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FUNCTION OF A SECTION 20B CONFERENCE 
 
Under the provisions of Section 20B of the Environment Protection Act as the EPA deliberates 
upon an application it 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. 

As indicated on the cover of the report, such a conference was held in a meeting room of the 
Dandenong Club in regard to the Works Approval Application for integrated waste treatment & 
resource recovery facility (WA65201) by RENEX GROUP Pty Ltd.  

The EPA received 75 submissions in respect of the exhibited application. The conference 
involved the persons listed in Appendix A of this report. 

The conference generally followed the program as detailed in Appendix A of this report. 
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1. SUMMARY 

The Conference had under consideration the project as brought forward in Works Approval 
Application (WAA) 65201.  The WAA deals with establishment of a facility that is directed 
towards undertaking integrated waste treatment and associated resource recovery.  In 
essence the facility will have a major objective, utilising latest European thermal technology, to 
remove and destroy pollutants from contaminated soil and making the recovered soil available 
for both biological activities and reuse by incorporation with compost. 

The proposed plant is claimed to be the first major thermal soil treatment plant to be 
established in both Victoria and Australia. 

The proposed facility has the potential to make a major contribution in aiding Victoria in 
achieving strategic objectives that are directed towards removing high-hazard wastes from 
landfill by 2020.  If approval is gained, the proponent aspires to achieving funding from the 
HazWaste Fund established by the Victorian Government to assist in the acceleration of 
reductions in the volume and hazard of hazardous waste. 

The proposed thermal treatment will remove pollutants from contaminated soil and destroy 
such pollutants by exposure to temperatures ranging from 4000C up to approximately 12000C. 

The lodged WAA outlines in detail the proposed design attributes and the processes to be 
observed to ensure the meeting of all relevant statutory environmental issues that fall within 
the overviewing ambit of the EPA.  It is contended that no adverse impacts will be made on 
both the community and nearby industrial operations.   

An independent audit report has been undertaken and generally substantiates such a claim.  
The audit report does embody a number of recommendations that are viewed as a fine tuning 
of the proposed operations and the proponent indicated in a circulated document at the 
conference a willingness to implement such recommendations.  

A range of concerns were expressed in submissions (75) that were lodged with the EPA 
following the exhibition of the WAA.  In addition comments were received from the Council, 
Worksafe the Department of Human Services, Melbourne Water and South East Water 
following referral of the WAA to such organisations.  Generally these authorities had no major 
objection but in a number of instances sought the inclusion of some additional conditions that 
were directed towards ensuring improved management aspects. 

The submissions from the community and the nearby industrial operators were generally 
expressing opposition to the proposal.  The range of matters raised in the submissions was 
wide ranging and can be best appreciated by reading the detail in the conference report.  A 
brief tabulation of the issues is set out below:- 
·  Concern that pollutants would be discharged into the atmosphere that would impact 

adversely on the health of the community and could also threaten the quality of food 
products being processed in nearby/adjoining industrial operations; 

·  Concern that the facility sought to locate in position that did not conform in respect of 
buffering with performance measures that were set out in previous reporting to State 
Government on desirable location parameters for facilities dealing with the disposal of 
contaminated soil and on which the Government had in 2002 formulated 
recommendations; 

·  Concern at the ability of the proponent to manage the proposed facility; 
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·  Concern that the design elements of the proposed facility were untried in Australia and 
scepticism exists at the stated claims in the WAA.  In conjunction with such concerns 
doubts were held on the quality of the report by the independent auditor; 

·  If the proposal was to gain approval it was essential to have in place a financial 
assurance agreement that could deal adequately with clean-up aspects if the project 
was to fail.  In addition the public availability of performance monitoring results was 
sought; 

·  A number of other issues were raised including possible impacts from flooding, limits on 
storage, a need for health studies, the possibility of plant failure and concern at the 
ability of the EPA to adequately ensure that all prescribed conditions associated with 
the WAA are met. 

The resultant Chair’s report on the conference brought forward 12 matters for consideration by 
the Chairman of the EPA and the officers of the EPA as the WAA moves into its final 
assessment phase.  The detail of these matters is set in Section 21.2 of the conference report. 

Generally the matters related to:- 
·  A need for the EPA to subject those elements of the WAA that related to emissions, 

management and environmental issues to close scrutiny to ensure that adverse impacts 
on the community and nearby industrial operations should not arise if the approval was 
to be granted; 

·  A need for a financial assurance agreement be set in place in regard to:- 
- site environmental auditing; 
- site remediation; 
- disposal of hazardous wastes. 
- contingency situations whereby if the site operations are halted for any reason the 

plant should still be able to be maintained in an operating position to the extent 
that it is capable of processing all desorbable wastes soils that are held on the 
site; 

·  EPA to hold discussions with proponent in regard to setting up an Inaugural Steering 
Group (further details provided in Sections 10.2 and 21.2) and monitoring results to be 
avail to the group and public domain; 

·  Implementation of the Auditor’s recommendations including a Proof of Process 
procedure; 

·  The extension of a degree of flexibility should be available in regard to siting 
parameters where modern technology attributes are capable of meeting prescribed 
performance measures within distance limits that may be considerably less than those 
that have been previously applied or considered. 

�

�
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2. WHAT IS PROPOSED? 

2.1 THE SUBJECT SITE AND SURROUNDS 

The proposed site is currently vacant land located in the Dandenong South area of the City of 
Greater Dandenong.  It is located at 109-133 Ordish Road.  The proposed works will take up 4 
ha of the total 9.8 ha of the available land holding.  The balance of the lot will ultimately be 
available as a separate lot for subsequent development in accord with the Industrial 2 zone 
provisions over the subject land. Immediately surrounding land possesses a similar zoning 
and development has occurred on much of such land.  The proposed site is just south of the 
proposed Logis eco-industrial park.  

A locality plan is shown in Figure 2.1 whilst the location of the proposed structure on the 
subject land is shown in Figure 2.2.  The immediate neighbours of the proposed site are:- 
·  Northern boundary – A variety of chemical and manufacturing industries, including a 

hospital waste management facility; 
·  Southern boundary – Ink manufacturing facility, solvent recycling facility and green 

waste composting facility; 
·  Eastern boundary – An abattoir; 
·  Western boundary – Pallet timber manufacturing facility. 

The nearest sensitive uses are deemed to be:- 
·  Keysborough Turkish Islamic & Cultural Centre (2km distance separation); 
·  Willow lodge Residential Area – 1.5km distance separation. 

No specific buffer distance is prescribed for contaminated soil or hazardous waste treatment 
and recycling which utilises a pyrolysis kiln followed by an after burner. 

For chemical, biomedical and organic waste, the buffer distance for a waste incinerator is 
determined by EPA on a site-specific basis as specified in EPA AQ2/86 "Recommended 
Buffer Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions©".  

As a guide, for the treatment of organic waste, the buffer distance is 500 m and for organic 
industrial chemicals it is 1,000 m.  The appropriate distance for the proposed plant is 
considered to between 500 to 1,000m.   

The proponent contends as the plant would be using best practice technology and maximum-
extent-achievable (MEA) air pollution control technology for Class 3 indicators that a buffer 
distance of 1,500m, which accords with boundary of the Industrial 2 Zone Buffer Area, as 
displayed in the Dandenong Planning Scheme Clause 21.04 relating to the Industrial Element, 
to the nearest sensitive use is more than adequate to reduce the environmental risk posed by 
the plant. 

The project is viewed as making a strategic contribution to the handling of contaminated soil 
and aiding in the achievement of the Victorian target of removing high hazard wastes from 
landfill by 2020. 

2.2 PROPOSED WORKS. 

The proposed works will be constructed in two stages: 
·  First Stage:   Construction of the storage facility for the contaminated soils and 

prescribed wastes, including the infra-structure and power, gas and water utilities. 
·  Second Stage:  Installation of the thermal treatment and gas cleaning plant. 
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It is expected that the first stage of the works will be completed on 1s© February 2010. The 
second stage of the works is expected to be completed on 1st March 2011. 

 

 

Figure 2.1 
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Figure 2.2 
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The project is to be developed and operated as a waste treatment and resource recovery 
facility by an organisation know as RENEX.  RENEX indicates that the proposed facilities will 
be utilising proven `best available© technologies for safe and reliable treatment of wastes into 
energy.  The operations are directed towards ensuring that waste materials are not disposed 
to landfill, but rather treated and reused in sustainable applications.   

The plant will be designed to process up to 70,000 tonnes of Category A, B and C 
contaminated soil per year or approximately 9,000 kg per hour.  After treatment, the treated 
soils will be able to be used again without hazard to the environment and will be readily 
available for biological activities. 

In general terms the proposal aims to treat oil and PAH contaminated soils, mercury 
contaminated soils where the mercury will desorb and PCB contaminated soils.  The presence 
of chlorine contaminated soils allows for the possibility of dioxin generation and requires off 
gas treatment to the maximum extent available. 

The RENEX proposed a waste facility possesses similar features to a facility located at Herne 
in Germany which was constructed by Tech Trade GMBH who will be the technology provider 
for the proposed facility at Dandenong South. 

This proposal will be Victoria©s and Australia©s first large scale integrated permanently located 
contaminated soil treatment and recycling facility which will be utilizing sophisticated 
European-designed advanced waste treatment technology. 

The proposed project is viewed as aiding in the boosting of employment and the expansion of 
Victoria©s capabilities in waste treatment and resource recovery. The proposed site is 
surrounded by offensive industries and the proponent contends that the establishment of the 
RENEX facility in the area will have minimal impact to nearby sensitive areas. 

RENEX considers that the proposed treatment technology in conjunction with the use of ‘best 
practice’ facilities should satisfy the Maximum Extent Achievable (MEA) technology for the 
control and prevention of class 3 indicator emissions as required by the State Environment 
Protection Policy (Air Quality Management) (SEPP(AQM)) for the intended application. 

2.2.1 EMISSION SOURCES AND THEIR PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 

The proposed plant contains both non-energy related greenhouse gas emissions and energy-
related greenhouse gas emissions.  The non-energy related greenhouse gas emissions are 
from the combustion process which destroys pollutants.  The energy-related greenhouse gas 
emissions are mainly from the use of electricity and natural gas on-site. 

As a result of the combustion process to destroy harmful air pollutants, carbon dioxide gas is 
produced and emitted via a 26 m high stack which is located at the south east corner of the 25 
metre high structure that is designated as the ‘treatment area’.    

Carbon dioxide has a Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 1 under the Kyoto accounting 
provisions and is considered more than 300 times less harmful compared to nitrous oxide.  
The burning chamber has been designed to minimise the emission of more harmful 
greenhouse gases such as nitrous oxide.  The burning chamber will have a high combustion 
efficiency of 99.99% to prevent incomplete combustion.  

The plant is designed such that the energy derived from the waste feed materials can 
completely fuel the heating requirements of the pyrolysis kiln.  It is considered that this 
approach should minimise the use of energy from external sources and thus reduces the 
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plant©s overall carbon footprint.  In addition, the thermal efficiency of the proposed plant is to 
be further increased by utilising the heat arising from the combustion gases to heat a pre-
dryer.  Combustion air is to be preheated by hot flue gases from the burning chamber and 
should ensure that the energy is not wasted. 

The use of front-end loaders will be required to ensure safe and efficient transport of soil on-
site where required.   

Once the plant is established, RENEX will implement energy audits and continue to 
investigate and implement energy and greenhouse reductions to reduce its carbon footprint. 

All water to be discharged to the sewer is to be discharged in accordance with a trade waste 
agreement which is to undertaken with the relevant Trade Waste Authority - South East 
Water. 

Process waste water discharge can be attributed to the following equipment:- 
·  Steam generator unit; 
·  Water softening unit. 

All process waste water will be disposed of off-site as a trade waste discharge according to a 
trade agreement to be developed with the Trade Waste Authority - South East Water. 

The non-process waste such as truck washings will be treated by a triple interceptor before 
the wastewater is pumped to a trade waste tank for storage.  The wastewater will be 
monitored and tested to ensure that its quality is compliant with the trade waste agreement of 
the Trade Waste Authority-South East Water.  The residues in the triple interceptor will be 
treated by the thermal process plant.  The trade waste holding tank will be properly labelled 
and located inside a bund to contain spillages and prevent contamination of stormwater and 
land. 

Stormwater management will include surface water protection measures with bunded areas.  
Stormwater collected in the bunded areas is to be sent through interceptor traps prior to being 
discharged to sewer.  Stormwater run-off from all non-operational areas will be passed 
through a sediment trap prior to discharge to stormwater drains. 

A shut off valve at the outflow to the roadway will be designed in case of a spill of soil or 
caustic soda.  Details of the design will be provided in the planning permit.  Sodium hydroxide, 
lime and waste oil storage tanks will be properly labelled and in fully bunded areas with a 
bunded loading bay to contain spillages and prevent contamination of stormwater and land. 

The enclosed building complex will consist of appropriate bunding and equipment to mitigate 
the risk of spills.  

Since all treatment activities, including the truck wash operation, will be inside a fully sealed 
and enclosed building complex, it is considered highly unlikely that emissions to land will take 
place. 

The major sources of noise will be from process equipment.  As such equipment is to be 
located within an enclosed building it is contended that is likely that all noise levels will comply 
with the requirements of the State Environment Protection Policy (Control of Noise from 
Commerce, Industry and Trade) No N1. 

RENEX proposes to conduct a noise assessment once the operation has commenced to 
ensure that any noise levels from the operation will comply with the requirements of the State 
Environment Protection Policy (Control of Noise from Commerce, Industry and Trade) No N1. 
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2.2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Environmental policy is to be developed based on "best practices" from around Australia and 
overseas.  RENEX aims to seek expert advice in the preparation of an environmental policy 
that would meet and exceed current industry expectations.  This approach should ensure that 
the proposed state-of-the-art contaminated soil treatment facility will have the minimum impact 
on the environment and present a true benefit to Victoria and its people.  The proponent 
indicates that it is an adamant supporter of safe operating practices and is committed to 
minimising the impact to the environment. 

An Environment Improvement Plan (EIP) is to be developed for the site to ensure that it is 
continuously maintaining world class environmental practices.  Such plan should aid the 
operator in establishing an accredited Environmental Management System consistent with 
ISO 14001.  The applicant’s environmental management plan is to be in place prior to the 
commissioning of the facility. 

A Greenhouse Gas and Energy Management Plan will form part of the EIP for continued 
improvement in reducing its carbon footprint. 

The soil treatment facility will be installed and operated in full compliance with the 
Occupational Health and Safety Act of 2004.  Manual handling of wastes is to be avoided 
through the use of a front end loader, hoppers and automated process equipment.  Full 
personal protective equipment will be worn by operators at all times.  Operators will receive 
full training on the full operation of the plant. 

The applicant will endeavour to develop and implement a Safety and Health Policy to manage 
the health and safety of all employees on site. 

Stack emissions are to be tested in accordance with EPA Publication 440.  Emission tests will 
be conducted on commissioning and periodically as specified in RENEX©s EPA Waste 
Discharge Licence.  All emission testing and sample analysis is to be provided to authorities 
will be conducted by NATA accredited laboratories and consultants.  Online monitoring will be 
provided. 

Environmental reporting of emission results will be reported to EPA and copies of the reports 
will be retained on-site.  It is proposed to prepare a template of the environmental report in 
consultation with EPA to determine the most effective format and the specific areas on which 
the applicant is obligated to report upon. 

2.3 SPECIFIC DESIGN ATTRIBUTES 

The proposed treatment and recycling facility is designed to treat up to 70,000 tonnes of 
contaminated soil per annum utilising what is claimed to be the cutting edge European thermal 
treatment technology developed by Tech Trade GmbH.  A flue gas cleaning system, 
consisting of a combination of proven best practice air pollution control technologies, is 
proposed and, as stated previously, this is considered to be Maximum Extent Achievable 
(MEA) technology for the control and prevention of Class 3 indicator emissions as required by 
the State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality Management).   

More specific design commentary in regard to the three integrated systems to deal with 
elimination of pollutants is to be found in Appendix C (page xi) together with a range of 
comments on other operational aspects. 
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The proposed facility will be designed and operated with the following best environmental 
practices with resource efficiency features:- 
• All contaminated soils and prescribed industrial wastes except tyres will be stored 

inside fully enclosed buildings; 
• Feed testing and preparation to ensure effective desorption of targeted pollutants and 

optimisation of fuel usage for the treatment; 
• Pre-drying of feed to reduce energy consumption for the pyrolysis process; 
• Indirect heating for the treatment of wastes in the pyrolysis process generates about 

20% less flue gas to be treated by the gas cleaning plant resulting in reduced energy 
consumption for gas cleaning and heating.  This 20% reduction in flue gas represents a 
reduction of 14,000,000 Nm3/yr of flue gas to be treated by the flue gas cleaning plant. 

• Due to the absence of oxygen and the provision of good mixing, the pyrolysis kiln 
minimises dioxin formation from the treatment of organochlorine compounds; 

• High destruction and combustion efficiency of the burning chamber with operating 
temperatures up to 1,2009C and a minimum residence time of 2 seconds; 

• Minimum use of cooling water for machineries by recycling cooling water via an air-
cooled system. 

