makes sense

▪

▪

Confident it’s not removing recyclables from system

▪

Waste gasification not in conflict with waste hierarchy

▪

No other solution or alternative so why wouldn’t we?

Education on what the
hierarchy means and how
EPA uses hierarchy in it’s
decisions

▪

Government policy regarding
energy recovery and WtE as
part of ongoing waste
management.

Neutral

▪

▪

(2
participants)

Difficult to understand where this project fits in waste
hierarchy – could cover a number of the categories

▪

I’m more concerned about:

Need to consider best practice
for “world standards” – where
are there guidelines regarding
air quality given Australian
standards not the highest

▪

Container refund/deposit
scheme

Quite
satisfied
(no
participants)

-

Air quality emissions andhealth of the community

-

Exposure of Western Suburbs to further air quality
pollution

-

Incremental industrial activity contributing to
pollution

-

Poor operators – could put in place mechanisms

-

EPA need more powers/resources.

Not very
satisfied

▪

No evidence there is sorting of recyclables in waste

▪

100% reliant on household doing the right thing

(7
particpants)

▪

Concerned that residents may throw recyclables into
waste assuming it makes energy (disincentivises
individuals/council)

▪

Provide information on sorting
(currently only based on
unsorting)

▪

Commercial interest low to comply with waste
hierarchy

▪

Contracting arrangements
with councils

▪

Council may have more interest in waste, rather than
recycling

▪

▪

Changing attitudes to recycling (negative).

Assurance they work
alongside a recycling facility,
rather than in competition.
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P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D

Not at all
satisfied

▪

‘Feeds a hungry beast”

▪

▪

Simple solutions for complex issues (oversimplification)

Better sorting of the
MSW/feedstock

(9
participants)

▪

Makes it harder to encourage industry to
recycle/reduce/reuse

▪

▪

Need to separate waste better before recycling/reuse

Credible review of how plant
is defined and sits in waste
hierarchy

▪

Don’t agree with waste hierarchy

▪

▪

What is the waste profile that will go into the plant

Operation of plant and how it
sits against waste hierarchy

▪

Concerns around reliability of where facility sits in
waste hierarchy - Who assesses that?

▪

Sorting facility – improve
sorting process/separation

▪

Lack of control over what’s going in and therefore what
comes out

▪

▪

Doesn’t deal with the problem of waste and focus is on
making money from burning

Government policy on
contracts to get out if there is
a better waste hierarchy
outcome

▪

Minimise co-mingled waste

▪

Concern with council contractors locking in supply (10
years)

▪

Government policy on number
of faculties in the region

▪

Believe it is disposal (burning) – need multiple reuse
cycle

▪

Clear options to phase out
WtE.

▪

Undermines other recycling efforts

▪

Not recovering resources such as green/food waste

▪

No sorting facility

▪

No information on process to minimise potential
recyclables being burnt.

In addition to the group discussion the following individual feedback was provided as shown in Table 2-6 below.
Table 2-6: Points from participant forms for Topic 3
P OS I T I ON

Very satisfied

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S
7

WH A T I S Y OUR MAI N I NT E RE S T I N, OR CONCE RN
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?
▪

Landfill avoidance is key. Recyclables are only recyclable if they have
a supplier and a reliever and both are commercially satisfied.

▪

REA project clearly addresses moving a proportion of the MSW up
the hierarchy

▪

Your creating something out of waste, what is happening with our
waste now? It’s in the ground.

▪

Anything is preferable to landfill and WtE is not in conflict with the aim
of recycle and re-use

▪

This project does not alter the individual’s desire/ignorance of ‘proper’
recycling principles

▪

Every recovery is a must have. Ridiculous situation with current
recyclables being stockpiled of landfilled.

▪

Makes sense. Reduced waste volumes and producing energy which
is preferred to putting in the ground.
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P OS I T I ON

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S

Quite satisfied

1

Neutral

2*

Not very
satisfied

4

Not at all
satisfied

9

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?
▪

Not sure what question is really about. As waste hierarchy is where it
is.

▪

Universities have called into question the current waste hierarchy as
being outdated and meaningless. REA stated tonight that their
operator fits under ‘Recovery of energy’ – which sounds positive as
it’s halfway up the inverted pyramid, however that is the applicant’s
categorisation. What is EPA’s assessment / sustainability Vic /
independent assessment of where a plant such as this sits within the
hierarch pyramid? Some WtE sit at ‘Disposal’, some at ‘Treatment’.
Also, the main investment and focus must be on audience, re-use
and recycling and only using (WtE and landfill) for the last resort
residual waste that’s still being generated. Don’t jump to the quick fix
for this crisis and back us in to just a different type of health impacting
operations.

▪

How the existence of the site will alter waste collection.

▪

The levels of energy recovered are minimal compared to energy that
can be recovered multiple times for one item. This model encourages
more and more use and consumption and waste generation in line
with linear use and waste. Support needs to be put behind a closed
loop system where multiple amounts of energy can be recovered via
multiple stages of utilised lifecycles. Will profits be reinvested into
avoidance of waste creation? If waste is not separated then how is it
following best practice for energy extraction from said waste?

▪

Recovery of energy is a band-aid solution

▪

Will it affect overall reductions of waste? No incentive to reduce
waste. Waste hierarchy has proved to be incorrect. Does EPA have
approvals about incineration as in Europe and UK.

▪

Surf Coast and other councils are already moving to five bin preseparation which would reduce inappropriate inputs and unnecessary
pollutants. The proposal violates the waste hierarchy of the Victorian
government by gasifying unnecessary inputs that should be
excluded. It will be harmful for the sources of radioactive nucleides
and Schedule A Toxins/carcinogens not to be excluded from inputs.

▪

Potential to undermine community education and take up of ‘reduce
and reuse’ – if burning is a one stop solution that becomes attractive

▪

Undermines recycling. No sorting facility proposed. De-values
resources that could be recovered. Doesn’t deal with problem of
waste.

▪

There is no sorting facility prior to gasification. Seems to be based on
an assumption that sorting is already happening at a local council
level. Local level sorting via council bins needs to be improved post
recycling crisis to ensure residents are properly educated on sorting.
Until this happens we need sorting prior to REA plant. No state
legislation around consistent recycling also another reason for
needing REA sorting facility.

* On some participant notes the position statement had been circled but no further comments provided.
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2.3.4

TOPIC 4: WASTE MANAGEMENT

This section contains the content of the group discussion as captured by EPA table hosts (Table 2-7 below)
and any feedback from individual forms (Table 2-8 below) in separate data tables.
Table 2-7: Main discussion points as captured by the EPA table host for Topic 4
P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

A C T I ON RE QUI RE D

Very
confident (5
participants)

▪

Confident REA has provided detailed analysis of slag
and ash and reuse options

▪

EPA needs to provide comfort
to community

▪

There are appropriate places where it can be taken

▪

▪

Always an outlet for waste in the process

▪

Preferable to capture it the way they are rather than
going to landfill

▪

It will be classified > if it can’t be used it won’t be
economical for REA

EPA should say there are
beneficial reuse options but if
these options aren’t met there
are licenced facilities that can
take this stuff.

▪

Beneficial reuse > contaminants in the slag may be
recoverable.

Quite
confident

▪

Waste products not unusual. Well known in industry.

▪

▪

Small percentages of waste

(3
participants)

▪

Don’t feel at these temperatures that the by-product will
be toxic

Communicate further down
the track on testing of slag
produced and what it will be
suitable for.

▪

Caustic wash gets rid of acids

▪

Lime baths to further treat

▪

If knew / had confidence of
clear end point for waste
product? (i.e. know where
energy will go but what about
the “by-product” – if had
confidence where this would
go).

Neutral
3
participants)

▪

Waste is neutralised by time it reaches bag filter

▪

Expectation that plant will be very well monitored.

▪

“Dream” to think by-product would have value

▪

I am more concerned about Transportation – Impact of
trucks etc. and moving waste

▪

Modular “design”

▪

Consideration of road network

▪

Congestion?

▪

EPA trustworthiness?

▪

Re. combustible wastes (i.e. fires in stockpiles) and
monitoring sites

▪

Want more independence

▪

Transparency / follow up / accountability for poor
operators.
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R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

P OS I T I ON
Not very
confident

▪

Ash from filters

▪

Not enough info provided about contaminants

(9
participants)

▪

Fly ash used back into concrete or landfill? (current
studies at Melbourne Uni)

▪

Not enough information on slag into road base

▪

Proposals for what will happen to slag/ash may not be
a consistent product

▪

Additional truck movements generated by process (in &
out)

▪

If slag not used – economics of where it will end up.