• No disposal of any spent scrubber liquors or scrubber sludge off-site except the ash; 
• Fully-contained bunded areas to contain spills and prevent contamination of stormwater 

for the following equipment/operations - Wet scrubber, truck wash operation and 
storage tanks for waste oil, lime, sodium hydroxide and trade waste; 

• Vapours from the soil cooler are conveyed to the flue gas cleaning unit via a fan to 
prevent odour emission to environment; 

• Utilise energy from waste for the process with heat recovery system to reduce energy 
use and emission of greenhouse gases; 

• Utilise rain water from roof, including site stormwater, for use in the truck wash 
operation; 

• The treated soil can be used again with compost and remains available for biological 
activities due to the gentle heating process of the indirectly heated pyrolysis kiln.  They 
are recycled and reused which is consistent with the principles of conservation of 
natural resources and EPA Victoria©s Industrial Waste Management Policy (Prescribed 
Industrial Waste) 2000; 

• Interlock process control and alarm system for the operation together with continuous 
emission monitoring of key pollutants to ensure plant performance and reduced risk to 
environment; 

• The use of proven technology for soil and hazardous waste treatment and the operation 
of this technology has been demonstrated overseas that the air emissions are 
consistently meeting the standards stipulated in the Directive 2000/76/EC Annex V of 
the European Parliament and the Council of 4 December 2000 on incineration of waste. 

With the utilisation of a proven and demonstrated technology, adoption of the above best 
environmental practices and selection of a proposed site located in an industrial zone more 
than 1.5 km away from the nearest residential area, RENEX is confident that the proposed 
facility will not pose any significant risk to the environment and will benefit Victoria in achieving 
its strategy of removing high-hazard wastes from landfill by 2020. 
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT OF THE WORKS 
APPROVAL APPLICATION 

3.1 COMMISSIONING OF THE AUDIT. 

INFOTECH RESEARCH was commissioned by the RENEX GROUP to undertake an 
independent audit that examined risks to the environment from the proposed activities on the 
premise that the proposed plant would be operating to the specifications stated in the works 
Approval Application.  The selected independent auditor holds an appointment under the 
Environment Protection Act 1970. 

3.2 AUDIT PROCESS 

A detailed audit report has been produced of the Integrated Waste treatment and Resource 
Recovery Facility and is best appreciated by a detailed perusal of its contents. 

The audit assessed compliance with the Environment Protection Act 1970 in:- 
·  Not causing pollution that will affect the beneficial uses of the environment as defined in 

Clauses 39, 41 and 45 of the Environment Protection Act 1970 from the proposed 
activities; 

·  Not presenting risks of such hazards to the environment from the proposed activities; 
·  Providing operations that were consistent with and which would meet the environmental 

policies of the EPA and other regulations as described in the audit criteria. 

The audit examined the following items:- 
·  Class 3 air indicators; 
·  Measurement and modelling of pollutant dispersion; 
·  Process controls as best practice and maximum achievable extent of pollution control; 
·  Greenhouse emissions and reduction plans; 
·  The provision of an EIP as a management requirement of PCB handling; 
·  Storage facilities for prescribed industrial wastes and process outputs; 
·  Dust controls in processes and storage systems; 
·  Emergency management.  

It also examined the plans provided in the works approval application for buildings and 
containment of prescribed wastes in relation to the requirement for financial assurance of such 
operations and provided a first estimate of such assurance assessment in the audit report. 

Specific examination was undertaken of:- 
·  risks to air, land and ground water and surface waters; 
·  segments of the environment embracing the proposed site, the local area surrounding 

the site, including beneficial uses of the environment within the buffer distances 
recommended and the global atmosphere and Greenhouse issues; 

·  industrial activities proposed on the site in regard to treatment of contaminated soils 
and certain prescribed wastes, storage of soils and wastes, treatment of soils to remove 
pollutants and the provision of decontaminated soils for reuse. 

A review was also undertaken of the ability of the proposed technology to meet compliance 
standards of wide range of environmental regulations as subordinate regulation under the 
Environment Protection Act 1970. 



Report on EPA Section 20B conference for WAA 65201 at Dandenong  Page 11 

 

The processes appraised related to those undertaken from the factory gate to the production 
of ‘clean’ soils for recycling at the premises.  The range of inputs proposed and risks 
associated with the technology to be applied were reviewed.  The transport process was not 
examined, nor the subsequent remediation uses of the products of the remediation system.  

3.3 RECOMMENDATIONS BROUGHT FORWARD FROM THE AUDIT 
PROCESS. 

3.3.1 BROAD FINDING INDICATES ABILITY TO SATISFY LEGISLATIVE 
CRITERIA 

The broad finding of the Audit was that the lodged WAA has provided the information required 
for the auditor to conclude that the proposed works will be able to satisfy the legislated criteria 
under the Environment Protection Act (1970) and will not lead to detrimental impacts to 
beneficial uses of the local environment.  A detailed review of the major environmental 
impacts is to be found in The Appendix: Environmental Criteria Evaluation – pages 38 to 44 of 
the Audit report. 

3.3.2 DESIGN PARAMETERS 

The audit relied upon the information supplied on the basic design parameters, but did not 
examine the detailed design.  As a result it is assumed that the detailed design will perform to 
the stipulated specifications.  It is noted that both the works approval calculated air emissions 
and evidence of compliance of a similar facility at Herne, Germany, indicate that the plant will 
meet and surpass the performance criteria stated in SEPP (Air Quality Management). 

3.3.3 COMMISSIONING OF THE TREATMENT PLANT 

The audit report noted that the risk of plant failure may increase during the commissioning 
phase and that such commissioning needed to be undertaken in a series of stages.  This 
stage should utilise proof of process (POP) tests to detect and repair failures in equipment and 
monitoring equipment.  Such an approach should ensure that the operations will be able to 
satisfy legislated criteria under Environment Protection Act (1970) as stated in 3.3.1 above. 

3.3.4 AIR EMISSIONS 

It was noted that air emissions represented the major environmental risk as flue gases 
discharged at an estimated 13.8 tonnes per hour, compared to water waste at 0.04 tonnes per 
hour and solid wastes of about 0.1 tonnes per hour.   

It was noted whilst expert opinion contended that the proposed air pollution controls can 
achieve best practice and a train of six independent steps is set out to achieve pollution 
reduction to the maximum extent achievable, it is stated that the system has to be monitored 
to optimize performance continually as the mix of inputs changes.  The implementation of the 
POP tests outlined in 3.3.3 above is viewed as being critical as the project moves toward 
production. 

In regard to projected particulate emissions it was noted in the Audit report Appendix, dealing 
with Environmental Criteria Evaluation (referred to above in 3.3.1), that the particulate matter 
emission was expected to contribute a GLC of 3x10-4 mg/m3 (also refer to Section 7.2.9 of the 
Section 20B Conference report).   
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Whilst it was appreciated that the existing background concentration is approximately 0.1 
mg/m3 above the criterion, the station was not near the site and may not apply to the local 
atmosphere, especially if the other industries in this location complied with the SEPP 
particulate matter.  The contribution from the proposed facility was viewed as being relatively 
minor. 

3.3.5 SURFACE WATERS 

Stormwater management programs may be adequate but as the formalisation of a 
management plan is being initiated there is a need to ensure that it embodies an appropriate 
monitoring program. 

3.3.6 WATER CONSERVATION AND TRADE WASTE 

It is accepted that the roof area should be large enough to supply all of the water needs of the 
site subject to the provision of sufficient storage for the gathered water.  It is noted that 
800mm over a roof area of 26,000 sq. metres gives an annual collection volume of 21 
megalitres. 

3.3.7 LAND AND GROUND WATER 

The RENEX Group should be required to conduct an environmental assessment of the site to 
establish a baseline for soil and ground water quality before the operations of contaminated 
soil storage are commenced.  It was further recommended that ongoing monitoring of ground 
water quality should be required to gauge whether any pollutants are penetrating the site and 
entering the groundwater. 

3.3.8 NOISE 

A formal requirement should be introduced to the ensure that the RENEX Group is required to 
undertake a noise assessment against the criteria of SEPP (Noise N-1) to determine that 
regulatory compliance is attained by assessing noise levels during operations. 

3.3.9 FINANCIAL ASSURANCE 

The RENEX Group should be required to assess the financial assurance required and such 
assessment should be submitted to the EPA for approval before any operations are 
commenced.  Such assurance should cover requirements that include:- 
·  site environmental auditing; 
·  site remediation; 
·  disposal of hazardous wastes. 

Attention was drawn to a possible contingency situation whereby if the site operations are 
halted for any reason the plant should still be able to be maintained in an operating position to 
the extent that it is capable of processing all desorbable wastes soils that are held on the site.  
It was stressed that the financial assurance requirements need to be determined before 
RENEX Group invests in the site and the plant.  No attempt was made by the auditor to 
undertake a calculation based upon on the EPA Guidelines for Determining Financial 
Assurances – Schedule 4 Premises (Pub 456.1). 
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3.3.10 ISSUES ARISING FROM AUDIT OBSERVATIONS 

A scheduled listing of the audit observations were provided in the Auditor’s report and such 
listing has been embodied in Appendix B of this Section20B Conference Report.  A number of 
suggested measures have been referred to in the column headed ‘Risk controls and issues’ 
and in respect of matters deemed as possessing an Assessed risk Level of ‘medium’ these 
have been highlighted in grey shading in the listing provided in the conference report.   
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4. REPLIES FROM REFERRAL BODIES 

4.1 BODIES WHO REPLIED 

The following provided responses to the EPA prior to the holding of the Section 20B 
conference.  These bodies were:- 
·  City of Greater Dandenong; 
·  Department of Human Services; 
·  Worksafe. 

Following the conference additional responses were received from Melbourne Water and 
South East Water 

4.2 COUNCIL RESPONSE 

The Council responded as follows:- 
·  The proposed works are allowed under the planning scheme with conditions; 
·  A permit is required under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 for the proposed 

works; 
·  A permit has been not been issued at this juncture under the Planning and Environment 

Act 1987 for the proposed works; 
·  Council is currently in the process of considering a planning permit application for the 

use and development of the site for the purpose of an integrated waste treatment and 
resource recovery facility (Material Recycling) and Sign under PLN09/0409.  The 
application has been referred to the EPA for comments; 

·  The proposed works are not prohibited by the Planning Scheme. 

The Council stressed that it would support the EPA Works Approval Application (WA65201) 
on the condition that:-  

It contains stringent environmental conditions (including any conditions under the EPA’s 
new Regulation on Prescribed Waste for Victoria) that seek to protect the amenity of the 
surrounding local community, as well as a condition placing a cap on the amount of 
prescribed waste to be stored on the subject site at any one time. 

In a supplementary response offered by the Council it expressed the opinion in the event of 
approval being considered by the EPA that a condition should be included in any associated 
approval conditions that it required:- 

RENEX to provide a financial security undertaking to assure both the Council and the 
EPA that they have a financial capacity to fund any future requirement to clean up the 
site and make it safe for the community. 

The Council also sought confirmation from the EPA that any on-site treatments of 
contaminants, such as dioxins, will not be harmful to air quality in the community.                             
 

4.3 DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES RESPONSE 

The Department held no objection based upon public health grounds, provided the application 
complies with the relevant State Environment Protection Policies and environmental 
guidelines. 
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4.4 WORKSAFE’S RESPONSE 
 
In an initial response to the EPA on 10th July 2009 it was indicated that:- 

Worksafe has not identified any major concerns regarding the control of risks from 
dangerous goods introduced by the proposal and has no objection to the grant of a 
works approval on the condition that:- 

The proposed development must comply with the relevant requirements of the 
Dangerous Goods Act and its subordinate legislation, particularly the Dangerous 
Goods (Storage and Handling) Regulations 2000.  In practice this means that the 
proposal must be inaccordance with AS 1940 – The storage and handling of 
inflammable and combustible liquids and also AS 3780 – The storage and handling 
of corrosive substances. 

A supplementary response was provided on 13th of August 2009.  This response stressed that 
Worksafe’s review was limited to storage and handling of dangerous goods. The relevant 
storage aspect related to the bulk storage of sodium hydroxide of approximately 25000 – 
30000 lites and waste oil in 200 litre drums up to a maximum of 2000 litres.  The storage and 
handling of such goods is deemed as not presenting a significant onsite or offsite risk if the 
following achieved:- 

·  The facilities for storage and handling of these dangerous goods (namely 
sodium hydroxide and waste oils) is designed, constructed, operated and 
maintained in accordance with relevant standards, in particular, AS 3780 & AS 
1940; 

·  The quantity of sodium hydroxide to be stored onsite exceeds the fire 
protection quantity for Class 8 corrosives and therefore the occupier will need 
to request the written advice of the fire authority in relation to the design of the 
fire protection as required under Regulation 436 of the Dangerous Goods 
(Storage and Handling) Regulations; 
 

·  The facility complies with all other relevant provisions of the Dangerous Goods 
(Storage and Handling) Regulations. 

 

4.5 SOUTH EAST WATER RESPONSE 

No major concerns were identified in regard to sewer discharges from the proposed plant.  It 
was noted that the operating company would have in place a Trade Waste Agreement with 
south East Water before start up. 

4.6 MELBOURNE WATER 

The EPA sought commentary from Melbourne Water following the conference.  Melbourne 
Water advised that the proposal to enclose all operations within the building should eliminate 
the contaminated soil management issues or at least contain them to a limited area that could 
be managed with the proposed isolation valve and spill management procedures. 

It further noted that that the proposal is not located in any existing or proposed Land Subject 
to Inundation Overlay or Special Building Overlay which Melbourne Water use to identify 
overland flow/stormwater surcharge paths in Council’s Planning Scheme. 
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In regard to the possibility of stormwater surcharge flow occurring along Ordish Road, it was 
noted that the property had been filled above the adjacent road level and provided that sound 
engineering judgement is used when setting the floor level of the building and surrounding 
finished surface levels, there is minimal risk of washing away contaminated soil. 

It also advised that in regard to possible impacts from the establishment of Eastlink there was 
substantial hydrologic and hydraulic modelling undertaken by the ConnectEast Group that was 
vetted by Melbourne Water to ensure that the road project did not have any detrimental effects 
to the existing drainage system. 

4.7 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY REFERRAL BODIES 

The general thrust of the responses was to give an indication of support to the WAA subject to 
the EPA in the event of granting approval for the WAA ensuring that the following matters 
were dealt with:- 
·  Adequate protection of amenity would exist for the local surrounding local community 

through the need to observe relevant SEPPs and environmental guidelines; 
·  Controls on amount of storage of prescribed waste as outlined in Council’s and 

Worksafe’s responses to EPA; 
·  Ensuring compliance with relevant Dangerous Goods Act & subordinate legislation; 
·  A requirement for the need to require a financial security to deal with any requirement to 

clean up and make site safe for the local community. 

Matters relating to drainage and waste discharge were capable of being handled to the 
satisfaction of the South East Water and Melbourne Water. 

The Council also sought a response from the EPA in regard to its request seeking 
confirmation that any on–site treatment would not be harmful to the air quality in the 
community.  The Council response cannot be presumed as predicating its deliberations upon 
the submitted planning permit that is currently before the Council. 
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5. SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED & SUMMARY OF 
ISSUES 

5.1 NATURE OF SUBMISSIONS 

A total of 75 submissions were received.  The break down of these submissions is as follows:- 
·  First type of proforma - 27 (However, 1 letter returned  and 1 person withdrawal);  
·  Second type of proforma – 35; 
·  Community Organisations - 3; 
·  Neighbouring industry or their representative – 4; 
·  Individuals - 6 

A number of the submissions were highly detailed, whilst others, including the proforma style 
of submissions, listed a series of dot point issues that were of concern and which were 
generally identical in the matters that were raised by community groups and those with 
industrial interests.. 

5.2 ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY THE SUBMITTERS 

Castricum Brothers Pty Ltd per Macpherson + Kelly Lawyers Pty Ltd.   
 
·  Operated a fresh meat processing plant and packing facility in 342 Hammond Road, 

Dandenong South and abutted the eastern boundary of the subject land on which the 
proposal was to be located.  Significant concern was held that insufficient attention had 
been paid by the proponent to possible adverse impacts on immediate neighbouring 
uses, especially such as an operation which involved live animal food production 
processes as undertaken by Castricum Bros.   

·  Concern was held that the proposed technology had not been proven in Australia, 
particularly where it was co-located in the immediate vicinity of a food premises with live 
animals; 

·  Significant reliance was being placed upon the use of complex technological processes 
which, if they failed, could result in highly toxic pollutants being discharged into the 
atmosphere with adverse impacts on the general area and more particularly on 
immediate adjoining operations; 

·  Inadequate attention had been paid to the effect of building wakes with the result that 
pollutants could be drawn to near ground level operations; 

·  The efficiency of the operation could vary over time and result in animals on the 
Castricum property breathing pollutants that would be beyond the EPA Air Quality 
Management prescribed performance standards; 

·  Due to the general incompatibility characteristics of the proposed operation with the 
Castricum operations, and the recognised existing operation rights of that enterprise, 
the proposed facility should not proceed and such bad planning town planning 
principles should not be endorsed. 

If the operation was to be considered for approval Castricum Bros. sought the following:- 
·  Information be provided regarding the expected soil contaminant input which was 

omitted from the WAA released to the public as “Commercial-in confidence’; 
·  The amendment of the Ausplume modelling to incorporate wind in a westerly direction 

which from experience Castricum Bros is a feature of the area; 
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·  Details on the proposed processes and risk mitigation measures to be implemented to 
counteract the potential contamination that could arise from contamination from the soil 
treatment facility finding a pathway into animals or food in the area through loading and 
unloading, equipment failures and people, birds, insects or other creatures moving into 
and out of the facility.; 

·  The calling of a Section 20 B conference. 
 