Not at all
confident

▪

(17
particiapnts)

▪

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D
▪

More info on where ash ends
up (pond/landfill)?

▪

More research into reuses of
ash/slag.

Lack of information

▪

Not doing it

▪

Airborne pollutant dispersal

▪

▪

Concern about radioactive / carcinogenic material

Displace it to a non-urban
area

Concern around cumulative effect of discharges

▪

Realistic buffers

▪

Concern around variance in temperature changing slag
composition

▪

Info on which facility waste will
go to

▪

Variable feedstock changing waste composition – how
do we monitor this

▪

Independent testing of slag

▪

More info on business model
and viability (particularly re.
slag reuse vs disposal)

▪

Compensation for
communities next to disposal
facilities.

▪

Dispersal / leaching of fly ash out of bitumen (road)

▪

Concern around monitoring

▪

History of dilution and dispersal – not sufficient to
manage toxicity

▪

Not clear on where (which facility) it will be sent to

▪

Unclear on exactly what will be in the slag

▪

Does Chinese waste go to landfill?

▪

Unclear on potential reuses of the slag

▪

Our kids will be left to clean it up

▪

No independent testing.

In addition to the group discussion the following individual feedback was provided as shown in Table 2-8
below.

20B CONFERENCE REPORT – RECOVERED ENERGY AUSTRALIA WASTE TO ENERGY PROPOSAL

22

Table 2-8: Points from participant forms for Topic 4
P OS I T I ON

Very
Confident

Quite
Confident

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S
5

3

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?
▪

Waste will be classified and therefore it is subject to EPA guidelines if
it has no reuse it will affect the economic viability for the owner

▪

REA has provided detailed analysis of the slag and ash and advised
of its appropriate use / disposal

▪

The collection and capture of solids appears far preferable than the
leeching of the same products through landfill

▪

Slag is well known worldwide. Slag already used in construction,
concrete etc. Fly ash as well

▪

Reduces waste volumes by 85%. Infrastructure spending continuing,
demand for slag likely to continue. Non – hazardous waste. Existing
facilities to take it if needed.

▪

How is the ashes and slug is treated? I’m sure EPA will be watching
how it will be treated.

▪

Application of the waste products.

Neutral

1

▪

I am more concerned about transportation issues.

Not very
confident

3

▪

Needs more information as to what it is. Can more of the waste be
recycled e.g. what can be done with the ash to recycle it?

Not at all
confident

11

▪

Where will the by-product end up? Spot testing done independently.

▪

If the slag produced cannot be used as road base or other products,
or there is no commercial interest in it, then what does the facility
plan to do with it? Where is the waste treatment facility to treat the
toxic waste going to be located? What is the capacity of that facility?
What is the Plan B if that facility is unable to accept anymore toxic
waste. Can there be independent testing of the slag and ash to
ensure its disposal will not affect people in any way? Is the facility
going to be responsible for the waste product and it’s affects for the
duration of its life?

▪

Temperature the plant will run at will affect the outputs. Stock affects
temperature and moisture content. Proposed bitumen will have
leaching effect. What other products will be using fly ash but in this
case don’t know what the inputs are to create the fly ash e.g.
radioactive particles.

▪

Ash > 2% - how is this most toxic by-product to be dealt with? What
testing has been done on treatment processes or is this creating
another landfill legacy.

▪

Where would treatment facility be? No independent testing - needs to
be audited by EPA. Not clear which treatment facility Ash will go to?
Does Chinese waste go to landfill.
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2.3.5

TOPIC 5:WORLD’S BEST PRACTICE (DESIGN/PERFORMANCE) TECHNOLOGY

This section contains the content of the group discussion as captured by EPA table hosts (Table 2-9 below)
and any feedback from individual forms (Table 2-10 below) in separate data tables.
Table 2-9: Main discussion points as captured by the EPA table host for Topic 5
P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

A C T I ON RE QUI RE D

Very
confident (5
participants)

▪

Not a “developing” technology

▪

▪

Best practice > commercial viability

▪

Comparison to other international sites - REA’s
consultants have done the research

Acknowledgement that
Chinese plants can also be
best practice i.e. not just EU

▪

▪

REA’s facility comprised of smaller modules making up
one plan. Question is misleading regarding the size of
the plant. In comparison to other sites it is a smaller
plant.

And gasification is not new
practice.

▪

Gasification has more options

▪

Gasification is evolution of mass burns – it’s a mature
process.

▪

Back end treatment plant is conventional, used
globally, well known; based on European and
Australian best practice

▪

Gasification is global and well proven

▪

Operating temperatures make me feel standards can
be met

▪

Lesser of all evils for incinerators

▪

Technology been in use for some time and apparently
meeting required standards in countries it operates.

▪

Not familiar with proponents process

▪

▪

I’m more concerned about:

Better understanding of
technical process in particular
dealing with mixed feedstocks

▪

Role of different feedstock in
process.

Quite
confident
(3
participants)

Neutral
(1
participant)

-

Waste/recycling policy (Vic)

-

Landfill (limited) - need for options.

Not very
confident
(8
participants)
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R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

P OS I T I ON
Not at all
confident

▪

No comparison of other technologies

▪

Limited experience of Australia

(19
participants)

▪

Europe is moving away from WtE technology

▪

Not enough examples of gasification of MSW outside
of China

▪

Don’t want to be the guniea pig

▪

Concern that REA will get through approval process
and then sell to overseas people. Concern over
commitment to long term management.

▪

This facility should not be privately owned:
-

Should be run by councils (essential service
– not for profit)

-

Need a focus on community good.

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D
▪

EPA or REA to provide further
examples of gasification of
large scale MSW (EPA S.22)

▪

Justify why they’ve compared
with China and not EU plants

▪

Independent
testing/assessment (i.e.
University) of whether this is
BP (including wider public
engagement)

▪

Provide HATLAR report (plus
appendices) and other
commercially sensitive
information - or EPA to
provide redacted version

▪

EPA standards are not world’s best practice and
Chinese plants met EPA standards not world’s best
practice

▪

Want EPA to review
standards

▪

Lack of confidence in Chinese documents and data

▪

▪

No confidence with reference to Chinese tech (should
be Europe)

Want technology to meet
world’s best practice

▪

▪

Not trusting of data (Govt)

▪

Anaerobic tech has better WtE results (less impact) –
Yarra Valley Water

Independent/Third party
specialist to clarify this is best
practice (experts)

▪

▪

How long has this tech been regulated (not confident in
time)

Supply chain – where does
equipment come from?

▪

▪

No Australian reference sites.

Closely monitor/transparent
data – more stringent
standards.

In addition to the group discussion the following individual feedback was provided as shown in Table 2-10
below.
Table 2-10: Points from participant forms for Topic 5
P OS I T I ON

Very
Confident

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S
5

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?
▪
▪
▪

Independently audited and finally veted by the EPA which assess the
data provided
REA has shown that it has selected technology that is accepted around
the world and is considered the best available. 6 x 100 + / day
International comparison of similar sites. EPA guidelines / regulations
are implemented/enforced. Chinese plants are acceptable comparison,
rather than only considering European and US designs.

▪

So what does ‘Best Practice’ mean? Depending on who is pushing
technology – theirs is always the best. Does the technology meet or
exceed the EPA standards – the SEPPs etc. EU sets high limits. It
meets those. Gasification has developed from mass burning – it is the
best conversion to energy.

▪

Fifteen-year proven technology. Surely REA would look for highest
efficiency to maximise benefits of the plant. Comparison to international
sites for ‘best practice’.
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P OS I T I ON

Quite
Confident

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?

2

▪

Technology – it’s used already in Europe, Asia and America.

5

▪

The kind of information that would improve my confidence abou the
technology is independent review of operation and collected data
New tech < five years not established. Failed examples in Australia.
There’s better WtE technology like anaerobic / biological methods. The
regulation of the technology.

Neutral
Not very
confident

Not at all
confident

▪

9

▪

All reference sites are in China, not much trust in Chinese tech as they
are traditionally not open and transparent. No reference sites in
Australia. As a result they would be need to be more stringent in
monitoring than you normally would.

▪

How committed are these directors of REA to holding the licence and
operating this plant for the longer term? Someone on our table has
been speaking with them for some years and believes they are simply
in it to establish and then sell, probably to a chinse company at the
community’s cost. Where else in the world has the Chinse design of
this plant been used outside of China? Why have REA moved from
discussing European / Scandinavian models to this ‘more commercial’
Chinese model? It’s all about profit and commercial interests and a
completely unproven and untested technology and emissions in terms
of community health and safety?
There have been no comparisons to any other technologies. Other
countries are moving away from this type of technology so why would
Victoria look towards it? Most of the test plant comparisons were done
against plants in China. Given their track record on pollution, quality
materials and machinery how can this facility be utilising ‘best
practice’? There should be more independent testing to see if this
technology will suit Australia, it’s conditions, it’s waste, etc. Many
aspects of the planning application has not been made publicly
available. The public is unable to accurately assess the information if it
is incomplete.

▪

▪

▪

Chinese design not considered best practice REA has no long-term
commitment to the project - serious concern. This is the cheapest
product – REA said that the Finnish and Japanese product is too
expensive. Should not be left to private companies, should be run by
councils. This is an essential service should be a government driven
service not solely private.
Up to two years ago REA was talking of WBP Scandinavian/European
design standards then they switched to cheap modern Chinese plant
design even though very few Chinese plants have reached stable,
steady-state, proven operation. This plant design takes advantage of
EPAs weak; second best stands to redesign the Chinese technology at
lower cost which does not pretend to be would be best practice – in
dozens of places in the Works Approval it says they meet EPA
standards not WBP. There is no intention of this plant being WBP as it
is a cheaper commercial design.
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2.3.6

TOPIC 5:WORLD’S BEST PRACTICE (DESIGN/PERFORMANCE) FEEDSTOCK

This section contains the content of the group discussion as captured by EPA table hosts (Table 2-11 below)
in a data table.
Table 2-11: Main discussion points as captured by the EPA table host for Topic 6
P OS I T I ON

R E A S ON F OR P OS I T I ON

Very
confident /
satisfied (5
particpants)
numbers at
table?)

▪

Pre-existing plants that already process feedstock
through gasification that is not an issue

▪

There is ongoing monitoring:

Quite
confident /
satisfied
(3
participants)

-

Equipment has controls to adjust, which complies
and is monitored - if this goes wrong, it will shut
down

-

Lots of flexibility in the technology regarding
feedstock.

▪

Gasification can handle a wide variety of feed

▪

Process does not demand sorted material

▪

Not competing with other options on waste hierarchy

▪

Not concerned that variability will be an issue.

▪

Conflict of interest - Council maybe happy for waste
ending up there. Lower incentive to recycle.

A C T I ON R E QU I R E D

Neutral

Not very
confident /
satisfied

▪

Better sorting
process/monitoring

▪

Licence conditions – resource
recovery.

▪

More information why this
type of technology BP for this
MSW feedstock

▪

Assurance/statement around
considering alternative to
MSW

▪

Being open to
separation/sorting processes

▪

Need 24hr monitoring of
things going in and out

▪

Electronic sorting of waste to
increase efficiency

▪

Due diligence into operator.

(8
participants)

Not at all
confident /
satisfied
(19
participants)

▪

Unsorted and not specifically treated

▪

If organics removed, then feedstock changes

▪

Feedstock may change in future (i.e. medical
waste/construction waste)

▪

Best Practice would separate organics

▪

Undermine community education on what should be
recycled/source separation

▪

What is the waste profile?

▪

Not enough known about feedstock

▪

Need testing regime

▪

Samples for EPA requires notice

▪

Bradbury industrial services ‘case in point’.
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In addition to the group discussion the following individual feedback was provided as shown in Table 2-12
below.
Table 2-12: Points from participant forms for Topic 5
P OS I T I ON
Very
Confident

N U MB E R OF
R E S P ON S E S
5

WH A T I S Y OU R MA I N I N T E R E S T I N , OR C ON C E R N
A B OU T , T H I S T OP I C A N D WH Y ?
▪

Best practice emission controls and performances controls are
constantly monitored and operating parameters are adjusted

▪

REA arranged for analysis of a reasonable sample of local feedstock
top confirm the technology is appropriate

▪

Monitoring of emissions is ongoing regardless of feedstock

▪

Pre-existing plants already process variable feedstocks with no
issues. Emissions okay. Slag and ash okay.

▪

Burning at 1100 degrees, much higher than gas-fired. Constant
monitoring of flue and solid waste will detect any anomalies.

▪

Will get rid of a lot of toxic waste.

Quite
Confident

2

Neutral

1

Not very
confident

3

▪

Feedstock is not pre-sorted. Given state of recycling council sorting is
not up to scratch, I feel they need a sorting facility to remove organic
waste and recyclables.

Not at all
confident

8

▪

How can you effectively gasify and treat waste if it is unsorted and
therefore cannot be treated specifically? Why will organics not be
separated out from the feedstock. Not doing so means that the facility
will not be utilising best practice? Organics need to be composted as
that is ‘best practice’. Would facility be open to waste separation in
the future?

▪

Very poor feedstock process in this proposal This proposal is like an
incinerator with range of products. Standards provide the minimum
requirements; the plant is the first in Victoria and should set the
benchmark at a higher level and set the bar for all future
development.

▪

No screening of inputs and no independent monitoring of plants
outputs means no quality control.

▪

Not being pre-sorted. What will happen if councils cannot provide
level of waste in contract? No policy to make sure that organics or
recycling can be removed prior to getting REA. Would REA sue
councils if not receiving enough ‘feedstock’?
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2.4

QUESTION AND ANSWER PANEL

Conference participants were provided with two opporutnities to present questions to REA and EPA. This
occurred following the presentations by REA and EPA, and at the end of the discussion rounds. Table hosts
coordinated the collection of potential questions from their respective groups.
Some of these questions were posed to the panel and answered by representatives from either EPA or REA.
Questions from the Q and A panel sessions, those raised during the round table discussions and those
presented in the participant notes have been collated into an overall set of questions by topic and presented
in Section 2.5.
These questions have been provided to EPA who will provide responses in the Works Approval Assessment
report and decision summary.
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2.5

CONSOLIDATED LIST OF OUTSTANDING QUESTIONS

The list below reflects a consolidation of questions raised in:
§

Table-based topic specific discussions (as captured in data tables in Section 2.3 of this report) and in

§

The preparation for the Q and A panel (as in Section 2.4 above) or

§

Participants forms.

The questions have been attributed to topics where possible.
Table 2-13: Consolidated list of outstanding questions

CATEGORY
Air Quality / Air
Emissions and
health impacts

QUESTION/COMMENT
Will there be 24-hour emissions monitoring? Who will monitor emissions and is this
information made public?
Asbestos and now plastics were once considered safe for use but are now known to
cause harm to our health and the environment. Can you promise that this facility will not
add to the already poor air quality that residents in this area deal with every day? Will
this become a health issue in 20 years?
Do the same standards for air quality apply to coal-fired power plants?
How does EPA enforce standards?
Flemington Assoc. made formal submission Pt 1 & 2 and requested information of which
some related to EPA and some to REA. EPA has not sought clarification or responded to
any issue. REA made unhelpful responses to most issues and distorted several facts.
REA failed to confirm the estimated 2 tonnes per day of airborne waste from the stack
based on page 215 to 272 of their application which they had already confirmed with us
(Mike McCrae-Williams had confirmed it).
We offer to work with any parties to show how REA’s figures add up to 2 tonnes a day of
airborne waste.
How does the proposed systems emissions compare against other energy generation
emission compared to energy output?
How will this facility be regulated, especially the emissions and health impacts?
Does landfill produce more CO2 than Waste to Energy?
It is a wrong assumption to say emissions are static when we have winds blowing
pollution across area.
Has REA modelling factored in movement of emissions across west and bay?
Would REA sue council in not fulfilling waste contracts on amount of waste?
Plant to operate 24/7?
Waste stored?
Noise off site?
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Emissions?
Fuel stock: Calorific count, Moisture content?
Where do REA’s level of PMs (2.5) come in regard to EPA’s recommended levels /
health messaging?
Will the “transparent” air monitoring data be available live to the public i.e. not a 24hr
average?
Will there be trigger point alerts if emissions reach/breach hourly standards to allow for
mitigation measures to take place?
What are the emissions from the facility versus emissions from landfill if the waste
continued to go there?
What technology are you using to capture emissions?
Where will the dust from the emission cleaning process go?
What about the odours? What will be done to mitigate them?
What is the process post approval? Will there be contact back to the people? Will this
happen with a response that answers their concerns?
Need for long term studies
Consider overseas (Finland etc)
Linking air emissions to health risk assessments?
Are there “failed” previous WtE plants like this in Australia and why did they fail?
Do European companies use Chinese technology?
Which countries this technology operating in? Only China?
EPA Process /
Planning