Ordish Properties Pty Ltd 

The submitters owned property at 103 Ordish Road, Dandenong South.  The following 
concerns were expressed:- 
·  Although emissions would be released by a 26 metre stack, the area was prone to 

temperature inversions, meaning that emissions hug ground level and are slow to clear, 
creating long term health risks to local residents and workers; 

·  Heavy metals may also be in the emissions, creating further risk; 
·  There is a possibility that PCBs would be incinerated there (The Environmental Audit 

report refers to Guidelines for the Management of Polychlorinated Biphenyls) which is 
also a potential health risk. 

 
Hagen Park P/L and Mt Hira College per Beveridge Williams & Co Pty Ltd 

The above enterprises own and occupy land along Perry Road, Keysborough, Dandenong 
South – Refer to Figure 2.1 on page 4 of the Conference Report.  Strong concerns were held 
at the possibility of the proposed facility being established.  The following concerns were 
raised:- 
·  The application documentation failed to provide siting, design and operational details to 

enable a full and proper assessment to be undertaken; 
·  Details were sought on the type and volumes of material to be stored and treated on the 

site; 
·  Information was requested on how the material will be transported to the site and how it 

would be stored and moved on the site; 
·  Details were sought on the by-products of processing and how would such material be 

stored and disposed of; 
·  There was a lack of support by technical assessments that rigorously assess the nature 

and quantity of waste discharge; 
·  It was unclear how the discharge from the proposed facility may cumulatively relate to 

discharges from other industrial facilities in the precinct; 
·  The document appeared to be inconsistent with key strategic policy documents relating 

to:- 
- Hazardous Waste Siting Advisory Committee document titled ‘Hazardous Waste 

Siting Project: Working Towards a cleaner, safer future for Victoria’ which states 
that a buffer between 2-5 kilometres is required; 

- Siting of Solid Recycling and Treatment Facilities: Government Response to the 
Hazardous Waste Siting Advisory Committee Report (August 2002) which 
previously considered a similar facility at 68 Ordish Road and clearly identified that 
‘this site (be it different to the current application but within the same precinct) is not 
suitable for soil recycling and treatment facilities.  It substantially failed to meet the 
siting criteria’ (p.6); 

·  It is unclear how the development would be staged and whether the processing facility 
would be fully operational before waste was accepted; 

·  How did the proposal integrate with the broader land use and development strategies of 
the Greater Dandenong City Council. 
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Residents against Toxic Waste in the South East per Ms. T.Wakelam, Secretary 
·  General support was given to the issues raised by Castricum Bros and it was 

contended that other food industries could be impacted; 
·  Attention was drawn to a Review of the Dandenong Offensive Industrial zone (Planning 

and Development Section, Manager’s Report to Council 1991, point 5) which indicates 
that ‘no further waste incineration operations be permitted to establish or expand in the 
Dandenong Offensive Industrial Zone’; 

·  Reference was made to an instance where the Minister required Council to refuse an 
application for a meat boning operation in Ordish Road and called upon the EPA to 
support the need to separate industries that can be broadly classified as food industries 
and chemical industries.  Further supporting commentary drew upon a City of Greater 
Dandenong 1991 submission in respect of Amendment L11 dealing with a Review of 
the Dandenong Offensive Industry Zone and such report generally focussed on 
supporting a separation of food industries and chemical industries.   

·  The belief was held that despite rigid standards being prescribed there was always a 
danger waste could be discharged to air and readily absorbed by fats; 

·  Attention was drawn to the scrutiny of planning policies that was required by planning 
authorities when assessing the possible impact that proposed industry may have on 
nearby industries; 

·  The belief was held that the information provided by the proponent is inadequate and 
inconclusive to provide confidence in the technology; 

·  Reference was made to the recommendations of the Hazardous Waste Siting Advisory 
Committee (HWSAC)2002 (Referred to in the submission by Hagen Park etc. above).  
Stress was placed upon the Government’s formal response which endorsed that 68 
Ordish Road proposals were not suitable for soil recycling and treatment facilities and 
substantially failed to meet the siting criteria detailed by HWSAC.  In making this 
statement it was stated whilst the technology under consideration at that time may have 
been different to the RENEX application the technology was still an unproven 
contaminated soil treatment; 

·  A soil recycling and treatment facility has previously been rejected from Dandenong 
South; 

·  It was claimed that concerns held in 2002 that generated substantive petitions against 
potentially polluting industries were still valid in 2009; 

·  The proposed facility was too close to the neighbouring Turkish Islamic and Cultural 
Centre, Mt. Hira College – 2km, Willow Lodge Residential area – 1.5km, and the close 
and soon to be developed communities of ‘Sommerfield Estate’, located on the corner 
of Greens and Perry Roads; 

·  A recommendation was also sought from the EPA that in an effort to better protect the 
community and casual visitors to the area it recommend more descriptive and proper 
signage of the Industry 2 zone to better reflect the type of industry and materials being 
handled within.  It was further suggested that the old ’Offensive Industry’ sign which 
was removed be reinstated, but with alternative wording, namely ‘Offensive and 
Hazardous Industry Zone’. 

·  Concern held as no guarantee could be given against equipment failure, any possibility 
of reducing buffer distances specified by EPA should not be accepted; 

·  Types of wastes to be treated not clearly identified; 
·  Doubts held at the ability of the Applicant to operate the facility; 
·  EPA should be undertaking thorough investigation of technology; 
·  Incompatibility between chemical type industries and food processing enterprises. 
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Dandenong Residents and Ratepayers Association Inc per J.Houlahan 

Major concerns related to:- 
·  Inappropriate siting, particularly as a previous proposal in Ordish Road did not proceed; 
·  Should be a greater separation from residential areas and sensitive uses; 
·  Particulate levels in Dandenong are already inappropriate and the proposal will 

exacerbate the situation; 
·  Doubts held on the independence of auditor and further independent assessment /peer 

review should be initiated in respect of health and safety; 
·  Two waste incinerators exist in the Dandenong area and no further increase should be 

permitted; 
·  A University should be approached by Council & EPA to update health studies; 
·  No assessment appears to have been made of alternatives sites that may be better 

located in respect of obtaining a minimising of environmental impacts; 
·  Deemed to be a short sighted fix; 
·  The proposal will have an adverse impact upon the image of Dandenong as a “Market 

City” and would appear contrary to strategic objectives to improve and enhance 
character of Dandenong; 

·  If the proposal was to gain approval then public access to on-line monitoring results 
should be available for public perusal. 

Gary Page 

The submission covered a broad range of matters and was highly technical in the information 
that was provided.  The initial submission was supplemented with further technical 
documentation. 

Given the detail of the submission and the fact that the EPA proposes to review in detail the 
lodged submission as it undertakes it assessment of the WWA, a broad overview of the 
matters raised is provided below:- 
·  Concern at the difficulty in gaining access to all of the supporting appendices; 
·  The failure to adequately address the possibility of an adverse odour impact; 
·  AUSPLUME modelling has failed to give appropriate recognition to a broad range of 

community sensitive locations.  In addition it has failed to give appropriate recognition 
ofthe three dimensional elements of nearby building structures; 

·  The use of the Dandenong Air Monitoring Station was questioned and it was suggested 
that the Taylors Road Landfill data would be more appropriate; 

·  Insufficient information was available on input characteristics.  It was contended that 
mandatory testing should be performed where any load is not in accordance with the 
transport certificate and is received without EPA approval; 

·  Consideration should be given to incorporating a localisation of the Directive 
200776/EC December 2000 Articles, together with associated reporting; 

·  The setting up of a community engagement steering committee was sought; 
·  Some apparent conflicts between planning permit information and WAA documentation 

was highlighted  and clarification was sought; 
·  The concept of a 24 hour operation was viewed as being contrary to EPA request to 

seek a minimisation of emissions on smog alert days; 
·  A need for formulating a condition dealing with the transfer of ferrous pieces to a metal 

recycling facility. 
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A supplementary submission was made by Mr. Page in respect of the independent auditor’s 
report.  This submission by Mr. Page indicated that he was unaware of the production of such 
report and he only knew of the existence of such report through the Section 20B Conference 
and as a result had not made any specific commentary on such report.  His supplementary 
remarks are considered in Section 20 of this conference report. 

Ms.J.Brieder 
·  Concern at the possibility of wastes being stored on site well before the facility being 

commissioned; 
·  Concerns at lack of information on waste storage and a schedule not being available of 

all types of waste being stored on site; 
·  Commercial in confidence withholding makes assessment difficult; 
·  A range of concerns in regard to the quality of emission information; 
·  A number of references to items raised in lodged submissions that have been 

summarised above; 
·  Concern held as to the lack of provision on details on measures that would be 

implemented if noise emissions from plant exceed SEPP performance measures; 
·  Comments upon a need for further details on bunding; 
·  Details sought on the form of training that would be provided and how workers health 

would be monitored. 

Stuart Marriner 

Strong objections were held to the proposed facility.  Particular concern was held at likely 
adverse impacts upon the Castricum Bros. Pty Ltd abattoir operation which was a valuable 
national and local asset.  It was contended that no regulation or no licence can eliminate the 
possibility of an unintended event and no equipment or worker is fail proof. 

Attention was drawn to earlier documentation in 1990 that sought to ensure that controls were 
in place to prevent inter-industry conflict. 

The withholding of appendices was viewed as inappropriate and further opportunity should be 
made available to comment upon such information. 

Samco Meat Australia per M.Costanzo 

The above operations were located in Ordish Road and a high level of concern was held at:- 
·  the possibility of the food products being produced at the premises being adversely 

impacted; and  
·  the results of flow on impacts on the both the business and possibly the health of the 

employees. 

Ms. K. Brand 
·  Local residents aware of temperature inversions and fearful of odours; 
·  Concern that not all heavy metals could be removed and as a result contamination 

could arise; 
·  No confidence is held in regard to the ability to adequately monitor emissions or ensure 

that operators procedures are observed; 
·  Concern at possible impacts occurring on community health; 
·  Claims that proposed bunding would be inadequate to cope with unforeseen incidents.  

 

A.R. & B.J.Hood 
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·  Deep concern was held in regard to the possible increase of the existing adverse health 
impacts from particulate levels in the Dandenong area, as was highlighted in health 
statistics in 2003 which indicated a higher than average level of respiratory disease and 
lung cancer above the State average; 

·  It was claimed that no reference was made to the associated buffer relating to 
Dandenong’s Hazardous Zone that was claimed to exist in the Great Dandenong 
Planning Scheme.  Concerns were held at the increasing large numbers of people who 
are establishing in and around the buffer zone; 

·  Concern that in the event of a flood risk there was a possibility that contaminated soil 
would be scattered to the south and that the possibility of flood risks are increased 
through design elements of EastLink being raised above the level of Dandenong Creek; 

·  Lack of experience on those involved in the operation and management of the 
proposed plant was a concern.  

Supplementary and late submissions 

Following the conclusion of the conference the following representations were forwarded to 
the Chair by the EPA:- 
·  Supplementary remarks from Mt.Hira College stating that strong concerns were held at 

the possibility of adverse impacts from air emissions and a need to maintain a buffer as 
expressed in Government’s 2002 recommendations on the HWSAC findings; 

·  Big 4 Holiday Park – concerns at no notification of permit application and the possibility 
of adverse impacts on tourists and park residents from polluted air emissions.  Distance 
separation was viewed as being totally inadequate; 

·  Collemans Road Ratepayers Association – claims 775 persons represented.  
Particularly concerned at possible impacts on Willow Lodge Retirement Village, 
Tamarex Poultry Farm And Big 4 Holiday Park.  Emphasis was placed upon inadequate 
attention to plant failure and complexities associated with moving elderly persons if 
failure occurred.  Held the view that financial assurance should be $20,000,000 derived 
from a charge of $2000 per tonne for 20,000 tonnes.  Commissioning be undertaken 
prior to any large tonnage of contaminated soil being permitted on site. 

Proforma submission categorised as Proforma A 

27 submissions were received that embodied this format. 

15 items were identified and many of the items have been covered in details in preceding 
submissions.  Doubts were held at the ability of the proponent to operate the proposed facility 
in keeping with rigorous environmental requirements.  The belief was expressed that no 
margin for error existed and as a result the project should not proceed. 

Proforma submission categorised as Proforma B 

This proforma made provision for a number of signatories to be attached to the submission.   
35 signatories lodged this form of submission. 

Items of concern were listed.  Again a majority of the identified issues have been covered in 
reviewing earlier submissions. 

5.3 CATEGORISATION OF MAJOR CONCERNS 

A wide range of issues have been raised in the lodged submissions and a number of them 
were highlighted in the presentations to the conference.   



Report on EPA Section 20B conference for WAA 65201 at Dandenong  Page 23 

 

In evolving a series of categories upon which general conference reporting can be 
undertaken, it has been decided to focus upon the main issues and concerns that received 
consistent referencing through out the Section 20B conference.  It was evident throughout the 
conference that presenters held deep concerns on the matters that were presented to the 
conference. 

It should also be recognised that a reading of the submissions reveals that a number of the 
submitters had devoted a considerable amount of time to the preparation of their written 
submissions, including extensive reviewing of the exhibited WAA documentation and 
researching in other areas to broaden their awareness of the technical elements of the WAA 
reporting. 

It is anticipated that the officers of EPA will overview the detail of the submissions as they 
embark upon their assessment of the Works Approval documentation. 

The consistent themes from the presentations generally relate to: 
·  Concern at possible adverse impacts on the general community from air emissions that 

will be discharged from the facility.  A major concern was held in regard to particulate 
discharge; 

·  Concern at a perceived inappropriateness of permitting a prescribed waste facility 
dealing with chemicals on a site which is virtually in immediate juxtaposition with other 
facilities that undertake food processing; 

·  Concerns at the ability of the proponent to be able to operate and manage the facility in 
keeping with the projected claims expressed in the Works Approval Application; 

·  Concerns at the possibility of EPA being effective in ensuring observance of the stated 
objectives and conditions associated with any approval documentation;   

·  The general matter of buffer zones and buffer distances came under scrutiny; 
·  Reference to earlier matters that pointed towards the proposed facility location being 

inappropriate such as 68 Ordish Road proposal was not suitable for soil recycling and 
treatment facilities and substantially failed to meet the siting criteria detailed by 
HWSAC; 

·  Concern at possible flooding impacts; 
·  DHS should be prepared to initiate ongoing detailed research and associated health 

studies into the source of the high level of respiratory problems within the Dandenong 
area and whether there is need to implement a strategic approach which requires the 
need to limit or place strong controls over future industrial development that would be 
directed towards limiting those businesses that discharge emissions into the 
atmosphere;  

·  Concerns at the possibility of plant failure; 
·  The need for monitoring results to be available in the public domain and the setting up 

of a community engagement steering group was sought; 
·  Storage issues; 
·  Endorsement for the implementation of an adequate financial assurance agreement; 
·  Distance separation between roof and stack discharge point of concern; 
·  Concerns at the adequacy of the auditor process.    

These matters will be reviewed in the sections 7 to 20(both inclusive) of this report.  
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6. RESPONSE BY RENEX GROUP TO LODGED 
SUBMISSIONS 

6.1 RESPONSE DOCUMENTATION 

Following an overview of the proposal to the conference, the proponents proceeded to deal 
with its summary appraisal of the general range of issues that were detailed in the public 
submissions that were lodged with the EPA. 

Extracts from this presentation are provided in Appendix C of this report.. 

It is not intended to deal with these responses in detail in this section of the report, but rather 
in Sections 7 to 20 of this report as a review is undertaken of the major issues that have been 
categorised in the preceding Section 5  a perspective will be drawn from the proponent’s 
presentation to complement such review.  

This information will be supplemented with commentary by the Conference Chair on the above 
aspects and a response perspective will be formulated. 

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
�
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7. POSSIBLE ADVERSE IMPACTS ON THE 
GENERAL COMMUNITY FROM AIR EMISSIONS 
THAT WILL BE DISCHARGED FROM THE FACILITY 

7.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

A consistent theme found in the lodged submissions related to possible adverse health 
impacts upon the Dandenong community from the air missions that would be discharged into 
the atmosphere by the proposed facility.  A particular concern related to particulate discharge 
in respect of PM10. 

The main points in regard to air emissions were as follows:- 
·  Although emissions would be released by a 26 metre stack, the area was prone to 

temperature inversions, meaning that emissions hug ground level and are slow to clear, 
creating long term health risks to local residents and workers; 

·  Heavy metals may also be in the emissions, creating further risk; 
·  There is a possibility that PCBs would be incinerated there (Reference in the 

Environmental Audit report refers to Guidelines for the Management of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls) which is also a potential health risk. 

·  It was unclear how the discharge from the proposed facility may cumulatively relate to 
discharges from other industrial facilities in the precinct; 

·  AUSPLUME modelling has failed to give appropriate recognition to a broad range of 
community sensitive locations.  In addition it has failed to give appropriate recognition 
the three dimensional elements of nearby building structures; 

·  The use of the Dandenong Air Monitoring Station was questioned and it was suggested 
that the Taylors Road Landfill data would be more appropriate; 

·  Deep concern was held in regard to  possible increase of the existing adverse health 
impacts from particulate levels in the Dandenong area as was highlighted in health 
statistics in 2003 which indicated a higher than average level of respiratory disease and 
lung cancer above the State average; 

·  PM10 levels are already too high in the Dandenong area and the emissions from the 
proposed facility will only exacerbate the situation. Concern was also held as to whether 
dioxins would constitute an issue. 

·  The validity of using Dandenong 2002 meteorological data file was questioned. 

7.2 PROPONENT’S RESPONSE 

7.2.1 DESCRIPTION OF PLANT EMISSIONS AND HOW MEA (MAXIMUM 
EXTENT ACHIEVABLE) CLASS 3 INDICATORS WILL BE MET. 

 
Due to the selection of feed material and processing conditions followed, air emissions of the 
Facility are expected to be limited to the following: 
•  HCl; 
•  heavy metals (mainly, mercury and organotin); 
•  SO2; 
•  particulate matter, e.g. dust; 
•  products of incomplete combustion e.g. dioxins and furans, PAH, CO; and 
•  NOx. 
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Stack emissions will be managed with a well-designed Flue Gas Cleaning System consisting 
of a spray dryer, adsorbent reactor, baghouse filter, two-stage wet scrubber system, activated 
carbon adsorber and a continuous pollutant monitoring system.  Relevant Class 3 Indicators 
which may be present in the Facility as a result of the contaminated soil to be treated are: 
•  arsenic and compounds; 
•  cadmium and cadmium compounds; 
•  chromium VI compounds; 
•  dioxins and furans; and 
•  PAH. 
 
Class 3 Indicators will be managed by advanced air pollution control technologies, consisting 
of a baghouse filter with adsorbent injection, caustic scrubbers, and an activated carbon 
adsorber.  The gas cleaning technology is able to achieve greater than 99.9% removal 
efficiency for the particles, heavy metals, acid gases, PAH and dioxins for the worst case 
maximum contaminants concentration in soils.  The resultant air emissions consistently 
comply with the EU Directive 76/2000 or German Standards in respect of the existing facility in 
Herne, Germany.  
 
Such standards are claimed by the proponent to be far more stringent than the EPA Victorian 
State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality Management).  (Note:  In conjunction with 
the SEPP policy, EPA requires the implementation of Maximum Extent Achievable (MEA) 
technology for the control and prevention of Class 3 indicator emissions as required by 
Victorian regulations and it considers that the combination of such controls provides standards 
that can be viewed as matching the standards referred to in the preceding paragraph).. 

7.2.2 ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE IMPACTS - AUSPLUME 
MODELLING AND RESULTS 

 
AUSPLUME version 6.0, using the Dandenong 2002 meteorological data file, was used to 
model the atmospheric dispersion of the stack emissions in accordance with the modelling 
procedures contained in Schedule C of the State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality 
Management). 
 
Version 6.0 is the currently approved version of the regulatory model AUSPLUME which is 
used to predict the impact of new or modified sources of emissions.  The results of the 
dispersion modelling were compared with the design criteria contained in Schedule A of 
SEPP(AQM) and were found to be fully compliant with the policy. 
 
Dandenong 2002 meteorological data file was selected for the model following consultation 
with the EPA and is accordingly viewed as being the appropriate file to be used for this Works 
Approval Application. 

7.2.3 CONSIDERATION GIVEN TO ADJACENT BUILDINGS 
 
Building wake effects were included in the AUSPLUME model due to the size of the building 
proposed to contain the Facility.  However, at present, there are no surrounding buildings tall 
enough to cause significant building wake effects. Therefore, the only buildings to cause 
significant building wake effects will be the Facility building itself.  In the course of conference 
discussion it was indicated that the construction of buildings with a significant height on the 
remaining vacant portion of the subject land could result in a diminution of south easterly 
impact. 
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7.2.4 USE OF BACKGROUND LEVELS FOR PM10 AND NO2 
 
Variable background concentrations were used for PM10 and NO2.as recommended by the 
EPA, in conjunction with the Dandenong 2002 meteorological data file.  No applicable or 
representative site data was available for the other pollutants modelled.  Due to the extensive 
pollution control equipment employed and the modelling results, the exclusion of background 
concentrations for other pollutants will not alter the environmental impact assessment of the 
plant. 

7.2.5 WIND DIRECTION ADOPTED 

As stated above the AUSPLUME Model uses wind direction data from the meteorological data 
file. The Dandenong 2002 meteorological data file used in the AUSPLUME model contains 12 
months of hourly wind direction data from the Dandenong weather station.  Wind direction 
changes continuously and this is reflected in the model.  The introduction of a variation of the 
Ausplume modelling to incorporate wind in a westerly direction, as requested by Castricum 
Bros, was considered by the proponent to not be justified. 

7.2.6 TEMPERATURE INVERSION IN THE AREA AND EXTENT TO WHICH IT 
HAS BEEN CONSIDERED 

 
The proponent claimed as there is no indication of significant temperature inversions in the 
area which would render the AUSPLUME modelling invalid.  Pasquill Gifford Atmospheric 
Stability Classes have been taken into account in the AUSPLUME model based on 
Dandenong 2002 meteorological data.  These stability classes take into account the frequency 
of calm conditions which are characteristic of temperature inversions. 

7.2.7 MODELLING RESULTS 
 
The modelling results are based on the maximum contaminated soil input flowrate of 9.35 
tonnes per hour at a maximum contamination (volatile organic matter) percentage of 3.0 wt.%.  
It is very unlikely that the Facility will constantly operate at maximum capacity conditions; 
therefore the modelling results would in fact represent an overstatement of normal pollutant air 
discharges to the atmosphere.  The Facility is to be built without emergency bypasses in 
accordance with strict European emission standards.  Therefore the AUSPLUME modelling 
scenario is deemed the appropriate “worst case” scenario. 

7.2.8 MODELLING RESULTS AGAINST DESIGN CRITERIA 
 
In the absence of any background concentration levels, the modelling results show that the 
99.9 percentile maximum ground level concentration of pollutants discharged to the air by the 
Facility, where it is processing soils with the maximum pollutant content, occurs within 65 m 
from the stack. These maximum levels fully comply with EPA design criteria. 
 
Refer to Table 11 extracted from the WAA document on the following page. 
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Notes:  

1. For each hour of meteorological data, AUSPLUME computes the highest ground level concentration at each 
receptor location specified.  From the top 100 table produced by AUSPLUME, the maximum predicted ground level 
concentration is defined as the 9th highest value for simulations using an average time of one hour or less; or the 
1st highest value for averaging times greater than one hour.  The predicted maximum concentration is compared 
against design criteria. 

2. Based upon Worksafe exposure standard of TWA 0.1 mg/m3.  A safety factor of 100 is used to arrive at an EPA 
Design Criteria of 0.001 mg/m3.  A 3 minute averaging time is used. 

3. Refer to Section 11.4.8 of the WAA documentation for explanation. 
4. The AUSPLUME text file in appendix O displays results that are a factor of 105 greater than they should be due to 

numerical imitations of the AUSPLUME PROGRAM. 
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EPA requested that RENEX include selected NOx and particle PM10 background 
concentrations levels into the AUSPLUME modelling. The results are presented in the Works 
Approval Application. 
 
The proponent contended that the modelling results show that the 99.9 percentile maximum 
ground level concentration of pollutants discharged to the air by the Facility, where it is 
processing soils with the maximum pollutant plus the background concentration data provided 
by EPA for NOx, occurs at approximately 250 meters from the stack in a south west direction 
and that these maximum levels fully comply with EPA design criteria. 
 
The modelling results show that the 99.9 percentile maximum ground level concentration of 
pollutants discharged to the air by the Facility, where it is processing soils with the maximum 
pollutant content plus the background concentration data provided by EPA, occurs at 
approximately 150 meters from the stack for Particle PM10 and that these maximum levels 
exceed EPA design criteria by 35 %.  Further commentary on this aspect is detailed in the 
following sub-section. 

7.2.9 DISCUSSION ON PM10 ASPECTS 
 
The proponent contended whilst the result for Particle PM10 may seem to be a negative result 
for the area, however, from an environmental air quality point of view, the Facility will lead to a 
positive outcome for Particle PM10 in the region.  

This is based on the following facts: 
•  The maximum background level concentration of pollutants provided by EPA for 

Particle PM10 exceeds EPA design criteria by 34.6 % by itself. 
•  These exceedances occurs only a few hours per year. The 30–40 % EPA design 

criteria exceedance levels are registered across the Melbourne Metropolitan industrial, 
commercial and residential areas, not just in the Dandenong area. 

•  These maximum background level concentrations of pollutants exceeding EPA design 
criteria reach these values as a consequence of extreme events such as bushfires and 
large dust storms. 

•  The modelling shows that the maximum contribution that the Facility would make to 
exceedances for particle PM10 is only 0.38 % of the EPA design criteria. This value is 
viewed as being such an insignificant contribution that the numbers of exceedances per 
year for particle PM10 does not increase with RENEX contribution. 

•  The modelling shows that the highest contribution from RENEX to particle PM10 is 
within 65 meters of the stack. Further away from the RENEX stack, for example at a 
distance of 250 meters, the contribution from RENEX is in the order of 0.04%.  Even 
further away, the contribution is a number below 0.00 %.  In other words, the proponent 
claims that the Particle PM10 levels at 250 meters from the RENEX stack and further 
away, on the days where the air quality is affected by bushfires or dust storms, is the 
same with or without RENEX©s contribution. 

•  The Facility is continuously taking air from outside for the operation of the plant and for 
ventilation purposes. This air circulates through the plant, is cleaned to a level of 
Particle PM10 less than 99 % the amount of particle content and it is released to outside. 
In other words, the RENEX Facility is cleaning the amount of particle content in the air 
in the Dandenong area. In one year, the RENEX Facility will clean Particle PM10 from 
the air of the equivalent of 11,880,000 houses of a standard size of 14 squares. 
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For the above reasons, and having regard to the modelling results as contained in the Works 
Approval Application, the proponent contends that the operation of the Facility will have no 
detrimental impact on the air environment and will meet applicable air quality criteria as 
contained in relevant State Environment Protection Policy with the exception of PM10, which is 
not capable of being met due to existing exceedance levels, not just in Dandenong but right 
across Melbourne.  In relation to PM10 the belief is held by the proponent that the Facility will 
lead to a positive outcome for the region, for the reasons set out above. 

7.2.10     ODOUR IMPACTS 

It claimed that no odour impacts should arise as the temperature to which gases would be 
exposed to temperatures range up to 12000C and would result in the removal of any adverse 
aroma characteristics and any resultant odour emissions from the process will be insignificant 
(up to 90 units of odour).  Such a value makes it impossible to undertake modelling with 
detectable results at the boundary of the facility. The proponent has assumed an emission of 
600 units of odour (as has been found in experiences with MSW handling plants) for the 
purposes of detecting 1.5 units of odour at the boundary, to ensure that the real emission will 
comply with the odour requirements. 

7.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Significant details have been set above from the proponent’s response – much of which is 
further elaborated within the WAA document – to provide a perspective against which the EPA 
will be undertaking its assessment. 

It is appreciated that amongst the community the situation will arise where significant concerns 
may be generated at the possibility of pollutants finding their way into the atmosphere from a 
facility that is to be associated with the destroying of soil contaminants and which has not 
previously been established in Victoria. 

This concern is persistent among the community and the supplementary and late submissions 
received after the conference serve to highlight this aspect. 

On the basis of the reporting documentation contained in the WAA and generally supported by 
the independent auditor, the indications exist from the AUSPLUME modelling that relevant 
statutory criteria will be met.  The one possible exception is in regard to PM10 and the 
proponent has dealt with this aspect in some detail as outlined in 7.2.9 above, where it is 
stressed that the actual PM emission generated by the project will only be 0.38% of the design 
criteria.  Commentary in the Auditor’s report on this aspect is that the level of variation of PM10 
emissions from the formal design criteria requirements is viewed as being relatively minor. 

The on-line monitoring system for emissions is obviously directed  towards providing a focus 
of the need to be constantly vigilant as to the need to meet the relevant performance 
requirements and guarding against adverse community impact. (Refer also to Section 15, 
Concerns at possible plant failure.) 

The attention of the EPA is brought to the high level of concern expressed in the lodged 
submissions in regard to the need to ensure that no adverse impacts from emissions will be 
experienced by the general community and also nearby industrial operations.  It is considered 
that the EPA has this matter under close scrutiny. 

�
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8. INAPPROPRIATENESS OF PERMITTING A 
PRESCRIBED WASTE FACILITY BEING LOCATED 
WITHIN IMMEDIATE JUXTAPOSITION TO OTHER 
FACILITIES THAT UNDERTAKE FOOD PROCESSING 

8.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Constant reference was made in the course of the conference to the inappropriateness of 
allowing the location of a waste treatment facility directed towards destroying chemical waste 
virtually alongside food processing facilities.  Reference was made to past deliberations where 
it was contended that such a principle was viewed as being entirely contrary to sound planning 
principles and that the concept of a significant distance separation should be enforced. 

Castricum Bros Pty Ltd stressed that it was vital to acknowledge that their operation operated 
at world market levels and it was absolutely essential that no situation should be permitted 
that could result in their quality of their product being threatened at both a national and world 
wide level. 

8.2 PROPONENT’S RESPONSE 

8.2.1 FURTHER MODELLING ADOPTING A WESTERLY WIND DIRECTION AND 
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS ON CASTRICUM BROTHERS 

In submissions, concerns have been raised about the conflicts of industry in the South 
Dandenong Industry 2 area.  In particular, a number of submitters commented on the 
proximity of the Facility to the Castricum Brothers meat processing factory and other food 
industries located in the area. 

It is recognized that food processing industries, and meat export businesses in particular, 
have to comply with strict food hygiene and export licensing regimes.  Some food processing 
businesses have been operating in the Dandenong South Industrial 2 Zone adjacent to heavy 
industry for a number of years in compliance with Australian regulations and the possibly more 
stringent standards of the United States of America, European Union and Islamic authorities. 

The proponent recognises that Castricum Brothers abattoir is located at a distance of 
approximately 340 metres to the east of the subject land and the belief is held  that any offsite 
environmental impacts resulting from the Facility can be appropriately managed and 
minimised so that there will be no adverse impacts on or risk of impact to the Castricum 
Brothers abattoir. (Refer to the preceding section for more details).  

On a broader front existing businesses close by include:- 
·  a chemical waste treatment plant; 
·  a liquid oil waste treatment plant; 
·  manufacturing industries; 
·  a hospital waste management facility; 
·  an ink manufacturing facility; 
·  a solvent recycler; 
·  a green waste composting facility; 
·  an abattoir; and 
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·  a pallet timber manufacturer. 

It is considered that proposed use is consistent and compatible with surrounding industrial 
uses. 

8.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The ability to place the proposed facility in close proximity to industries such as food 
processing will be determined by the EPA as it undertakes its final analysis of the WAA.  

The results provided in the WAA, and overviewed by the independent auditor, indicate that no 
adverse emission impacts should occur on nearby industries. 

The lodged submissions, allied with the input from the Section 20B Conference, have certainly 
served to heighten the awareness of the EPA to both the concerns of nearby industrial 
operators and the community on this aspect. 

The proponent did produce at the conference pictorial documentation of a plant in Germany 
performing operations similar to that proposed in the WAA and the visiting overseas 
consultant claimed that co-existence was achievable though advancements that have been 
made in modern technology that is utilised to destroyed the scheduled pollutants. 

Again the EPA final appraisal will need to closely address this matter.   
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9. MANAGEMENT CONCERNS 

9.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Constant commentary is found in the submissions upon doubts held by the community at the 
ability of the proponent to be capable of managing and operating a complex waste treatment 
process which will require, if permission is gained, strict adherence to performance measures 
and associated detailed environmental management and work safety requirements to avoid 
adverse impacts on the community and nearby sensitive industrial operations. 

The supplementary and late lodgement submissions following the conference strive to 
reinforce these matters. 

9.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTARY 

The proponent stressed that RENEX is a proprietary company registered in Victoria in 2008 
for the specific purpose of developing and operating the Facility.  The proponent claims to 
have successfully conducted their property development and commercial/residential and other 
business interests in Australia and overseas for over 35 years and that it has experience in the 
establishment of similar facilities in Europe.  

It stated that it will own and operate the Facility and aims to ensure that waste materials are 
treated and harnessed for re-use in sustainable applications, rather than being discarded to 
landfill. 

RENEX proposes to engage TechTrade GmbH (TechTrade) to supply the proposed 
contaminated soil treatment plant.  TechTrade was established in 1999, although the company 
evolved from PLEQ Plant & Equipment Engineering, which was founded in 1980 in Cologne, 
Germany.  

PLEQ established itself as a leading engineering company, specialising in the design and 
supply of pyrolysis-based contaminated soil treatment technology.  TechTrade claims that it 
has detailed knowledge and long-term experience with a range of waste treatment technology. 
TechTrade draws on the expertise of its highly qualified employees, most of whom are 
engineers, to plan, design and supply the full range of rotary kiln technology.   

It was stressed that previous TechTrade©s projects have included the supply of successful 
pyrolysis-based contaminated soil treatment plants in Europe and six technologically 
advanced waste treatment facilities in Japan, in conjunction with Mistubishi Heavy Industry. 

RENEX has engaged the support of Coffey Environments to prepare the Works Approval 
Application and as technical advisor for the procurement, construction, testing and 
commissioning of the Facility.  