If the EPA sets the standards and the submitter complies with the regulations, why is the
process so difficult?
Are we going to/how will we find out answers to our questions asked tonight?
Monitoring of emissions is key to works approval – giving EPA the ultimate authority over
the operation of the plant.
Lack of confidence in EPA to set and maintain standards.
Subject to political pressures in the name of ‘progress’
Input and policy direction from above the EPA was missing. The Industry 1 and 2 zones
need review.
This goes beyond individual applicants/operators.
How is EPA/Government managing W2E proposals holistically to ensure we don’t get a
glut of them, to make sure they are strategically located and monitored?
Why aren’t Government planning major waste infrastructure developments as essential
services like they do for transport and education?
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This is potentially life-threatening stuff – to see it left up to the whims of market forces is
extremely concerning.
Is there a date by which the EPA is required to make a determination on approval / not
approval of the Works Approval (Answered on the night)
Has the s.22 (13/9) been answered by the REA group? Does this affect 30/11 date?
What protection against fast-track VCAT (i.e. Craigieburn)?
Clarify the relationship of the Hatlar Group to REA. Are they an independent consultant
or a party to the application?
Does this become WtE site for all Melbourne? (because modular design and less
incentive to establish sites in other location because of W.A. / regulation requirements)
Regulation &
Monitoring

Given the lack of reference sites in Australia and general distrust of Chinese technology
and regulation, can the plant be subject to additional monitoring / auditing by the EPA
that wouldn’t normally happen with a plant of this size?
It is quite contentious and probably doesn’t fit in standard EPA regulation framework.
What policy investigations are underway by government to regulate this industry?
-

Location: should be away well from residential areas
Concentration
Ownership
Oversight

Have the models and the data that have been input into the models presented by REA
been independently verified?
How do we know they are current?
Community
Impacts

If this does go ahead you (REA) will make money from this. Will you do the ethical thing
and use that money to help educate the Victorian community on reducing waste?
What benefit will accrue to the community as a result of the project?
What will be ‘returned’ to the community if the project goes ahead?
What track record has REA and its Directors got in operating a plant such as this?
Is there evidence of ability to run similar facility – credibility of owner?
And what requirements and commitments do we have that they will be reliable,
representative corporate citizen that will be making a long-term commitment to doing the
right thing by the Laverton North / Western Melbourne community?
The operators of SKM are Melbournians as are the operators of the pollutive Tox-Free
plant and all other existing plants in Laverton North, so how can we believe REA
directors will do the right thing especially with the sham consultation to date
People adversely affected, least communicated (biased consultation).
Can I see REA engagement plan?
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Health & Safety

Show us the independent evidence for the safety of this technology, please?
What peer reviewed credible research has been undertaken on the public and
environmental health and safety of this type of gasification plant?
What is the evidence (peer-reviewed/independent) of this technology on the health of
communities?
Why are applications like this being considered near residential areas?

New EPA Laws

Can we wait for circular economy and new EPA act?
Given the impending new laws, how will they retrospectively apply?
How will new Act and ERS change this proposal?
EPA are currently reviewing environment laws, expected release mid 2020.
There is a parliamentary inquiry regarding waste and waste to energy is a hot topic.
DELWP are reserving(?) W2E in the circular economy policy.
Ballarat has it on hold. Waiting for policy release yet this project is trying to get approved
before policy release
Is EPA able to approve a project when it could be varied by policy and another project is
on hold waiting for it?
Why isn’t someone from DELWP here as well to answer questions? And where is the
holistic overview and management of these kinds of applications?
Requested action: That EPA go back to DELWP and the Minister and request that this
application be put on hold until a strategic policy and planning framework is in place to
provide a proper state-wide criteria, assessment of W2E technologies, proposals, need
and locations.

Waste
management

If level of waste does reduce, how will you be able to maintain operations – Is the
business still viable? What will you do?
If they don’t use a system like a gasifier, how will they treat landfill e.g. Clayton tip have
and they are treating methane and all other gases?
Has any study/modelling been completed on likely amount of recycling that is lumped in
with household MSW?
How / where will the waste “dust” be disposed?
What will be ongoing testing? Of slag and ash?
Will they be taking samples?
Have there been tests on the application of waste or is it destined for landfill?
Will there be useable by-products?
How is ash being treated in other plants now?
What would happen if found highly toxic?
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Have they identified what other products/uses that waste could be used for?
What is the half-life breakdown?
When does responsibility end for slag reuse (particularly with GED)?
What controls are in place at disposal facilities?
What filters/process is used?
What particles make it through filtration? Density?
Have they considered any other options to filtering ash?
How will they manage dust? Transport / disposal
Waste Sorting
and Transport

What temperature?
$$ Charge per tonne?
What is the ratio of waste to electricity? E.g. 1 tonne waste = X kwh
Do they separate beforehand?
How do you control the consistency?
REA
1. Sorting before tipping waste into hoppers – e.g. hard waste
2. Number of trucks that can be unloaded at the same time
3. Traffic management
Will waste be sorted prior to gasifying and how will this be monitored?
How can burning waste through heating at large temps in a low oxygen environment not
qualify as incineration?
Refer transport and supply chain questions to Minister of Transport – We don’t want
more trucks in the inner and western suburbs.
Transport of materials
-

Assumes excess capacity of road network
Escalation of material transport

Increase in plant size
-

Economies of scale

How will REA cope with changes to feedstock as what is in municipal waste bins
changes e.g. food waste moved out of general bins
What regulations framework will there be governing the feedstock going in?
If there is waste not suitable for MSW – what happens to that and what will it do?
What feedstock is being used overseas?
Do the traditional gas burns use the same feedstock?
Will EPA/REA get back to community with education regarding what is accepted/not in
red-lidded bins?
Waste Hierarchy

Can you give specific examples of what materials you plan to burn?
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If waste increases, how will you cope with demand?
Why is there no sorting facility prior to gasification? Isn’t this required to ensure a good
waste hierarchy.
How can waste that is being gasified / burned be considered “recovered” when the value
of the residual waste has been eliminated?
As the plant has syngas, solid waste and airborne waste outputs, many of which are
similar to the solid and airborne outputs form incinerators, should the proposed be called
a “Waste to energy, landfill waste and airborne waste plant” rather than a waste to
energy plant?
Will they re-invest profits into waste avoidance?
Is there a R1 factor like in the UK and if not, why not?
Where in the waste hierarchy does the facility sit? Gone for the highest spot but is it
valid?
World’s Best
Practice (Design /
Performance)

Any use in Europe?
Are Chinese methods “world’s best practice” methods?
Are there any examples in use in Europe?
Where else in the world has the Chinese design been implemented?
Give specific examples (e.g. plant, location, operator) to substantiate application claims
for achieving best practice gasification both in China / outside of China for
1. eco-waste technologies
2. non-eco-waste technologies
Given that many European countries are moving away from waste to energy plants due
to the large amount of toxic waste generated from them, how can you say that you will
be accommodating ‘best practice’ when in a few years waste management may be an
entirely different practice?
Who decides what is world’s best practice? There needs to be a definition.
Specifics around REA’s particular process (different to European tech) i.e. EU need
separate feedstock
Is there WBP for gasification of MSW?
Will this drive waste production?
Facilities elsewhere in the world are generally smaller. Is it proven at this scale?
How will company be viable if the goal is to reduce waste? Will waste be redirected from
recycling/reuse?
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2.6

NEXT STEPS

EPA will use the 20B Conference report, submissions and referral responses and work through its detailed
assessment. EPA may require further information from the applicant at any time during the process and will
make that request and response publicly available.
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3

Chair’s observations and
recommendations

Although the 20B process was designed to further explore matters raised in submissions it was deliberately
not limited to matters raised in submissions. The reason for this was to allow for those participants who perhaps
had not been previously involved to share their perspectives for the first time.
Adoption of the general and specific recommendations below may assist in alleviating community concerns
and improving community engagement about the proposal.
It is clear from the submissions that there is a some level of support for the WtE proposal as almost a third of
submitters commented that:
▪

This proposed technology is already operating safely overseas

▪

There are environmental benefits of less waste going to landfill

▪

REA has provided detailed analysis of the slag and ash and advised of its appropriate use / disposal.

▪

Gasification can handle a wide variety of feed

▪

It is not competing with other options on the waste hierarchy.