Once the facility is constructed it is intended that Coffey Environments be engaged to provide 
ongoing technical advice and support to RENEX in the operation and maintenance of the 
Facility.  RENEX will also be supported by TechTrade in the establishment and operation of 
the Facility. 

It was indicated that RENEX and TechTrade were desirous of delivering this innovative 
solution to the treatment of waste to the Australian market.  It was stressed that the proposal 
will be Victoria’s and Australia’s first large scale permanently located integrated contaminated 
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soil treatment and recycling facility utilizing sophisticated European-designed advanced waste 
treatment technology. 

9.2.1 USE OF SKILLED LABOUR AND EXPERT ADVICE 

The Facility will create up to 50 jobs to boost the Greater Dandenong region.  Staff at the 
Facility will include fully qualified professional engineers and chemists. It is intended that a 
German expert in plant operations from TechTrade will supervise the Facility for one year 
whilst staff are trained to operate and maintain the plant. 

All workers in the Facility must undergo training courses for soil storage, safety in the process 
plant area and chemical storage.  These courses will be designed in full compliance with 
WorkSafe regulations.  RENEX, TechTrade and Coffey were claimed to be committed to 
establishing this Facility to provide breakthrough technology to the Victorian and Australian 
market 

9.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Dealing with this project has a range of complexities, ranging from the introduction of a plant 
that will be first large scale plant in both Australia and Victoria dedicated to the removal of soil 
contamination by a thermal process through to the introduction of associated formal 
management and sensitive environmental programs.   Such programs will be directed towards 
the ultimate implementation of the production techniques to efficiently and effectively achieve 
the stated performance aspects that are set out both in the WAA and any supplementary 
requirements that may accompany a formal approval.   

The EPA has a responsibility for ensuring that the projected design attributes of the proposed 
facility will effectively meet formal statutory controls relating to environmental issues.   

The audit report embodies a recommendation to POP (Proof of Process) trials to be 
undertaken as a first step in commissioning the plant and an independent assessment of the 
plant performance is to be undertaken to prove its capability to meet policy requirements.  
Such process will aid in determining the effectiveness of facility management. 

To aid in ensuring that sound management and production performance is obtained, the EPA 
can also negotiate matters relating to the implementation of monitoring programs, financial 
assurance (Refer to Section 18 of the conference report which deals with ‘Need for Financial 
Assurance’), and close involvement in the commissioning process.   

The proponent has indicated a desire to retain communication with the community and further 
discussion on this aspect is reviewed in Section 16 of the conference report which deals with 
‘Monitoring results should be in the public domain’.  

In the event of the WAA gaining approval the conditions embodied in any issued approval will 
embody a broad range of matters that will be directed towards ensuring that sound 
management of the facility is required. (Refer also to the following Section which raises the 
concept of an inaugural steering group that includes industrial and community representation 
to overview the first year of operation.)  
�



Report on EPA Section 20B conference for WAA 65201 at Dandenong  Page 35 

 

10. CONCERNS AT THE POSSIBILITY OF EPA 
BEING EFFECTIVE IN ENSURING THE STATED 
OBJECTIVE AND CONDITIONS ASSOCIATED WITH 
ANY APPROVAL DOCUMENTATION ARE 
OBSERVED – INAUGURAL STEERING GROUP 
CONCEPT 

10.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

On a number of occasions in the course of the conference proceedings submitters made 
reference to a concern that EPA would not be able to provide the resources to adequately 
oversee and monitor the operations and management of the proposed facility.   

The possibility of such a situation was deemed to be inappropriate due to possible adverse 
impacts from discharges from the facility on the general populace of Dandenong, nearby 
community activities, persons employed in the Industrial 2 zone and also operations within 
that zone. 

10.2 CHAIR COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

On occasions in Section 20B conferences concerns as detailed above are raised.   

In the event of approval of a WAA the EPA is closely involved through the commissioning 
stage and it establishes an administrative process between itself and a plant operator on the 
manner in which the required reporting is to occur. 

The issue of the specific capability of the EPA to fulfil its responsibilities under the EPA Act is 
not a matter that can be projected. 

The EPA is constantly striving to meet its responsibilities and it is inappropriate to presume at 
the outset that it will not achieve such responsibilities in this instance. 

Whilst the Chair is completely independent of the EPA, it is aware from association in a range 
of environmental assessments that the EPA has a proactive approach to responding to public 
concerns that are placed before it. 

The introduction of some form of Inaugural Steering Group which would operate in the initial 
stages of the plant commissioning and commencement of operations could act as a medium 
that could aid in resolving community concerns on this aspect and also the matter of 
management that was reviewed in the preceding section.  Indeed one submission made 
specific commentary on the creation of such a group. 

In the course of the conference the proponent was asked by the conference Chair as to 
whether RENEX was prepared to give consideration to the establishment of such a group.  
Whilst the proponent did not specifically indicate that it would be initiating such action it did not 
pre-empt the consideration of such an approach.  Throughout the conference the proponent 
was constantly indicating a desire to engage in community consultation. 

The summary view of the Chair is that:- 
·  no substantive information exists to indicate that the EPA is not capable of undertaking 

any formal overview of the operations as required under its legislation; 
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·  if the WAA is to gain formal endorsement the EPA should approach the proponent to 
seek its co-operation in setting up an Inaugural Steering Group.  Such Group could 
have a broad charter as follows:- 
- a time span of 1 year with a review at the end of such time span to ascertain if 

benefits exists for a further extension; 
- generally meetings would be held quarterly or at such intervals as required; 
- the Group have the opportunity to appraise the final commissioning aspects; 
- the Group should have an independent Chair, members of the community and nearby 

industrial operations, the EPA and the Council.  The actual detail of its structure is 
left to the EPA and the facility operator to finalise; 

- monitoring reporting results form part of the meeting agenda and minutes of the 
Group should be available in the public domain, possibly either through the EPA or 
the proponent’s web site. 

It is stressed that the above listing is provided as merely a guide and is not to be 
construed as being specific aspects that should be observed. 
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11. BUFFER ZONES AND BUFFER DISTANCES 

11.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Reference was made in submissions of the need to ensure that adequate recognition was 
given to formal buffer requirements to ensue that no adverse community impacts would be 
experienced.  Attention was also drawn to a diagram in the Dandenong Planning Scheme 
which illustrated an Industrial Zone 2 buffer. (Note: This map was associated with Clause 
21.04 of the Municipal Strategic Statement of the Dandenong Planning Scheme).   

Constant reference is found to the HWSAC report and associated 2002 Government 
recommendations. 

References found in supplementary and late submissions lodged after the conference were 
generally aligned to references found in other lodged submissions. 

11.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTARY 
 
Clause 52.10 of the Greater Dandenong Planning Scheme specifies threshold distances for 
certain types of industries which, if not appropriately located, may cause offence to "sensitive 
uses" protected under the clause.  The sensitive uses protected are land (not a road) in a 
residential zone, Business 5 zone, Capital City zone, Docklands zone, land used for a hospital 
or an education centre or land in a Public acquisition overlay to be acquired for a hospital or 
education centre". 

The proposed use is not specifically listed under Clause 52.10.  For chemical, biomedical and 
organic waste, no threshold distance for a waste incinerator is specified with a notation that a 
risk assessment may be required.  

The EPA AQ 2/86 "Recommended Buffer Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions" 
(upon which Clause 52.10 is based) provides that the buffer distance is to be determined on a 
site specific basis. 

The proponent considers that relevant sensitive uses in the extended vicinity of the proposal 
are: 
•  Keysborough Turkish Islamic and Cultural Centre and Mt Hira College (2 km away); and 
•  Willow Lodge Residential Area (1.5 km away from the emission stack as illustrated in 

Figure 2.1 on page 4 of the conference report).   

It held the opinion on the basis of the distance separation shown above, that such distance 
relationship means that:- 
·  there will be more than an adequate buffer around the proposed facility;  
·  the details set out in 7.2.8 above as obtained from the air emission modelling clearly 

illustrates that no adverse impact would occur, namely 99.9 percentile maximum ground 
level concentration of pollutants occurring within 65m from the stack; and  

·  such maximum levels fully comply with EPA design criteria, 99.9% percentile modelling 
for NOx occurring at 250 metres from the stack in a south west direction and 99.9 
percentile modelling for PM10 occurring at 150 metres from the stack. 

This was deemed to be especially the case when having regard to:- 
•  the advanced technology proposed to be used in the Facility which it is claimed to be 

unrivalled elsewhere in Victoria; 
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•  the size of the buffer distances specified in Clause 52.10 which are generally 100m,  
300m or 1000m, with only 2 industrial uses having buffer distances greater than 
1,000m.  

11.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The detailed analysis of the air emissions with regard to EPA AQ 2/88, as embodied in the 
WAA, has still to be undertaken by the EPA.  In undertaking such appraisal the EPA will 
undoubtedly pay attention to AQ 2/86 "Recommended Buffer Distances for Industrial Residual 
Air Emissions" and the determination of a site specific appraisal of an appropriate buffer 
criteria that the facility must meet.   

There is every indication that the relevant design criteria could be a buffer boundary that lies 
close to the boundaries of the Industrial 2 Zone.  It should be further appreciated that 99.9% 
percentile maximum ground level concentration values in regard to NOx and PM10 were 
specifically included at the request of the EPA.  (Refer to Section 7.2 for earlier comments).. 

The reference to Industrial 2 Zone Buffer Area as embodied in Clause 21.04 of the 
Dandenong Planning Scheme needs to be put into perspective.  

This buffer area is referred to in the objectives of Clause 21.04 relating to Municipal Strategic 
Statement as 

Protecting areas suitable for industries requiring extensive buffer distances (Note: 
Namely land within the Industrial 2 Zone) from residential and other sensitive uses 
and ensuring that that such uses do not encroach within the buffer area shown on the 
Industrial Element map forming part of this clause.  

The buffer appears to be based upon retaining a 1500 metre separation from the external 
boundaries of the Industrial Zone 2.  From reviewing the WAA it would appear that the 
proponent is aware of the purpose of the buffer (Refer to Section 2.1 above). 

The administration of this element of the planning scheme is a matter for the Council and is 
obviously addressed by the Council as its responds to EPA and also as it deliberates upon the 
permit. 

Further details relating to HWSAC siting references are found in the following section. 

The Chair considers that no specific directive is required to be brought to the attention of the 
EPA as it undertakes its assessment on this matter. 
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12. REFERENCE TO EARLIER MATTERS WHICH 
MITIGATED AGAINST A SIMILAR TYPE FACILITY AT 
68 ORDISH ROAD PROCEEDING AND ALSO THAT 
THE FACILITY ALSO SUBSTANTIALLY FAILED TO 
MEET THE SITING REFERENCES DETAILED BY 
HWSAC  

12.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Reference was made in a number of the submissions that the proposal should be refused on 
the basis that a number of years ago an earlier application for a similar type of facility was 
proposed at 68 Ordish Road and that it was ultimately abandoned following concerns that it 
was an inappropriate development within the Industrial Zone. 

In conjunction with such concerns attention was also drawn to site references that were set 
out in findings by the Hazard Waste Siting Advisory Committee (HWSAC) and the opinion was 
held if the recognition was accorded to such findings then the location of the proposed facility 
109-133 Ordish Road site would be unacceptable. 

12.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTS 

The general thrust of proponent’s commentary, found in preceding sections of this report and 
the WAA, focussed upon the claims that the proposed facility embodied the application of 
highly sophisticated and advanced technology.  Such technology had been proven, not only 
by continuous operation of the facility in Germany, but also through the supply of TechTrade 
to several successfully operating pyrolysis based contaminated soil treatment plants in Europe 
and elsewhere, to possess attributes that would enable all the required environmental 
statutory performance measures to be met. 

The proponent produced satellite imagery that displayed a similar type of plant in Europe that 
was located in close proximity to a range of forms of residential housing.  It was contended 
that such spatial relationship had not resulted in adverse impacts upon such adjoining 
housing.   

12.3 CHAIR COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Preceding details relating to characteristics of the proposed facility, allied with those reviewed 
in the Works Approval Application, will be a matter for the EPA to review in its final 
assessment of the WAA. 

In regard to the HWSAC documentation and the associated Government response in 2002, it 
is reasonable to contend as technology advancements occur and as greater insight is gained 
into the operation and the performance elements of facilities in other countries which are 
specifically dedicated to dealing with contaminated soil and soil recycling that a degree of 
flexibility is necessary in reviewing proposals such as the current proposal before the EPA. 

On such a basis, whilst the 2002 document on Siting of Soil Recycling and Treatment 
Facilities document provides an insight into earlier postulated siting controls, it is considered 
reasonable to seek an approach to the current WAA where the 2002 documentation should 
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not be viewed as embodying pragmatic statements which would deny consideration a WAA 
that claims to embody advanced technology and which is directed towards meeting more 
effectively current statutory performance measures. 
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13. POSSIBLE FLOODING IMPACTS 

13.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

These concerns related to possible flooding impacts that may arise from flooding of the 
Dandenong Creek, particularly following the construction of the Eastlink project, and the 
resultant floodwaters impacts upon the operations of the proposed facility. 

Reference was made to the extent of the 1934 flooding and the extensive areas impacted by 
such flooding.  It was considered that there was a distinct possibility that such flooding could 
occur in the near future given the time frame that has elapsed since the 1934 floods. 

13.2 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Dandenong Planning Scheme, in keeping with all metropolitan planning schemes, 
includes a component that requires the designation of an overlay relating to land that is 
subject to inundation.  Such overlay is called an LSIO overlay.   

A prime objective of the overlay is to define boundaries that:-  

Identify land in a flood storage or flood fringe area affected by the 1 in 100 year flood or 
any other area determined by the floodplain management authority. 

Such an overlay exists for the subject area and the relevant boundaries are shown on Map 
8LSIO.  This map indicates that the nearest boundary of the LSIO is approximately 400 
metres to the west of the property upon which the proposed facility is to be located. 

It is not for the EPA to make a judgement on this aspect but rather the Council in its 
deliberations will review possibilities relating to flooding and in correspondence to date no 
reference has been raised in regard to flooding. 

A detailed response by Melbourne Water found in Section 4.6 of this report deals with this 
aspect and indicates that the subject land does not lie within the limits of any LSIO boundaries 
or Special Building Overlays.  

It also pertinent to appreciate since 1934 whilst there has been significant upstream 
development within the Dandenong Creek catchment and that there have been significant 
resources and works devoted to the management of the floodplains of the Dandenong Creek 
– particularly in upstream areas.   

No further action should be required by the EPA on this aspect. 
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14. NEED FOR HEALTH STUDIES  

14.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Again a consistent theme in a number of the submissions was the need for Department of 
Human Services to be prepared:- 
·  to initiate detailed research and associated health studies into the source of the high 

level of respiratory problems within the Dandenong area that had been highlighted in 
past statistical appraisals; and  

·  to determine whether there is need to implement a strategic approach which requires 
the need to limit or place strong controls over future industrial development that would 
be directed towards limiting those businesses that discharge emissions into the 
atmosphere. 

This concern was driven in part by the fact that the existing background for PM10 had been 
measured to exceed the SEPP design criteria and also claims that chemically laden smog had 
been experienced in the past, particularly given claimed inversions characteristics.   

In some instances the view was expressed that no establishment of the proposed facility 
should be permitted until the suggested health studies had been undertaken.  It was 
suggested that it could be beneficial to ascertain if the resources of a University could be 
gained to aid in undertaking the research elements. 

14.2 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The measurements for PM10 had been measured at the Dandenong Showgrounds – Greaves 
Reserve – for every hour of the year 2002.  This point of measurement is over 4.5km from the 
proposed RENEX facility.  The concentration data contained 23 exceedances of the SEPP 
design criteria.   It is noted that some submitters contended that the Lyndhurst Taylors Road 
Landfill meteorological data should be utilised. 

Any form of health study would require an extensive time span and as a result it is necessary 
to determine if justification for an extended health study program exists and whether a deferral 
of the proposed facility should be considered. 

The proponent has contended in commentary provided in 7.2.9 and the WAA report that the 
addition of the proposed stack emission discharges would not result in any more exceedances 
of the SEPP design criterion in a given year – namely 23.  It was also stressed that the 24th 
highest ground exceedance occurred at 100m from the stack for one hour in the entire year 
and such point was well within the limits of the Industrial 2 zone boundaries.  (The maximum 
ground level concentration from the stack is 0.38% of the SEPP design criteria, after excluding 
existing condition concentrations). 

The issue of the most appropriate meteorological station lies with the EPA and, in the absence 
of detailed evidence against such selection, the Chair can offer no substantive comment on 
this aspect. 

On the issue of whether the project should be rejected until further detailed health studies 
have been initiated it would appear to the Chair that more detailed background analysis would 
need to be undertaken to justify such studies.  
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As a result unless some substantive action is taken at a Government or local Government 
level the proponent should be extended the opportunity for the performance elements of its 
proposal to be appraised as to its ability to conform to the existing statutory measures. 
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15. CONCERNS AT POSSIBLE PLANT FAILURE 

15.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

The complexity of the operations to be undertaken at the proposed facility, allied with the 
associated thermal activities, has resulted in a number of the submitters holding concerns that 
extremely adverse impacts could arise in the event of a major failure occurring. 

Some submitters sought an unconditional assurance that no adverse impacts could occur in 
the event of any plant failure. Again post conference submissions and supplementary 
submissions support these views. 