Much of this support seems to stem from broader societal awareness of the current state of the waste and
resource recovery industry in Australia, particularly given some of the challenges with recycling of household
waste and management of some landfill sites.
After reviewing participant inputs to the 20B Conference and comparing these to the matters raised in written
submissions, it is evident that the 20B Conference has not resulted in any significantly new matters being
raised for REA’s or EPA’s consideration.
The 20B Conference has however generated numerous questions across a variety of topics. Some of these
questions highlight a lack of awareness of the contents of the works Approval Application, the WAA Application
and assessment process. Other questions demonstrate detailed awareness of the REA WAA proposal and
raised specific concerns regarding the lack of independently verified data fed into the model and how variance
in temperature and feedstock will change the composition of the slag for example.
The challenge for both REA and EPA in this Approvals process is finding an appropriate balance between
equipping stakeholders well so that they can participate in an informed way and encouraging participants to
equip themselves well to participate in a well-informed way.
Observations from reviewing 20B conference inputs and written submissions include that while there is
support, a proportion of that is conditional upon:
▪

There being minimum environmental and human health costs

▪

The use of proven technology and best practice approaches

▪

Continuous monitoring and evaluation, including access to information, particularly real time emissions
data

▪

Continuous review and improvement of environmental management.
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It is important to acknowledge that while there appears to be a some support for the proposal there are
community concerns with this proposal. Concerns frequently raised in the 20B Conference and written
submissions include:
▪

A need for the local context to be taken into consideration and how the cumulative impacts of air
emissions from the process will affect long-term health

▪

Securing feedstock and its composition – what will go in and how that affects what will come out (as
emissions and residual waste)

▪

If the waste by-product (slag) will be managed appropriately once it leaves the facility

▪

Modelling, monitoring and reporting of environmental performance

▪

A lack of trust in the safety of technology developed and used in China and whether this meets ‘world’s
best practice.

Solutions proposed during the 20B conference and written submissions will often not be the responsibility of a
single entity, they will require more integrated environmental and waste management approaches between
industry, government and the community to drive:
▪

Better waste education and waste sorting at source

▪

Greater understanding and exploration of alternative clean energy sources

▪

Better access to information about performance and compliance monitoring.

It is evident from 20B Conference and written submissions that for some participants this WAA is being
assessed in a context where trust of the applicant and of EPA is at a low base. Woven through the technical
and operational comments are concerns about performance, accountability and credibility of both REA and
EPA.
The following recommendations in the tables below are made to address some of the observations above.
These recommendations are predominantly based on participant questions from the 20B Conference, again
noting that many of these same questions have already been raised in the written submissions.
Recommendations are made in Tables 3-1 to 3-4 below for the following categories:
▪

actions prior to works Approval Application determination:

▪

future actions, if a works Approval is approved:

▪

future actions regardless of whether an Approval is approved
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3.1.1

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Table 3-1: The following general recommendations relate to actions prior to works Approval
Application determination:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S

C H A I R ’ S OB S E R V A T I ON S
S UP P ORT I NG T HE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

H OW E P A MI GH T D E L I V E R
T H E R E C OMME N D A T I ON

EPA to continue raising
awareness about where Works
Approval Applications sit in
the overall Approvals and
Licensing process; that it is
concept Approval vs detailed
design Approval.

Some participants appeared to
lack a good understanding of:

EPA to consider:

EPA to facilitate the provision
of responses to the list of
consolidated questions at
Section 2.5 of this report

▪

EPA’s role in relation to
Approvals and Licensing of
Scheduled Premises

▪

WAA and assessment
processes.

Section 2.5 of this report
consolidates all the questions
related to the WtE proposal –
some of which are for EPA to
answer and some for REA to
answer.
Responses to many of the matters
raised have been provided by REA
in their response to submissions
which is available on the Engage
Victoria website.

3.1.2

▪

Adding the EPA Works
Approval Application Guidelines
(publication 1307) to the
Engage Victoria website with
emphasis on Section 2,
assessment considerations for
each environmental segment.

▪

Adding the EPA Powers Table
(Appendix 4) outlining the areas
“issues” that EPA can consider
within a WA.

▪

Review the responses provided
by REA to ensure they
accurately and adequately
address the outstanding
questions arising from the
Conference (as reflected in this
report), seeking further
information as required from
REA using statutory powers
under Section 22 as
appropriate.

▪

Consult with other relevant
sections of EPA to provide
responses.

TOPIC SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

These recommendations relate to matters raised under main topics considered during the 20B Conference.
Reviewing REA’s response to submissions indicates that many of the questions raised in the 20B conference
process were also raised in written submissions and responses have now been provided by REA and
published on the Engage Victoria website.
It is not the Chair’s role to comment on the adequacy or accuracy of any of those responses referred to above,
that is a matter for EPA.
The recommendations to EPA below contain a mix of awareness raising suggestions and suggestions for
independent verification of data and design specification.
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Table 3-2: The following topic specific recommendations relate to actions prior to works Approval
Application determination:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S

C H A I R ’ S OB S E R V A T I ON S
S UP P ORT I NG T HE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

Topic 1 – Air quality/air
emissions and human
health:

Conference participants commented that
they were concerned that air emissions
from the gasification process would be
detrimental to human health. See Table
2-1 and 2-2.

▪

▪

EPA to raise
awareness that a
health impact
assessment was
required
EPA to conduct a
rigorous assessment
of the health impact
assessment findings.

Topic 2 – Engagement

Continue to raise
community awareness of
the application by
promoting avenues of
access to information

REA in response to submissions
stated that:
“The WAA indicates that the emissions
generated from the stack will meet the
limits set out in the EU Industrial
Emissions Directive (IED) and the
emissions study indicates that emissions
will meet the State Environmental
Protection Policy limits (SEPP). The
health impact assessment indicates that
“when the facility is operating under
normal operating conditions there are no
risks to the health of workers in adjacent
industrial areas or residents in the
surrounding community. Even where
upset operating conditions are
considered, there are no risks to the
health of workers in adjacent industrial
areas or residents in the surrounding
community.”

Some conference particpants raised
concerns about whether neighbouring
councils and their residents have been
made aware of, and sufficiently
consulted about the application. See
Tables 2-3 and 2-4.

(In relation to ‘awareness’ Chair notes
the Facebook post of August 2019 on
@HobsonsBay City Council:
https://www.facebook.com/HobsonsBay
CityCouncil/posts/recovered-energyaustralia-pty-ltd-has-submitted-a-

H OW E P A MI GH T D E L I V E R
T H E R E C OMME N D A T I ON

•

EPA to make key information more
visible on the Engage Victoria
webpage.

•

EPA to consider requesting that to
applicants prepare clearer
summary documents to
communicate key issues in a more
user friendly way

•

EPA to engage a suitably qualified
expert to peer review the emissions
modelling data and health impact
assessment and include the
response in the EPA’s Works
Approval Assessment Report.

EPA is increasingly using the
centralised Engage Victoria website to
keep interested parties informed of
current works approval applications
and their assessment process and
timeframes.
EPA could require the applicant to
continue raising awareness of the
Engage Victoria site as a source of
information as well as its own website
https://recoveredenergy.com.au/lavert
on-north
EPA could also include a link to the
applicant’s website more visibly on the
Engage Victoria website.

20B CONFERENCE REPORT – RECOVERED ENERGY AUSTRALIA WASTE TO ENERGY PROPOSAL

40

R E C OMME N D A T I ON S

C H A I R ’ S OB S E R V A T I ON S
S UP P ORT I NG T HE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

H OW E P A MI GH T D E L I V E R
T H E R E C OMME N D A T I ON

proposal-to-the-environmentp/2482374998485712/)

Topic 3 – Waste Hierarchy

EPA to confirm its
position about where it
considers WtE to sit on
the Waste Hierarchy as an
approach to managing
waste

Topic 4 – Waste
management

EPA to consider
obtaining further
information from REA
about proposed waste
management options if in
their detailed assessment
of the proposal this is not
sufficiently addressed.

Topic 5 – World’s Best
Practice – Technology

EPA to consider
commissioning an
independent assessment
of the proposed
technology for
gasification in the REA
WAA.

Topic 5 – Worlds Best
Practice - Feedstock

EPA to consider
obtaining further

Conference participants queried where
WtE sits on the Waste Hierarchy and
whether EPA regarded WtE as
‘Recovery of Energy’ as identified by
REA (see Table 2-6).

Conference participants and submitters
raised concern over the toxicity of the
waste products generated from the
gasification process and how these
would be managed. See Table 2-7 and
2-8.

EPA to confirm where WtE sits on the
Waste Hierarchy as an approach to
managing waste in its WAA process,
and include the response in the EPA’s
Works Approval Assessment Report.