15.2 PROPONENTS COMMENTARY 

The proponent detailed a range of matters that were viewed as addressing these concerns. 

15.2.1 PROVEN TECHNOLOGY TO HIGHER EUROPEAN STANDARDS. 

TechTrade has build plants in Europe which must meet European standards in order to 
operate.  These European standards are stricter than current Victorian or Australian 
standards.  The plant proposed will be built to meet the European standards and therefore will 
also meet relevant Australian and Victorian standards.  Inherently this should provide a safety 
factor and a high level of confidence that the plant will operate to best practice standards in 
Australia.   

Traditionally, in Australia, thermal treatment plants have relief or by pass lines to the gas 
processing equipment to be used when there is a machinery breakdown.  In the proposed 
RENEX plant there are no by passes in the gas treatment system. The gases can only move 
forward through the plant via the process equipment to the safety filters and through the stack 
by gravity.  Even if the equipment in the gas process treatment plant does not work, the gases 
are still fully treated by the safety filters and are released to air in accordance with regulatory 
requirements. 

15.2.2 DISCUSSION OF VARIOUS ©IN-BUILT© SAFETY MECHANISMS. 

There are a range of ©in built© safety mechanisms to safeguard performance of the plant. 
These mechanisms are based on the following principles:- 
1.  Critical machinery components are selected for being the most proven reliable 

operating equipment; 
2.  When critical components fail, the system does not release pollution to the environment 

(i.e. untreated gases); 
3.  When human error is made by giving wrong instructions to the computer control 

system, the plant computer control system rejects the instruction; 
4.  Any deviation from its proper operation will result in a less efficient operation and may 

damage the plant; 
5.  Critical items like pumps are duplicated and will be activated automatically in case the 

main equipment fails. 

Accordingly machinery/equipment failure and or human error do not produce performance 
failure (i.e. pollution).   
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The technology proposed to be used has many ©in built© safety mechanisms which include the 
following:- 
•  if power supply to the plant is lost, diesel electric generators start automatically to 

provide all the power which is required by the plant to continue processing the 
treatment of contaminants from the soil; 

•  the computer control system operates the plant just like a power station. The computer 
control system informs technical personnel in the plant control room who monitor how 
the plant is operating; 

•  the technical operator cannot override the computer control system to make selections 
which are unsafe; 

•  the computer control system offers very few acceptable choices to the technical 
operators. Should they select something different or fail to select anything at all, the 
computer control system will only proceed with what the computer detects as best for 
it©s operation; 

•  should the computer system fail and the whole plant is left without any control, power, 
gas, or water the plant completes the treatment of contaminants from the soil properly 
by gravity and the bank of safety filters. 

Further, the Facility will have in place continuous online monitoring of CO, CO2, HCl, Hg, NOx, 
SO2, dust content, TOC, O2 and temperature.. The monitoring system is interlocked with the 
PLC (Programmable Logic Controller with Data Logger).  The monitoring system activates an 
alarm and instigates automatic shut down of feeding if the levels are above the licence limits. 
This will ensure air emissions due to any plant failure or human error will be stopped 
immediately before they can cause risk and impact to the environment.  Further details can 
also be found in Appendix C of the Conference report where matters such as Optimum 
Environmental performance and Best Practice are reviewed. 

15.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The proponent’s response on this aspect has been provided in some detail so that the 
measures proposed to be available to deal with the concerns raised in regard to plant failure 
can be comprehended.  It is appreciated that the community and nearby industrial operators 
will hold fears and perceptions on the possibility of adverse impacts from plant failure, despite 
claims by the proponent that such a possibility is virtually unlikely due to a range of safety 
procedures that are directed towards avoiding such an event. 

Every complex industrial operation has inherent links with elements of human operation and 
the plant elements and throughout the vast metropolitan area are found many such 
enterprises that daily undertake complex operations which are subject to detailed 
monitoring/safety requirements designed to counteract the possibility of plant failure.  

The EPA will be determining whether the operational elements of the proposed WAA conform 
to all recognised statutory needs to enable its acceptance into the metropolitan framework to 
undertake a task that is directed towards meeting a Government strategic aim in regard to 
dealing with contaminated soils.  It should be further understood that many of the detailed 
evaluations embody in them risks factors that possess a high level of conservatism in their 
final assessment. 

It is considered that the EPA is well aware of the significant responsibilities that it has in 
regard to this matter and as the proposal represents a ‘first’ in seeking acceptance for 
inclusion in the Melbourne metropolis to provide a major service role that it will be extremely 
vigilant in its appraisal.  
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16. MONITORING RESULTS SHOULD BE IN THE 
PUBLIC DOMAIN  

16.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Submitters sought the availability of formal monitoring results so that the community could 
gain an appreciation as to whether the facility was operating in accordance with the projected 
performance standards that are outlined in the WAA. 

16.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTARY 

In the course of the conference the proponent commented upon the manner in which 
monitoring would be undertaken of air emissions.  It was indicated that such monitoring would 
be continuous and that results would be readily available to ascertain performance.   

Stack emissions would be tested in accordance with EPA Publication 440.  Emission tests will 
be conducted on commissioning and periodically as specified in RENEX’s EPA Waste 
Discharge Licence.  All emission testing and sample analysis to be provided to authorities will 
be conducted by NATA accredited laboratories and consultants.  Online monitoring records 
will be provided to EPA. 

Environmental reporting of emission results will be reported to EPA and copies of the reports 
will be retained on-site.   RENEX would be endeavouring to prepare a template of the 
environmental report in consultation with EPA to determine the most effective format and the 
specific areas on which RENEX is obligated to report upon. 

16.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The availability of monitoring reports to the community, particularly in regard to air emissions, 
could be a valuable medium in enabling the community to gain an appreciation as to the 
effectiveness of its operations. 

In Section 10.2 reference is made to the giving consideration to the establishment of an 
Inaugural Steering Group.  As indicated in Section 10.2, monitoring results could form part of 
the reporting process to such a committee and become part of the formal records of the Group 
which could be available for public appraisal.  Such a process should aid in resolving 
community concerns on this aspect. 
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17. ONSITE STORAGE  

17.1 SUBMITTERS’ AND REFERRAL BODIES’ COMMENTS 

Worksafe has not identified any major concerns regarding the control of risks from dangerous 
goods introduced by the proposal and has no objection to the grant of a works approval on the 
condition that:- 

The proposed development must comply with the relevant requirements of the 
Dangerous Goods Act and its subordinate legislation, particularly the Dangerous 
Goods (Storage and Handling) Regulations 2000. 
 
In practice this means that the proposal must be in accordance with AS 1940 – 
The storage and handling of inflammable and combustible liquids and also AS 
3780 – The storage and handling of corrosive substances. 

The relevant storage aspect related to the bulk storage of sodium hydroxide of approximately 
25000 – 30000 lites and waste oil in 200 litre drums up to a maximum of 2000 litres.  The 
storage and handling of such goods is deemed by Worksafe as not presenting a significant 
onsite or offsite risk if the following achieved:- 

·  The facilities for storage and handling of these dangerous goods (namely 
sodium hydroxide and waste oils) is designed, constructed, operated and 
maintained in accordance with relevant standards, in particular, AS 3780 & AS 
1940; 

·  The quantity of sodium hydroxide to be stored onsite exceeds the fire 
protection quantity for Class 8 corrosives and therefore the occupier will need 
to request the written advice of the fire authority in relation to the design of the 
fire protection as required under Regulation 436 of the Dangerous Goods 
(Storage and Handling) Regulations; 
 

·  The facility complies with all other relevant provisions of the Dangerous Goods 
(Storage and Handling) Regulations. 

Concerns were also raised by submitters as to the actual amount of contaminated soil that 
would be held on site.  Reference was made in the WAA to the proposed facility having a 
capacity to treat a maximum of 70,000 tonnes of contaminated soils. 

17.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTARY 

After soils have been treated, they will be stored in designated bays inside the Facility©s fully 
enclosed building.  The storage bays will be undercover and have an impervious base and 
bund to prevent off-site discharge of dust to roadway and beyond the boundary of the site.  
Detailed aspects can be found in the lodged WAA. 

Treated soils will be loaded inside the building with the equipment dust control and ventilation 
system being available to prevent dust being blown to roadway or off site.  Vehicles carrying 
treated soils will exit via the southern end from the Facility. 

The advanced technology proposed to be used will result in treated soils being capable of 
reuse subject to meeting specified standards.  In the event that treated soils do not comply 



Report on EPA Section 20B conference for WAA 65201 at Dandenong  Page 48 

 

with relevant standards, they may be returned to the Facility for further treatment, or, if there is 
no other option, disposed to an EPA-approved landfill. 

In regard to the actual amount of contaminated soils projected to be held on the site, the 
proponent offered the comment whilst there would be a storage capacity of 70,000 tonnes it is 
anticipated that the more likely quantity of contaminated soil stored on site at any one time will 
be up to 40,000 tonnes, plus 250 tonnes of waste, depending on market requirements.   

Chemicals used by the Facility, including caustic chemicals, lime and waste oil, are stored 
inside the Facility building in separate storage bays with an impervious base and bund, in 
compliance with storage and handling requirements required by the Dangerous Goods Act 
1985 and associated regulations as well as by WorkSafe Victoria.  Loading and unloading of 
these materials is carried out in the loading bay, which also has an impervious base and bund. 

17.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Undoubtedly the EPA will be giving attention to this matters it deliberates upon the WAA. 

The Chair noted that the Council stressed that it would support the EPA Works Approval 
Application (WA65201) on the condition that:-  

It contains stringent environmental conditions (including any conditions under the EPA’s 
new Regulation on Prescribed Waste for Victoria) that seek to protect the amenity of the 
surrounding local community, as well as a condition placing a cap on the amount of 
prescribed waste to be stored on the subject site at any one time. 

The issue of a limit of the amount of contaminated soil to be stored on site will undoubtedly be 
a matter to be negotiated with the EPA as the details of an associated financial assurance are 
reviewed at the time of licensing.  Refer to Section 18.3. 

In addition the EPA should give consideration to the storage conditions sought by Worksafe as 
outlined in Section 17.1 above 
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18. NEED FOR FINANCIAL ASSURANCE 
AGREEMENT  

18.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Some submissions drew attention for the need to ensure that the proponent be required to 
enter into a financial assurance in regard to site remediation.  Concerns were held that if 
RENEX encounters financial problems that stored soils may remain on the site with no other 
means of disposal. 

In a supplementary response to its initial response to EPA the Council expressed the opinion 
in the event of approval being considered by the EPA that a condition should be included in 
any associated approval conditions that required:- 

RENEX to provide a financial security undertaking to assure both the Council and the 
EPA that they have a financial capacity to fund any future requirement to clean up the 
site and make it safe for the community. 

The Colemans Road Ratepayers Association sought the imposition of a financial assurance of 
$2000 per tonne or $40,000,000 if 20,000 tonnes should be stored on site. 

18.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTARY 

In response, RENEX notes that in line with EPA policy it is required to give a financial 
assurance for the site.  As clarified in EPA Publication 456.1, a financial assurance is intended 
to provide a guarantee that the cost of a site clean-up would not fall as a charge on the 
community through the failure of the occupier of the premises to make and pay for necessary 
measures. 

The amount of financial assurance that RENEX will be required to pay will be determined after 
a full audit of the site.  The financial assurance will be calculated taking into account the 
following potential costs:- 
·  disposal of stock; 
·  site clean-up as a result of gradual contamination; and 
·  site audit. 

The proponent indicated that it had noted that the Auditor in his report stated that financial 
assurance will be required.  It is acknowledged that this will include the cost of disposal of 
untreated contaminated soils stored on site.  The amount of the financial assurance will need 
to be determined in accordance with EPA guidelines for determining financial assurances. 

18.3 CHAIR’S COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Chair has noted that auditor’s report has made specific reference to this matter and has 
indicated:- 

The RENEX Group should be required to assess the financial assurance required and 
such assessment should be submitted to the EPA for approval before any operations 
are commenced.  Such assurance should cover requirements that might include:- 
·  site environmental auditing; 
·  site remediation; 
·  disposal of hazardous wastes. 
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Attention was drawn to a possible a contingency situation whereby if the site operations 
are halted for any reason the plant should still be able to be maintained in an operating 
position to the extent that it is capable of processing all desorbable wastes soils that are 
held on the site. 

It was stressed that the financial assurance requirements need to be determined before 
RENEX Group invests in the site and the plant.  No attempt was made by the auditor to 
undertake a calculation based upon on the EPA Guidelines for Determining Financial 
Assurances – Schedule 4 Premises (Pub 456.1). 

In a supplementary response offered by the Council it expressed the opinion in the event of 
approval being considered by the EPA that a condition should be included in any associated 
approval conditions that it required:- 

RENEX to provide a financial security undertaking to assure both the Council and the 
EPA that they have a financial capacity to fund any future requirement to clean up the 
site and make it safe for the community. 

In the event of the WAA gaining approval and after the commissioning phase being 
successfully completed the EPA will be giving attention to these matters in the preparation of 
licensing requirements.  Included in requirements will be a defined limit of the amount of 
contaminated soil to be stored on site and the associated assurance to deal with clean up 
aspects. 
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19. HEIGHT OF STACK ABOVE THE 25 METRE 
ROOF LINE  

19.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Two submitters commented upon the one metre height separation between the 25 metre high 
roof and the top of the stack pipe. 

One submitter held concerns as to whether the separation distance was adequate given that 
the temperature of the discharged emissions from the top of the stack would be in the order of 
1200C as advised by the proponent’s consultant at the conference. 

The other submitter expressed concern as the possibility of contaminants being deposited 
upon the roof and possibly being gathered into first flush waters. 

19.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTARY 

No detailed response was provided on this aspect though in the course of conference 
discussion the technical expert for the proponent indicated that the view was held that the 
stack height of 26 metre with a one metre separation between the top of the stack pipe and 
the roof was deemed to be adequate.  Adverse impacts on the roof material from the heated 
emerging emissions were not viewed as being an issue of consequence. 

19.3 CHAIR COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The adequacy of the 1 metre separation distance is a matter that the EPA may care to further 
explore as it reviews the WAA documentation. 
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20. CONCERN AS TO THE ADEQUACY OF THE 
AUDIT REPORT. 

20.1 SUBMITTERS’ CONCERNS 

Some submitters doubted the independence of the Auditor and others questioned the quality 
of the report. 

20.2 PROPONENT’S COMMENTARY 

The Works Approval application was reviewed by an independent environmental auditor 
appointed under the Environment Protection Act 1970, Dr John Cumming of InfoTech 
Research.  Environmental auditors such as Dr Cumming must demonstrate their competence 
to a panel of experts before being appointed under the Act. Specifically, Dr Cumming is 
appointed or qualified to audit industrial facilities. 

The environmental auditor©s assessment of the Works Approval Application examined the risk 
to the air, land, groundwater and surface water environments arising from the project and 
concluded that: 
·  the Works Approval Application contained adequate information of suitable quality to 

assess whether it meets regulatory requirements i.e. that the proposed Works would 
not be contrary to or inconsistent with any applicable policy or likely to cause or 
contribute to pollution or an environmental hazard; and 

·  all EPA requirements are capable of being complied with should the Works proceed. 
 
Other commentary is included in Section 20.3 below. 

20.3 CHAIR COMMENTARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In his Audit Report, the Auditor made various comments and recommendations.   

The audit report noted that the risk of plant failure may be higher during the commissioning 
phase and that such commissioning needed to be undertaken in a series of stages.  This 
stage should utilise proof of process (POP) tests to detect and repair failures in equipment and 
monitoring equipment.  The auditor indicated that such an approach should ensure that the 
operations will be able to satisfy legislated criteria under Environment Protection Act (1970. 
 
The auditor’s summary recommendations together with RENEX©s responses are set out 
below: 
 
1.  Proof of Process or POP trials 

The Auditor recommended that a series of POP trials be undertaken as a first step in 
commissioning the plant and that an independent assessment of the plant performance 
be undertaken to prove its capability to meet policy requirements.   
 
RENEX agrees to the preparation of a commissioning program that includes a series of 
POP trials and testing of control systems to demonstrate the plant©s capability to meet 
applicable standards and regulatory requirements before commencing operation. 

 
2.  Implementation of Quality Control Systems 
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The Auditor further commented that it would be necessary to have quality control 
systems in place that independently check the contaminant levels and soil quality of 
both the soil received and soil treated prior to re-use.   

The RENEX indicated that the proposal includes the sampling, testing and checking of 
soil contaminant levels at various stages throughout the receipt and treatment of 
contaminated soils and dispatch of treated soil for re-use. Detailed procedures will be 
prepared and form part of the EMS and EMP to be implemented. 
 

3.  Base Line Assessment 
The Auditor recommended that there ought to be a baseline assessment carried out for 
soil and groundwater quality prior to the commencement of works and also a program 
of ongoing monitoring and assessment to ensure appropriate management of the risk of 
land contamination.    
 
RENEX agrees with this recommendation by the Auditor and is willing to undertake a 
suitable baseline assessment and submit a program of ongoing monitoring in respect of 
both the risk to land and groundwater contamination once the Facility is operational. 
 

4.  Financial Assurance 
The Auditor in his report indicates that financial assurance will be required.  It is 
acknowledged that this will include the cost of disposal of untreated contaminated soils 
stored on site. The amount of the financial assurance will need to be determined in 
accordance with EPA guidelines for determining financial assurances. 
 
Renex supports the establishment of a financial assurance. 

 
5. Water Consumption 

The Auditor noted that while water consumption is moderate for the plant, given the size 
of the roof.  Water tanks should be provided to capture rainwater for use in wash down 
and possibly toilets.   
 
RENEX agrees to the inclusion of water tanks to capture rainwater and this forms part 
of the project. It is anticipated that water capture has the potential to collect 21 
megalitres per annum, of which approximately half would be used by the plant and 
other needs on site, leaving the remaining portion available for use by the community. 
 

6. Noise 
The Auditor noted that noise is unlikely to be a critical issue to neighbouring 
occupancies however RENEX should conduct a noise assessment when full operations 
have commenced to ensure compliance with noise policy.   
 
RENEX indicates that the Works Approval Application acknowledges that a noise 
assessment against the criteria contained in State Environment Protection Policy (Noise 
N-1) will be undertaken to ensure regulatory compliance with noise levels during 
operation. 

In addition in Appendix B of the Conference Report a summary of the Audit findings is 
provided to enable a full appreciation of the outcomes from such report.  The EPA should 
review such findings 

The concept of setting in a place an arrangement that provides a scheduling of independent 
auditors under the provisions of the Environment Protection Act is directed towards achieving 
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a clear separation between the proponent’s consultants appraisal and that of an appointed 
auditor.  No substantive details were provided to justify the claims that challenged the 
independence of the auditor. 

The Chair has purposely included reference to the auditor’s findings and associated 
recommendations for those readers of the conference report who may not have had the 
opportunity of appraising the audit report and also because it is considered essential to use 
extracted details in formulating recommendations to the EPA. 

It is anticipated that the EPA will have significant regard to such matters and it is further noted 
that the proponent is prepared to accept the implementation of them. 
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21. CHAIR’S SUMMARY REMARKS AND 
ASSOCIATED RECOMMENDATIONS 

21.1 CHAIR’S SUMMARY REMARKS 

It is considered that the Section 20B Conference input, allied with other remarks contained in 
the lodged submissions, provides a valuable background to aid the EPA in its deliberations on 
the WAA. 

A reasonable level of content has been embodied in the conference report as the project 
under consideration is associated with the introduction of a facility that has the ability to make 
a significant contribution to the achievement of longstanding Government policy to reduce 
Victoria’s waste and reliance on landfill and also as it presents significant challenges to the 
final assessing arbiter, namely EPA. 

The detailed reviewing of claimed advanced technology attributes associated with the 
proposed facility and the undertaking of the formal determination by the EPA as to whether all 
required statutory performance measures can be achieved, places great responsibility on that 
organisation.  Undoubtedly such pressures will become even more demanding on the EPA as 
technical advancements of greater complexity continue to emerge in future WAAs. 

Community input is valuable in the assessment process as it heightens awareness of public 
concerns.  In the instance under consideration it is evident that a number of the submitters 
have devoted considerable time to the exhibited documentation and their expressed concerns 
have been well articulated, both in their written and verbals presentations placed before the 
conference.   

The proponent has endeavoured to respond to the expressed submissions and again 
substantive reference in the report documentation has been made to such responses. 

It is not the function of the Chair of the conference to make a finding in regard to the proposed 
facility.  Rather the major task, apart from chairing of the conference, is to provide the 
Chairman of the EPA with a report document that has the ability to aid as a reference 
document in the assessment process and to highlight, where it is deemed appropriate, matters 
that emerge throughout the conference process that are deemed to warrant specific 
identification and close scrutiny, whether they arise from submitter commentary or from other 
sources such as the audit report.  

21.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Conference Chair wishes to present to the EPA Chairman the following matters arising 
from the conference:- 

1. The attention of the EPA is brought to the high level of concern expressed in the lodged 
submissions in regard to the need to ensure that no adverse impacts from emissions 
will be experienced by both the general community and nearby industrial operations.  
Whilst both the WAA documentation and the Auditor’s review indicate performance 
requirements can be met, the EPA is requested to subject relevant technical 
documentation to close scrutiny to verify projected performance characteristics – 
particularly during the commissioning stage if the project was to gain approval. 

2. Community concerns existed in regard to management and performance aspects and 
the EPA should give close scrutiny to such aspects as it deliberates upon the WAA. 
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(Refer to point 10 below for detail – particularly note aspects relating to Proof of 
Process Trials); 

 

3. If consideration is to be given to approving the WAA, the EPA should approach the 
proponent to seek its co-operation in setting up an Inaugural Steering Group.  Such a 
Group could have a broad charter that may include the following:- 
- a time span of 1 year with review at the end of such time span to ascertain if a 

justifiable need exists for a further extension; 
- generally meetings would be held quarterly or at such other intervals as required; 
- the Group have the opportunity to appraise the final commissioning aspects; 
- the Group should include an independent chair, representatives of the facility 

management, members of the community and nearby industrial operations, the 
EPA and the Council.  The actual detail of its structure is left to the EPA and the 
facility operator to finalise; 

- monitoring reporting results form part of the meeting agenda and minutes of the 
Group should be available in the public domain, possibly either through the EPA or 
the proponent’s web site (The aspect of public availability of monitoring results was 
the subject of much discussion). 

It is stressed that the above listing is provided as merely a guide and is not to be 
construed as being specific aspects that should be observed. 

4. Whilst the 2002 document on Siting of Soil Recycling and Treatment Facilities 
document provides an insight into earlier postulated siting controls, it is considered 
reasonable to seek an approach to the current WAA whereby the 2002 documentation 
should not be viewed as embodying pragmatic statements that would deny 
consideration of a WAA that claims to embody advanced technology and where such 
technology could possess the potential to meet more effectively current statutory 
performance measures. 

5. The relationship between the boundaries of LSIO overlay found in the Dandenong 
Planning Scheme will be a matter for consideration by the Council as it deliberates 
upon the planning permit and in the Council’s communications to date with the EPA no 
specific comments have been extended to the EPA. 

6. On the issue of whether the project should be rejected until further detailed health 
studies have been initiated it would appear to the Chair that a more detailed 
background analysis would need to be undertaken to justify such studies.  As a result, 
unless some substantive action is taken at a Government or local Government level, 
the proponent should be extended the opportunity for the performance elements of its 
proposal to be appraised as to its ability to conform to the existing statutory measures. 

7. The EPA should ensure that detailed deliberation is given to the possibility of plant 
failure and the manner in which such a contingency is to be addressed; 

8. The EPA should give consideration to the request set out below by the Council which 
sought that any approval of the WAA and any associated licence contain stringent 
environmental conditions (including any conditions under the EPA’s new Regulation on 
Prescribed Waste for Victoria) that seek to protect the amenity of the surrounding local 
community, as well as a condition placing a cap on the amount of prescribed waste to 
be stored on the subject site at any one time. 

The Council also sought a condition relating to financial assurance which is dealt with in 
point 10 below. 
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9. The EPA give consideration to the matters raised by Worksafe, namely the proposed 
development must comply with the relevant requirements of the Dangerous Goods Act 
and its subordinate legislation, particularly the Dangerous Goods (Storage and 
Handling) Regulations 2000.   

In practice this means that the proposal must be in accordance with AS 1940 – The 
storage and handling of inflammable and combustible liquids and also AS 3780 – The 
storage and handling of corrosive substances.  Specific conditions desired to be 
included in regard to this aspect are set out in the following dot points; 

·  The facilities for storage and handling of these dangerous goods (namely 
sodium hydroxide and waste oils) are designed, constructed, operated and 
maintained in accordance with relevant standards, in particular, AS 3780 & 
AS 1940; 

·  The quantity of sodium hydroxide to be stored onsite exceeds the fire 
protection quantity for Class 8 corrosives and therefore the occupier will 
need to request the written advice of the fire authority in relation to the 
design of the fire protection as required under Regulation 436 of the 
Dangerous Goods (Storage and Handling) Regulations; 

·  The facility complies with all other relevant provisions of the Dangerous 
Goods (Storage and Handling) Regulations. 

 

10. The RENEX Group should be required to assess the financial assurance required and 
such assessment should be submitted to the EPA for approval before any operations 
are commenced.  Such assurance should cover requirements that might include:- 
·  site environmental auditing; 
·  site remediation; 
·  disposal of hazardous wastes. 
·  Attention was drawn to a possible a contingency situation whereby if the site 

operations are halted for any reason the plant should still be able to be 
maintained in an operating position to the extent that it is capable of processing 
all desorbable wastes soils that are held on the site. 
 

Such financial assurance requirements should to be determined before RENEX Group 
invests in the site and the plant.  (Note:- No attempt was made by the auditor to 
undertake a calculation based upon on the EPA Guidelines for Determining Financial 
Assurances – Schedule 4 Premises (Pub 456.1)). 

11. The distance separation between the top of the stack and the 25 metre roof may merit 
closer scrutiny. 
 

12. Effect be given to the recommendation of the Auditor in regard to:- 
·  Proof of Process or POP trials 

A series of POP trials be undertaken as a first step in commissioning the plant 
and an independent assessment of the plant performance be undertaken to 
prove its capability to meet policy requirements.   

·  Implementation of Quality Control Systems 
Quality control systems should be set in place that independently check the 
contaminant levels and soil quality of both the soil received and soil treated prior 
to re-use.  The proposal includes the sampling, testing and checking of soil 
contaminant levels at various stages throughout the receipt and treatment of 
contaminated soils and dispatch of treated soil for re-use.  Detailed procedures 
will be prepared and form part of the EMS and EMP to be implemented. 
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·  Base Line Assessment 

A baseline assessment related to soil and groundwater quality should be carried 
out prior to the commencement of works and also a program of ongoing 
monitoring and assessment be undertaken to ensure appropriate management of 
the risk of land contamination.   

·  Financial Assurance 
Dealt with in 9 above; 

·  Water Consumption 
Whilst water consumption is moderate for the plant, given the size of the roof,   
water tanks should be provided to capture rainwater for use in wash down and 
possibly toilets.   

Refer should also be given to the detailed schedule of the Audit Observations found in 
Appendix B of the conference report. 



Report on EPA Section 20B conference for WAA 65201 at Dandenong  Page i 

 

APPENDIX A    CONFERENCE PROGRAM 

EPA SECTION 20B CONFERENCE PROGRAM 

RENEX GROUP WORKS APPROVAL APPLICATION FOR INTEGRATED 
WASTE TREATMENT & RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY (WA65201) 

 

Date of conference: 18 August 2009, 

Venue: Dandenong Club, Heatherton Road, Dandenong 

 

5.30pm Arrival, registration and light refreshments 

6.00 
SHARP 

Conference Chair, Peter Davies, opening remarks 

6.05 EPA background of Works Approval application process 

6.20 RENEX presentation by Marinos Angelodemou, Pablo Perez-
Reigosa and Franz-Eicke von Christen 

7.10 Tea break 

7.25 Residents Against Toxic Waste in the South East – Thelma 
Wakelam, Secretary 

7.45 Dandenong Residents and Ratepayers Association – Jim 
Houlahan 

7.55 Tea break 

8.05 Stuart Marriner 

8.25 Geraldine Gonsalvez 

8.35 Alan Hood 

8.45 Proponent Response 

8.50 Meeting close by Conference Chair 

 

Note:  

1. This conference program can be subject to change and should be taken as a broad 
indication of the scheduling of presentations. 

2. EPA will be collecting attendee details on arrival for the purpose of: 

- informing attendees about the Works Approval process and outcome; 

- signing attendees into the Dandenong Club due to licensing laws. 
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APPENDIX B       SUMMARY OF AUDIT OBSERVATIONS 

Contaminated soil input controls 

�

Activity Observation  Risks Identified Assessed 
Risk Level 

Risk controls & issues 

Waste 
accepted 

Certificate of analysis 
provided before 
acceptance 

Receival of soils 
that cannot be 
effectively treated 

Medium 
Procedure required for 
waste acceptance 

Waste receival 
Trucks unloaded inside 
operations building 
under negative pressure 

Dust discharged to 
atmosphere 

Low 
Adequate 

 Soils moved to holding 
bays 

Mixing of soil types Low 
Procedure required for 
raw material 
management 

 
PCB contaminated soils 
will be moved to a 
separate holding bay 

Mixing of PCB 
contaminated soils 

 

Low  

 
VOC contaminated soils 
will be moved to a 
lidded bin system to 
prevent vapour release. 

Fugitive emissions 
to atmosphere Low  

 
Waste Oils delivered to 
a tank located within the 
bunded building 

Oil spillage to land 
Low 

 

Chemical 
receival 

Liquid Caustic Soda 
delivered to a tank 
located in an external 
bunded area 

Spillage of caustic 
to waterways 

Medium 
Outside tank and delivery 
area needs to be bunded 

 
Powder Lime delivered 
to an internal storage 
area 

Dust health hazard 
OH & S Low  

 
Activated carbon 
delivered to an internal 
storage area 

Dust health hazard 
OH & S Low  

Truck washing 
Bunded wash area for 
truck offloading PCB 
contaminated soils 

PCB dusts to land Low 
Details of plans are 
required 

 
Roadway drains 
discharge to a pit on 
site which is valved 
prior to release to off-
site drains to contain 
spillage. 

PCB dusts to storm 
water 

Medium 
Details of the storm water 
controls 

�

�

�
�
�
�
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Storage of contaminated soils 

�

Area Observation Risks identified Assessed 
risk level 

Risks controls & issues 

Enclosed 
storage facility 

The enclosed storage 
facility will house all 
contaminated soils and 
the treatment plant 
within the one building 
under a negative 
pressure relative to 
ambient 

Fugitive dust 
emissions to the 
atmosphere 

Medium Negative pressure and 
enclosing all contaminated 
soil movements should 
provide a barrier to the 
movement of dusts to the 
external atmosphere 

 PCB contaminated soils 
will be stored in a 
separate designated 
storage bay 

Cross 
contamination of 
PCB contaminated 
soils 

Low  

 VOC contaminated soils 
will be contained in a 
series of lidded bins 

Fugitive VOC 
emissions 

Medium The dust filters in the bag 
house will not be effective in 
removing, but the carbon bed 
should capture all VOCs. 

 Waste oils will be stored 
in a bunded tank 

 Low  

 

Greenhouse and Energy Management 

�

Area Observation Risks identified Assessed 
risk level 

Risks controls & issues 

Pyrolysis/ 
incineration 

Pryolysis off-gases are 
incinerated to provide 
pyrolysis energy 

Not enough fuel in 
the introduced soils. 

Low Operations to introduce waste 
oils to the combustion 
chamber. 

 Incineration off-gases 
heat is recovered in the 
stream generator. 

Loss of heat Low  

Waste heat in 
flue gases 

This is used in a heat 
exchanger tp reheat the 
treated gases for the 
carbon filler. 

Loss of heat. Low  

Waste heat in 
product 

The treated soils leave 
the pyrolysis kiln at 450-
5500C and in water 
cooled. 

Loss of heat. Low Water vapour is directed to 
the stack. 

 

�

�

�

�



Report on EPA Section 20B conference for WAA 65201 at Dandenong  Page iv 

 

 

 

Pre-treatment of soils 

�

Area Observation Risks identified Assessed 
risk level 

Risks controls & issues 

Front end 
loader 

Diesel front end loader 
operations within the 
building 

Emissions to 
atmosphere 

Low Air controls within the 
factory – emissions are 
filtered through a bag 
house 

  Noise Low Operations are fully within 
the building 

Receiving 
tunnel 

Dust controls – full 
enclosure of pre-
treatment facility 

Dusts to 
atmosphere – 
fugitive emissions. 

Low OH & S controls required 
to reduce dust hazards. 

Rod sizer Over sized wastes are 
directed to a waste bin. 

Contaminated solid 
waste 

Low Wastes coming from the 
site may have 
contamination, may need 
to specify input soil 
condition. 

Rotary screen Larger than 50mm soil 
particles are diverted to 
jaw crusher. 

Noise Low Operations are fully within 
the building. 

Magnetic 
separator 

Ferrous impurities are 
removed and directed to 
waste. 

Ferrous wastes to 
landfill/recycling. 

Low  

Temporary 
storage 

This is established 
adjacent to the drying 
operations. 

Odour Low  

Rotary dryer Drying emissions are 
directed to the burning 
chamber of the rotary 
kiln. 

VOC emissions to 
atmosphere. 

Low   

 Water is maintained in a 
vapour phase. 

Failure of burner or 
air controls due to 
water condensation. 

High Water control trough the 
air treatment system is 
important as 
condensation of water 
could affect the treatment 
systems. 

 Dusts are collected in a 
vapour filter and 
directed to the pyrolysis 
kiln. 

   

�

�

�

�
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�

�

Thermal treatment of soils 

�

Area Observation Risks identified Assessed 
risk level 

Risks controls & issues 

Pyrolysis Kiln Volatile organic 
materials are vapour-
ised and diverted to the 
burning chamber. 

Dusts foul the 
burning chamber. 

Low A hot gas cyclone is used 
to trap dusts which are 
diverted back into the 
desorbed soil stream. 

 The kiln temperature is 
maintained at 4500 to 
5000C. 

Failure of 
desorption due to 
low temperature. 

Low Operational controls. 

  Explosion in the 
pyrolysis kiln. 

Low Oxygen is scavenged in 
the kiln and a reductive 
atmosphere is main-
tained.  The hydrocarbons 
are kept above the 
explosive limit. 