EPA to consider seeking further
information from REA, as required,
using statutory powers under Section
22 as appropriate about:
§

Waste collection

§

Waste treatment options

§

Proposed use of by product.

EPA to include the response in the
EPA’s Works Approval Assessment
Report.

Conference participants expressed
concern that the facility does not meet
Worlds Best Practice and that an
independent assessment should occur
(see Table 2-10 and Table 2-11).

EPA to consider engaging a suitably
qualified expert to peer review the
concept design and include the
response in the EPA’s Works Approval
Assessment Report.

There was a frequent theme during
group discussions about the variable
nature of the feedstock (MSW) and how
this would affect the waste products
(slag and ash).

EPA to seek further information as
required from REA using statutory
powers under Section 22 as
appropriate.
Raising community awareness of the
EPA Guideline: Energy from Waste by
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R E C OMME N D A T I ON S

C H A I R ’ S OB S E R V A T I ON S
S UP P ORT I NG T HE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

H OW E P A MI GH T D E L I V E R
T H E R E C OMME N D A T I ON

information from REA
about proposed pretreatment options if in
their detailed assessment
of the proposal this is not
sufficiently addressed.

This often translated into specific
concerns about waste composition, if
recyclables and organics should be
removed and the effect of contaminants
within the feedstock. Refer to Table 2-12
and 2-13.

adding the EPA Publication 1559.1 to
the Engage Victoria website
(Guideline: Energy from waste).
Consider drawing attention to page 4
where it outlines that EPA considers
thermal treatment technology as best
practice if:
▪

Emissions of Class 3 indicators are
reduced to the Maximum Extent
Achievable

▪

Emissions discharges meet the EU
Industrial Emissions Directive
2010/75/EU (IED)

▪

There is continuous emissions
monitoring of TPM, SO2, NOx, HCl,
CO, TOC, HF, with periodic
monitoring of heavy metals, dioxins
and furans

▪

Combustion gases maintain a
temperature of at 850°C for at least
two seconds).

Consider highlighting also that at page
5 of that guideline is a reference to
Health - health protection must be an
inherent feature during the design,
Approval process and operation of
WtE facilities.
EPA to consider highlighting that best
practice is also referenced in SEPP
(AQM). With respect to air pollutant
emissions, the SEPP (AQM) defines
‘best practice’ as: ‘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’.
The SEPP (AQM) requires Application
of ‘best practice’ and continuous
improvement for all relevant indicators
and reductions to the ‘Maximum
Extent Achievable’ (MEA) for the more
hazardous air pollutants (class 3
indicators).
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Table 3-3: The following topic specific recommendations relate to future actions, if a works Approval
is granted:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S

C H A I R ’ S OB S E R V A T I ON S
S UP P ORT I NG T HE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

H OW E P A MI GH T D E L I V E R
T H E R E C OMME N D A T I ON

Topic 1 – Air quality/air
emissions and human
health

Conference participants raised numerous
concerns about emissions monitoring and
reporting, including access to real time
data. Refer to Table 2-1 and Table 2-2.

Refer REA to EPA’s
communications and engagement
group for advice on participatory
processes.

REA’s response to submissions
indicates “the project will employ a
continuous emission monitoring system to
monitor the discharge emissions resulting
from the operation and so will be across
any non-compliances with relevant
compliance obligations”.

EPA to consider appropriate
licence conditions including
emissions monitoring and air
quality reporting regimes.

Conference participants and submitters all
raised concerns that residents who live
near the REA site have not been well
informed about possible effects. In
particular those residing in the Hobsons
Bay Council area.

Refer REA to EPA’s
communications and engagement
group for advice on participatory
processes.

EPA to consider
supporting REA to
undertake specific
community consultation
in relation to establishing
an appropriate
monitoring, evaluation
and reporting regime as
part of considering
potential future licence
conditions.

Topic 2 Engagement

EPA to consider
improving the guidance it
provides to development
proponents as to how
they should approach and
conduct stakeholder and
community engagement
activities.

EPA to actively promote to the
community, it’s role in compliance
including information about how to
raise concerns about noncompliance with licence conditions.

EPA to engage with the community
regarding related licence
conditions including data and
information sharing requirements.

EPA to actively promote to the
community, it’s role in compliance
including information about how to
raise concerns about noncompliance with licence conditions.

Topic 4 Waste
Management

EPA to consider outlining
in its detailed assessment
report for this works
Approval Application (or

Conference participants and submitters
raised concern over the toxicity of the
waste products generated from the
gasification process and how these would
be managed. See Table 2-7 and 2-8.

EPA to consider appropriate waste
management licence conditions
including:
§
§

waste treatment requirements
for slag and ash
options for residual slag and
ash waste disposal where
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R E C OMME N D A T I ON S

C H A I R ’ S OB S E R V A T I ON S
S UP P ORT I NG T HE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

some other appropriate
communication channel)
how it expects REA to
manage the gasifier slag
and the flue gas residue
through environmental
management plans and
the types of licence
conditions that it might
consider imposing
regarding testing of the
gasifier slag.

Topic 3 and 5 – Waste
hierarchy and WBP
management of feedstock
EPA to consider outlining
in its detailed assessment
report for this works
Approval Application (or
some other appropriate
communication channel)
how it expects REA to
manage each of these
issues through
environmental
management plans and
the types of licence
conditions that it might
consider imposing.

H OW E P A MI GH T D E L I V E R
T H E R E C OMME N D A T I ON

§

there is no commercial market
available for by-product reuse.
the requirement for a publicly
available waste management
plan on REA’s website.

EPA to actively promote to the
community, it’s role in compliance
including information about how to
raise concerns about noncompliance with licence conditions.

Conference participants raised numerous
concerns about:

In addition to appropriate licence
conditions, EPA should:

▪

recovery of recyclables for re-use
(refer Table 2-5 and Table 2-6)

▪

▪

feedstock composition and
contaminant control (refer Table 2-11
and Table 2-12).

Consider referring REA to
EPA’s communications and
engagement group for advice
about working closely with
Waste and Resource Recovery
Groups (WRRGs) and relevant
Local Councils regarding waste
education – including emphasis
on sorting at source.

▪

Actively promote to the
community, the EPA’s role in
compliance including
information about how to raise
concerns about non-compliance
with licence conditions.
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Table 3-4: The following general recommendation relates to future action regardless of whether a
Works Approval is granted:
R E C OMME N D A T I ON S

C H A I R ’ S OB S E R V A T I ON S
S UP P ORT I NG T HE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

H OW E P A MI GH T
DELIVER THE
R E C OMME N D A T I ON

EPA to consider its role
in improved external
communications and
access to information

Comments provided by participants during
the conference highlight:

EPA and REA have a dual role
in:

§

§

A lack of trust that REA will operate
with regard to community impacts
and stewardsip over the life of the
facility.
Concern over EPA’s technical
expertise to assess the WA and
ability to ensure compliance with
regulations.

▪

building community trust

▪

equipping public participation.

Both should consider how they
can:
▪

Enable well informed
participation in engagement
activities. A specific example
from the Conference include
providing links to the Engage
Victoria website.

▪

Provide contemporaneous
public information about
compliance activities and
outcomes of future licence
compliance monitoring
programs.

EPA could also consider
developing a set of engagement
guidelines or checklist
specifically for WAA aplicants.
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Appendix 1: Powerpoint presentation provided
by REA
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Non-Recyclable Residual Municipal Solid
Waste Gasification to Energy
EPA 20B Community Presentation
Wednesday 6 November 2019

Recovered Energy Australia - Project Development Timeline
Initial community roundtable - WREC
Dec 7

REA commit to Laverton WAA
Oct 11

2015

EPA accepts WAA - Statutory timeline
Jul 18

EPA WA pathway confirmed
Dec 20

Initial REA
Technology
assesment
Mar 3

Wyndham Planning Approval
Mar 8

Wyndham Planning App lodged
Jul 10

2015

2016

2017

2018

May 30
Preliminary EPC
Tech proposal
documented

Mar 3 - Mar 4

EPA Statutory Due Date
Nov 30

2019

2019
Today

Aug 17
Dec 7
EPA Pathway document lodged REA EPA WAA
lodged
Jun 16
Preliminary Enviro and Tech DD
commissioned

Technology criteria compatibilty
Apr 7 - Mar 30

Preliminary REA tech review and site visits
Jan 30 - Jun 16 Preliminary business case & project scoping
Feb 15 - Sep 15

3D Model and Newsletter displayed at community centre
Jun 16 - May 1

1,733 days to date
Commercial-in-Confidence

DD revisions and reporting

Aug 17 - Jun 27

REA EPA WAA revisions
Jul 18 - Nov 30

EPA Statutory
Process

JULY 2019 INFRASTRUCTURE VICTORIA MARKET SURVEY SHOWS
STRONG SUPPORT FOR MULTIPLE WASTE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS INCLUDING WtE

Community Consultation
REA have undertaken a range of community consultation programs over
the last 24 months including; addressing specific interested parties such as
the Western Region Environment Centre, addressing the Western
Metropolitan Partnership conference, running information sessions for
community groups, presenting at conferences, direct discussion with
individuals, advertising in local papers, contributing to articles in local,
State and National newspapers, distributing project updates, meeting with
local councillors and politicians.
In response to community submissions made
after the August information sessions, REA
commissioned an independent peer review of
their community engagement process. This
review found the engagement undertaken for
this project to be consistent with best practice
process and that it demonstrated sufficient
breadth and scope to be construed as reasonable
for the intent and circumstances and to identify
measure and assess community concerns.

Technology
Mixed Waste Rotating
Gasifier and Direct Coupled
Syngas Oxidation Chamber.

Flue Gas Treatment - Proven Standard Technology
used in WtE Sector including in Europe

Commercial Facilities
Operating Since 2004
Developed through
recognition of historic
gasifier performance
Combining 6 X 100t/d
gasifiers modules allows
flexibility in throughput
Gasifier/Oxidation Chamber
operation meets Best
Practice

Identical Flue Gas Treatment Systems in Europe
meet EU IED, Vic EPA and Vic SEPP Limits.

Flue Gas Treatment systems are best Practice and
meet the criteria defined in the EU BAT
Documents

Commercial-in-Confidence

Air Emissions

REA Modelling to EPA SEPP Limits

A variety of scenarios were modelled to inform stack design and demonstrate the ability of the system to meet the strict
emissions criteria required by the EPA
REA have agreed to install best practice real time emissions monitoring that will ensure optimum plant performance and
transparent reporting against EPA limits

Data

The data provided for assessment was provided from commercially operating facilities which incorporated similar
technology to that proposed by REA;
These facilities all meet the local statutory emission limits and the data shows that they can meet the EU IED, Vic EPA and
Vic SEPP limits;
REA proposal includes a final design which adds additional NOx controls as a risk mitigation measure and specifies that
the industry standard flue gas treatment system must be designed to meet the stringent limits imposed by the EPA

Commercial-in-Confidence

Health Impact

10%

% of acceptable risk

1%
0.1%
0.01%

0.001%

0.0001%
0.00001%

LOG SCALE

industrial area

Solid Waste Generated by the Facility

Slag < 14% of input
Recyclable
Tested by NATA Lab in Melb.
Use as road base or in
building products.

Ash < 2% of input
Stabilised according to EPA
standards and disposed to
Certified Waste Treatment

Waste Hierarchy

Most Preferred

NB: Mt = Million Tonnes
Data source – Sustainability Victoria Data portal

2018/19

2035/36

Generation
13.9 Mt

Generation
17.9 Mt

Avoidance

Recovery
9.5 Mt 68%

Reuse
Recycling

Recovery
12.3 Mt 68%

Recovery of Energy
Includes Exports
and Stockpiles

Treatment
Containment

0.2Mt

Require building
~3 Mt of
reprocessing
facilities to
maintain 2018/19
recovery levels

Landfill

4.4 Mt Landfill

Least Preferred

5.6 Mt Landfill

For further information:

Visit us at: -

www.recoveredenergy.com.au

Contact us at: – info@recoveredenergy.com.au

Appendix 2: Powerpoint presentation provided
by EPA
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Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Waste to energy facility
Works Approval Application s20B Public Conference
Environment Protection Authority

Welcome

Kristen Stirling and
Belinda Lowing
Independent Conference
Chair

Stephen Adamthwaite
Manager
Development Assessments
EPA Victoria

Acknowledgement of country

Our conduct tonight
• Let’s hear from everyone rather than individuals dominating.
• Not everyone will agree, yet all views are valid. There are no
right or wrong answers.
• Make sure what’s important gets written down, including the
diversity of viewpoints.
• Constructive feedback is welcome. Please be respectful.

Purpose
• Opportunity for the EPA to listen to and better understand the
views and concerns of the community and stakeholders
• Help explain the works approval application, the assessment
process and current status
• Seek where possible resolution on the application and thoughts on
any possible conditions if works approval is issued

Overview of the Proposal

Works Approval Assessment process

• EPA’s Statutory Role & Powers
• What other approvals are required?
– Planning permit – issued by Wyndham City Council on 8th March 2019

Overview of the Works Approval Assessment process
Application received
Referrals and advertising
Review of submissions
Finalise technical assessment
Decision
Appeal provisions

• EPA determined to accept application
• Newspapers (state and local) and online advertising
• Referrals to relevant agencies
• 20B conference where this may assist in just resolution of the
matter
• Consider submissions and 20B conference
• Input from EPA technical experts
• Approval granted / refused
• VCAT – Applicant or affected third parties may apply to appeal
decision

Request for further information
• Formal Request under s22 of the
Act served on 2019 for:
– Further information in response to public
submissions received
– Referral agency (MFB) comments
– Additional reference facility data
– Accredited translations of supporting
documentation

Review of submissions received by the EPA
Summary of submissions

33
Total number of
submissions from
the community
Object or has questions/concerns

Support or subject to conditions

Discussion Topic Themes
Theme 1: Air quality / air emissions and its health and environmental
impacts
Theme 2: Community / stakeholder engagement
Theme 3: Consistency/inconsistency with the waste hierarchy
Theme 4: Waste management and its health and environmental impacts
Theme 5: World’s best practice design and performance

Theme Tables per Round
Round 1
Table 1
Table 2

Table 3

Table 4
Table 5

Round 2

Round 3

“Snapshot” report back from discussion rounds

Final opportunity to restate/state concerns

Works Approval next steps
1

• Once received and accepted, further information requested will be made publicly available and
open for comment.
• The s20B Community Conference Report and recommendations will be considered.

2

• Completion of technical assessment:
• Compliance against legislation
• Analysis of key issues to determine likelihood of pollution and hazard occurring

3

• Once decision made to approve or refuse: Notification to submitters

Contact us
Our Website:
www.epa.vic.gov.au
Email Us:
Works.approvals@epa.vic.gov.au
Call Us:
1300 372 842 (1300 EPA VIC)

Closing comments

Appendix 3: Conference agenda
Table A-1: Conference agenda
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Appendix 4: Conference attendees
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Registered
interest
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

First name

Surname

Roman
Shane
Carolina
Brett
Danny
Cesar
Pablo
Carmen
Tony
Alison
Alastair
Omar
Rose
David
Kirsty
Nick
Sylvia
Tess
Michael
Mark
Dom
Dorothy
Mal
Sue
Sheriden
Jane
Rhys
Katherine
Russell
Robert
Marion
Marlene
Zac
Darren
Teressa
Rick
Bill

Dybala
Dooley
Aguirre
Carnes
Howlett
Melhem
Perez-Reigosa
Largaiolli
Hale
Peake
Pearl
ElSernagawy
McVicar
Taylor
Bishop-Fox
Witherow
Lo Piccolo
Birch
Rumble
Koller
Messe
MacKechnie
Bowker
Vittori
Tate
Miller
Tucker
Lawford
Smith
Martin
Martin
Gorman
Luckman
Taylor
McKenna
Smart
Keating

Appendix 5: Table based collateral
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Key issues

Recovered Energy Australia, Energy
from Waste works approval application
Key issues to be considered by Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA) in the Recovered Energy Australia Pty Ltd
Energy from Waste works approval assessment process, and the relevant responsible agency and referral authority whose
opinion will be sought.
KEY ISSUE

RELEVANT RESPONSIBLE REFERRAL AGENCY

All air emissions from the facility including combustion gases, dust, odour,
particulates and their potential human health effects

EPA

All discharges from the facility, including land, noise, ground
and surface water

EPA

Assessment of Environmental Best Practice Plant design and operation

EPA

Recovered Energy Australia’s compliance track record

EPA

Climate Change

EPA

Compliance with the EP Act, relevant state environment protection
policies, Regulations and guidelines

EPA

Waste storage fire risk and controls

EPA
MFB

Energy and Greenhouse Gas emissions

EPA

Environmental management, monitoring and reporting (including
commissioning, non-routine operations and emergency)

EPA

Incoming waste types and waste acceptance

EPA

Resource usage

EPA

Planning

Wyndham City Council

Sustainability – social, economic and environmental

EPA

Waste generation, storage or treatment

EPA
Sustainability Victoria
Metropolitan WRRG

Please note that the list excludes issues which sit outside the scope of consideration of the EPA such as:
• Aboriginal & Cultural Heritage;
• assessment of Plant Safety (Major Hazardous Facility, OHS) and Fire Risk;
• Ecology (flora & fauna + vegetation removal);
• Traffic;
• Transport; and,
• Visual Impact
which are considered in the planning system or other regulatory regimes administered by Wyndham City Council, Aboriginal
Affairs Victoria, MFB, DELWP, VicRoads, WorkSafe Victoria.

Appendix 6: Summary of key themes
SUMMARY OF KEY THEMES FROM SUBMISSIONS AND POSITION
STATEMENTS FOR TABLE DISCUSSIONS
THEME: AIR QUALITY / AIR EMISSIONS

Main issue: That the facility may increase air pollution due to potential emissions of detrimental
compounds/chemicals
§
§
§

A number of submissions expressed concern over the potential for the facility to decrease air quality
thus potentially impacting the health of residents (particularly in the west of Melbourne).
It was felt that there was insufficient evidence provided by REA to allow EPA to make an informed
decision as to whether the project represents best practice in terms of managing air quality.
It was also suggested that the facility may produce airborne emissions that would exceed safety limits
however due to the use of fans concentration levels would be diluted sufficiently to meet standards.

Sub-topic for discussion: consideration of potential health impacts
I am:
§

Very confident based on the information available so far that health impacts associated with air
emissions have been appropriately considered because:

§

Quite confident based on the information available so far that health impacts associated with air
emissions have been appropriately considered because:

§

Neutral: this is not a concern for me either way. I am more concerned about:

§

Somewhat confident but I need to know more. The kind of information that would improve my
confidence about the appropriate consideration of health impacts associated with air emissions is:

§

Not at all confident that the health impacts associated with air emissions have been appropriately
considered. Questions that remain unanswered for me regarding potential health impacts associated
with air emissions are:
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THEME: ENGAGEMENT

Main issue: Has engagement with the community regarding this proposed facility been sufficient to
address concerns?
A number of submissions queried the appropriateness of the community engagement process with some
groups expressing concern that they had not been provided with sufficient opportunity to voice their concerns
or get answers to their questions.
I am:
§

Very satisfied with the levels of engagement about the works approval application & assessment
process because:

§

Quite satisfied with the levels of engagement about the works approval application & assessment
process because:

§

Neutral: this is not a concern for me either way. I am more concerned about:

§

Somewhat satisfied - my engagement experience could have been better if:

§

Not at all satisfied – what I expected from the engagement process was:
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THEME: WASTE HIERARCHY

Main issue: energy recovery contravenes the waste hierarchy
§
§

A number of submissions suggested that the facility is not consistent with the waste management
hierarchy which preferences reuse and recycling ahead of energy recovery.
Other submissions questioned if recyclables would be removed prior to gasification to ensure the
maximum level of recycling where possible.

I am:
§
§
§
§
§

Very satisfied that energy recovery is consistent with the intention of the waste hierarchy because:
Quite satisfied that energy recovery is consistent with the intention of the waste hierarchy because:
Neutral: this is not a concern for me either way. I am more concerned about:
Somewhat satisfied but I need to know more. The kind of information that would improve my
satisfaction about how energy recovery relates to the waste hierarchy is:
Not at all satisfied that energy recovery is consistent with the intention of the waste hierarchy because:
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THEME: WASTE MANAGEMENT

Main issue: appropriate management of by-product from the gasification process
§
§
§

Many submissions asked questions regarding how the slag (waste product) of the gasification process
would be managed.
There were concerns expressed about the toxicity of the by-product.
There were questions in the submissions around the use of the by-product if it could not be used as
road base (as proposed).

I am:
§
§
§
§
§

Very confident based on the information available so far that by-products such as slag from the
gasification process will be managed appropriately because:
Quite confident based on the information available so far that that by-products such as slag from the
gasification process will be managed appropriately because:
Neutral: this is not a concern for me either way. I am more concerned about:
Somewhat confident but I need to know more. The kind of information that would improve my
confidence about the appropriate management of by-products from the gasification process is:
Not at all confident that the by-products from the gasification process will be well managed. Questions
that remain unanswered for me about waste management are:

20B CONFERENCE REPORT – RECOVERED ENERGY AUSTRALIA WASTE TO ENERGY PROPOSAL

54

THEME: WORLD’S BEST PRACTICE (DESIGN / PERFORMANCE)

Main issue: Facility’s ability to meet world’s best practice
A number of submissions questioned if the facility would meet world’s best practice. In particular the
submissions raised questions around the ability to compare the proposed facility against those elsewhere in
the world given that:
§
§
§

Gasification of waste is considered to be a relatively new (developing) technology compared to direct
combustion.
Facilities elsewhere in the world are commonly smaller in scale than this facility.
Most other gasification facilities use homogenous feed stocks compared to the variable feedstock of
municipal waste.

Sub-topic: TECHNOLOGY
I am:
§
§
§
§
§

Very confident based on the information available so far that the facility will be required to meet world’s
best practice because:
Quite confident that through the assessment process that that the facility will be required to meet
world’s best practice and I base this on:
Neutral: this is not a concern for me either way. I am more concerned about:
Somewhat confident but I need to know more. The kind of information that would improve my
confidence about the technology is:
Not at all confident that the facility will be required to meet world’s best practice. Questions that
remain unanswered for me about the technology are:

Sub-topic FEEDSTOCK
I am:
§
§
§
§
§

Very confident based on the information available so far that variable feedstock (waste material that
goes into the equipment to be converted) will be not create any problems because:
Quite confident based on the information available so far that variable feedstock (waste that goes into
the equipment to be converted) will be not create any problems because
Neutral: this is not a concern for me either way. I am more concerned about:
Somewhat confident but I need to know more. The kind of information that would improve my
confidence about the variety of feedstock is:
Not at all confident that the variation in feedstock is a viable option. Questions that remain
unanswered for me about using municipal waste as feedstock are:

Acknowledging mitigation actions already suggested in submissions:
§
§

Independent environmental assessment - a number of submissions expressed the view that the EPA
should conduct an independent environmental assessment of the WAA.
(Additional) traffic flow modelling - a number of submissions were concerned that there would be
increased traffic to and from the facility and wanted to see traffic flow modelling conducted.
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Appendix 7: Conference Evaluation
EPA 20B CONFERENCE – EVALUATION SUMMARY

S T RONGL Y
A GR E E

A GR E E

NEUTRAL

D I S A GR E E

S T RONGL Y
D I S A GR E E

My understanding of the
Recovered Energy
Australia works
approval application
has increased as a
result of tonight's
conference

✓ ✓✓✓

✓✓✓✓✓✓✓✓

✓✓✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

I felt comfortable
participating in the
conference process

✓✓✓✓✓✓✓✓✓

✓✓✓✓✓✓✓✓

✓✓✓✓

✓✓

My contribution was
listened to

✓✓✓✓✓✓✓✓✓

✓✓✓✓✓✓✓✓

✓✓

✓

Total

28

29

2

2

✓✓

✓

5

COMMENTS
MY U N D E R S T A N D I N G OF T H E R E C OV E R E D E N E R GY A U S T R A L I A WOR K S A P P R OV A L
A P P L I C A T I ON H A S I N C R E A S E D A S A R E S U L T OF T ON I GH T ' S C ON F E R E N C E
Really have handled the EPA process with great professionalism
Already knew all above it. I have read the application unlike others.
No additional information was provided over and above the works approval application
Feel that the application has emerged as more problematic
Particularly EPA’s process and licencing conditions

I F E L T COMF ORT ABL E P ART I CI P AT I NG I N T HE C ON F E R E N C E P R OC E S S
This process of WtE should be adopted so as to create commercial and employment opportunities
The process needs to move forward
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Even through the agenda was varied a bit
Inclusive and good running by EPA/consultants

MY C ON T R I B U T I ON WA S L I S T E N E D T O
Yes all good thank you for the opportunity. Good management of tables.
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This report has been prepared by:

RM Consulting Group Pty Ltd trading as RMCG
Level 1, 357 Camberwell Rd, Camberwell, Victoria 3124
(03) 9882 2670 — rmcg.com.au — ABN 73 613 135 247

Offices in Bendigo, Melbourne, Torquay and Penguin (Tasmania)
▪

Key Project Contact
Kristen Stirling
0488 908 416 — kristens@rmcg.com.au
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