  Treated soils are 
still contaminated 
with volatiles. 

Low Checks on treated soils. 
Re-treat suspect soils. 

  Explosion at start 
up. 

Low The kiln is pre-purged 
with nitrogen. 

Combustion 
chamber 

Desorbed gases are 
combusted in the 
combustion chamber 
together with natural 
gas and air inputs. 

Fugitive emissions. Low Fugitive emissions will be 
caught in the internal 
filtration system. 

 The temperature is 
maintained at 11000 to 
12000C. 

Combustion failure 
– unburnt gases 
discharged. 

Medium Failure of temperature 
maintenance will shut 
down the plant. 

  Combustion 
temperature is too 
high causing high 
NOx. 

Low  

  Explosions in the 
intake And 
combustion 
chambers. 

Low  

Treated soil 
cooling 

Soil is cooled to 600C to 
reduce the risk of 
combustion. 

Combustion of 
treated soils leading 
to air emissions. 

Low  

  Dusts to 
atmosphere. 

Low Soil is wet with a spray of 
water 

�

�

�

�
�
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Air Pollution Controls 

Area Observation Risks identified Assessed 
risk level 

Risks controls & issues 

Spray Dryer This vapourises the wet 
scrubber water whilst cooling 
the air discharges rapidly. 

Failure to cool the 
combustion gases. 

Medium. Temperature monitoring of 
the gas stream and 
additional quenching water. 

Absorbent 
reactor 

Lime dosing system into the 
gas stream. 

The absorbent may fail to 
feed properly with 
subsequent failure of the 
acid gas neutralization and 
adsorption. 

Medium Failure will be detected by 
on-line HF, HCL, SO2 
monitoring. 

Bag house 
filter 

 Holes in filters lead to break 
through of particulates. 

Medium Breakthrough will be 
detected with on-line 
particulate monitoring. 

Venturi 
scrubber 

 The scrubber may become 
clogged with solids and fail 
to function. 

Low  

Alkaline wet 
scrubber 

  
The wet scrubber may fail 
due to channeling of the 
gas or solids chocking the 
scrubber media. 

Medium Failure will be detected by 
the on-line HF, HCl, SO2 
monitoring. 

Heat 
exchanger 

  Low  

Activated 
carbon filter 

 Water condensation 
removes the adsorption 
capacity of the carbon, or 
carbon is spent and air 
emissions are not polished 
by the carbon. 

Medium Temperatures will be 
controlled to be above dew 
point of the water present 
and frequent planned 
carbon replacement will 
reduce this risk. 

Stack Gases to be discharged at 11.9  
m/sec 

Fan failure leading to low 
discharge flow rates and 
poor pollutant dispersion. 

Low Stack temperature and gas 
flow rates will be monitored 
on line. 

 Pollutant monitoring on-line plus 
using Ausplume modelling of 
pollutants shows a high safety 
factor to the design criteria in 
the SEPPs.  Heavy metals 
modeled GLC<4% of SEPPs. 

GLCV’s for heavy metals 
don’t meet SEPP criteria 

Low Multiple stages of filtering 
treatment reduce the risk of 
failure of one. 

 HF modeled GLC 4.1% of 
SEPP (24 hr). 

GLC’s for HF don’t meet 
SEOO criteria. 

Low Two stages of alkaline 
scrubbing again reduce the 
risk of failure. 

 HCl modeled GLC 0.45% of 
SEPP 

CLC’s for HCI don’t meet 
SEPP criteria. 

Low Two stages of alkaline 
scrubbing. 

 Dioxins modeled GLC=0.1% of 
SEPP. 

GLC’s fpr Dioxins and 
Furans don’t meet SEPP 
criteria. 

High Dioxin risk is high due their 
toxicity.  Maximum extent 
achievable in control 
required. 

 PM10 and PM2.5 < 1% of 
SEPPs, But background PM10 

can be above SEEP.  

GLC’s for particulates don’t 
meet SEPP criteria 

Low Contribution to the 
background particulate is 
negligible. 

 NO2 modeled GLC=62% of 
SEPP 

 GLC’s for NOx don’t meet 
SEPP criteria . 

Medium NO2 scrubbing efficiency is 
likely to be greater than 
50% allowed.  

 CO modeled GLC=0.03% of 
SEPP 

GLC’s for CO don’t meet 
SEPP criteria 

  

 SO2 modeled GLC=0.04% of 
SEPP 

GLC’s for particulates don’t 
meet SOx criteria 

  

 Mercury modeled GLC=).28% 
of SEPP 

GLC’s for NOx don’t meet 
SEPP criteria 
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Solid Waste Mangement 

�

Area Observation Risks identified Assessed 
risk level 

Risks controls & 
issues 

Waste area Oversized soil wastes  Low Waste management 
is sketchy in the 
WAA 

 Truck washing sludge  Low  
 Fly ash  Low  
 Metallic wastes Contaminated metals going 

to recyclers 
Medium There may need to 

be a washing 
system for 
recyclable wastes. 

Product Treated 
soils 

    

Storage areas These are stored 
internally and seg-
regated according to 
origin. 

Self combustion Low Soils are coded to 
600C before 
storage. 

  Dust emissions Low  
  Contamination with heavy 

metals 
Low There is a need for 

chemical analysis of 
the product to asure 
that the treatment 
system was 
satisfactory. 

�

Greenhouse and Energy Management 

�

Area Observation Risks identified Assessed 
risk level 

Risks controls & 
issues 

Pyrolysis/ 
incineration 

Pyrolysis off-gases are 
incinerated to provide 
pyrolysis energy 

Not enough fuel in the 
introduced soils 

Low Operations to 
introduce waste oils 
to the combustion 
chamber to balance 
out energy 
deficiencies. 

 Incineration off-gases 
heat is recovered in the 
steam generator 

Loss of heat. Low  

Waste heat in 
boiler flue gases 

This is used in a heat 
exchanger to rehat the 
treated gases for the 
carbon filter. 

Loss of heat. Low  

Waste heat in 
product 

The treated soils leave 
the pyrolysis kiln at 4500 
to 5500C and is water 
cooled. 

Loss of heat. Medium Water vapour is 
directed to the 
stack. 

�
�
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APPENDIX C    SUMMARISED EXTRACTS FROM 
RENEX PTY LTD RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

The response document endeavoured:- 
(i)  provide an overview of the Facility©s operations and activities; 
(ii)  respond to issues identified by submitters in their written submissions to the Works Approval 

Application; and 
(iii)  address comments raised by the independent auditor in his report on the Works Approval 

Application. 
 
RENEX endeeavoured to respond to the following questions: 
•  Who is RENEX Group Pty Ltd and who are its partners in this proposal? 
•  What types of waste are proposed to be treated at the Facility and when will they begin to be 

accepted? 
•  What will be the procedures for receipt and storage of waste? 
•  Is the preparation of the soil for treatment appropriate and could the jaw crusher ignite? 
•  Is the proposed site suitable for the Facility? 
•   Is the Facility is best practice? 
•  Why does the Facility need to operate on a 24 hour basis? 
•  Is the AUSPLUME modelling which was undertaken for the proposal adequate, and why was 

certain 2002 input data chosen? 
•  What are the modelling results at sensitive receptors? 
•  What effect, if any, will the Facility have on Castricum Brothers? 
•  What will occur in the event of equipment failure or human error? 
•  What measures will be put in place to ensure the site is cleaned up to an appropriate level? 
 
Who is RENEX? 
 
Refer to Section 9.2 of the conference report 
 
Need for the Proposal 
 
In 2008, Victoria generated an estimated 400,000 tonnes of contaminated soil.  Much of this material 
has been sent to landfill, given the scarcity of soil remediation and treatment facilities available.  
Population pressures, the lack of available land for housing and repurposing of former industrial sites 
for residential uses and ongoing industry needs means that contaminated soils will be an ongoing 
problem for the State. 
 
Victoria has a target to remove high-hazard wastes from landfill by 2020. In order to meet this target, 
investment in advanced treatment technologies plays a vital role.  RENEX recognises that 
Construction of the Facility will allow the resource potential of treated and remediated soils to be 
realized though what is considered an environmentally beneficial and innovative alternative. 
 
The facility should assist generators of contaminated soils, environmental authorities and the general 
public by providing Victoria©s first large scale permanently located integrated contaminated soil 
treatment and recycling facility utilising sophisticated European-designed advanced waste treatment 
technology. 
 
How does the Proposal comply with applicable policy? 
 
It is considered that the Facility conforms with longstanding Government policy to reduce Victoria©s 
waste and reliance on disposal to landfill. Contaminated soils currently form a significant proportion of 
the total disposals to landfill.  
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In recent years, Victorian government policy has set more and more stringent targets relating to 
reducing hazardous waste.  Towards Zero Waste, a Victorian government policy released on 1 
September 2005, is directed towards  improved resource efficiency by setting targets for waste 
reduction for the municipal, commercial and industrial and construction and demolition industries. 
 
In 2007, a strict three-pronged strategy to accelerate the reduction of hazardous waste was 
implemented and focused on:- 
•  increasing landfill levies to set market price points that make avoidance, reuse and recycling 

alternatives more financially attractive for industry; 
•  reinvesting landfill levies back into industry to support the avoidance of waste generation, reuse, 

recycling and advanced treatment technologies; and 
•  instigating policy and regulatory drivers to divert waste from landfill. 
 
One such regulatory driver was the prohibition on disposing of Category A wastes to landfill after 1 July 
2007.  On that date, after thorough consultation and review, the Environment Protection (Industrial 
Waste Resource) Regulations 2009 (Regulations) came into effect. These Regulations set out the 
revised classification and management framework for prescribed industrial wastes including 
contaminated soils. 
 
Victoria now has the objective of zero high hazard waste to landfill by 2020. Once constructed, the 
Facility will assist the State in achieving this objective by becoming one of the first permanent soil 
treatment facilities capable of dealing with a full spectrum of contaminated soil and converting it into re-
useable material. 
 
HazWaste Funding 
 
RENEX anticipates that its application to receive funding toward the Facility from the HazWaste Fund 
will be successful, subject to obtaining all requisite approvals and meeting compliance requirements.  
The Victorian Government established the HazWaste Fund in 2008 to support organizations like 
RENEX seeking to accelerate reductions in the volume and hazard of hazardous waste. 
 
The objectives of the HazWaste Fund are to: 
•  reduce hazardous waste to landfill; 
•  reduce the hazard category of hazardous waste disposed to landfill; and 
•  increase remediation of contaminated soil. 
 
The Funding is provided to enable improved hazardous waste management, guided by the 
management principles of the waste hierarchy. 
 
Site Location and suitability 
 
The 4ha site proposed for the Facility at 109-133 Ordish Road, Dandenong South is within Industrial 2 
Zone and is located in the western half of an existing 9.8 hectare lot owned by Australand Holdings 
Limited. This larger parcel will be subdivided to facilitate the proposed use. The Greater Metropolitan 
region is the primary generator of contaminated soils. The location for the Facility was strategically 
selected to service the Greater Metropolitan region while minimising truck transport distances and 
providing proximity to soil re-use opportunities. 
 
Industrial 2 zoning 
 
Industrial 2 is used to provide for offensive industrial uses that are required to be located a substantial 
distance from sensitive uses such as residential areas. 
 
The Industrial 2 Zoning is viewed as an appropriate zoning for the Facility.  State Planning Policy 
Framework Clause 17.03 declares Dandenong South to be an industrial area of State significance and 
requires planning authorities to protect such areas to ensure availability of land for major industrial 
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development.  The Dandenong South Industrial 2 Zone is one of just three such areas in Melbourne 
where industries requiring buffers can be accommodated. 
 
Also refer to Section 11.2 of conference report for further proponent commentary. 
 
Proximity of other heavy industrial uses within the zone 
 
Refer to Section 8.2.1 of the conference report for further proponent commentary. 
 
Proximity of "sensitive uses" 
 
Refer to Section 11. For further component commentary 
 
Proximity of other uses including Castricum Brothers 
 
Refer to Section 8.2 of the conference report for further proponent commentary 
 
Renex©s ability to build, own, operate and maintain the Facility and use of skilled labour. 
 
Refer to Section 9.2. of the conference report for further proponent commentary. 
 
Financial assurance required. 
 
Refer to Section 18.2. 
  
2. The Technology to be Utilised and How the Facility will Operate 
 
General details were provided and are best appreciated by reviewing the application documentation. 
 
Transportation of Waste 
 
Trucks will reverse into the unloading room and the roller door will close creating negative pressure 
inside the room by the continuous drawing of ventilation air from the room.  At negative pressure in the 
unloading room, all fugitive emission during unloading will not discharge outside the building, instead 
they will be controlled and directed through the designated treatment system.  This will enable 
emissions to the air environment to be suitably controlled at all times.  Contaminated soil will be 
transported to the site in accordance with the Environment Protection Act 1970 and the Environment 
Protection (Industrial Waste Resource) Regulations 2009.  
 
Each load of contaminated soil will also be accompanied by NATA test results and EPA consent in the 
case of any PCB contaminated soil.  Major roads are primarily used for the transport of contaminated 
soils, and routes passing residential areas are avoided where possible. 
 
Procedures for Receipt and Use of Waste 
 
Potential clients will need to follow strict procedures in order for RENEX to accept their contaminated 
soils for treatment and recycling at the Facility.  Wastes are assessed on their source, customer history 
and types of contaminants.  Contaminated soils must be thoroughly assessed by a NATA registered 
laboratory and the test results must be provided to RENEX for verification.  Further information may 
also be required in order for RENEX to evaluate the types of contaminants in the soil and ensure 
compliance with licence conditions.  
 
All testing on soils will be in full compliance with the EPA©s Industrial Waste Resource Guideline 701 – 
Sampling and Analysis of Waters, Wastewaters, Soils and Wastes.  Prior to approval for the 
acceptance of soil delivered to the Facility, RENEX may carry out further desorption trial tests to 
determine the Facility©s capacity to treat the particular contaminated soil.  The onsite RENEX 
laboratory will also have NATA accreditation.Frequency of testing will be: 
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• one test for every 50 tonnes of waste from the same source and customer; and 
• at least one test for each source and customer. 
 
Any load of contaminated soil without the relevant approval and documents, or deemed to be 
inconsistent with the waste type described in the transport certificate, will not be accepted by 
the Facility unless the EPA gives approval. 
 
After checking and recording the necessary information, the vehicle will be directed to an 
unloading bay inside the storage building. The storage building will be equipped with an air 
cleaning system to ensure no emission of dust to the environment. 
 
Storage of Waste and Separation from Treated Soils and Storage of Chemical 
 
Refer to Section 17.2 
 
Details of Water Consumption 
Water is used in the process for:- 
1.  Gas Cleaning (0.9 tonnes per hour); 
2.  Boiler feed (0.1 tonnes per hour); and 
3.  Soil cooling (2.6 tonnes per hour). 
 
A number of water-saving design features have been incorporated into the Facility to minimise water 
usage.  Cooling water for equipment will be recycled via an air cooled heat exchange system.  
Wastewater will also be recycled and reused to reduce use and disposal of effluent and waste.  Rain 
water and site stormwater will be harvested and used for the truck wash operation. 
 
Types of contaminated Soil and Waste to be treated 
The Facility will have the capacity to treat a maximum of 70,000 tonnes of contaminated soils 
contaminated with maximum 3 wt.% of hydrocarbon and organic compounds and volatile heavy metals 
such as mercury. 
 
In addition, the Facility will be able to treat a maximum of 3,000 tonnes of solid prescribed industrial 
wastes and waste oils with good calorific values. Waste oils are used in the burning chamber to reduce 
natural gas consumption. 
 
On an hourly basis, the maximum feed throughput for contaminated soils is 9.35 tonnes per hour, with 
a maximum 12 wt% moisture and 3 wt% (280 kg/hr) of hydrocarbon content or volatile organic content 
feed input to the system which includes the waste oil if used in the burning chamber. 
 
The Facility is not designed to treat contaminated soils containing heavy metals with high boiling 
points, excluding mercury. For soils containing such levels of heavy metals, predelivery testing and a 
thermal desorption treatability evaluation will be required before they are tested for treatment. 
 
THE THREE INTEGRATED SYSTEMS 
Mechanical Pre-Treatment System 
 
The Mechanical Pre-Treatment System prepares the feed soil for efficient thermal treatment. The feed 
soils travel through various screens and crushers to reduce particles to the size necessary for effective 
operation of the thermal treatment system. A rigorous screening process has been selected based on 
experience from existing desorber plants for contaminated soil. 
 
The mechanical pre-treatment system consists of the following main equipment items:- 
•  Vibrating rod-sizer; 
•  Rotary screen; 
•  Jaw crusher; 
•  Overband magnetic separator; and 
•  Star screen. 
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The use of a jaw crusher at the soil preparation stage assists in the desorption of contaminants in the 
pyrolysis kiln. The effect of crushing the soil "frees" the contaminants that might be trapped in tightly 
packed soil matter. This means that the contaminants can be desorbed at lower temperatures.  
 
Only small quantities of soil will be crushed at any one time and there is virtually no potential for the 
jaw crusher be an ignition source as the soil lacks sufficient quantity of fuel to ignite. Further the area 
where the jaw crusher will operate will have high flow rate density sprinklers, in the very unlikely event 
of ignition. Any smoke from a fire would then be absorbed by the ventilation hood located directly 
above the crusher. 
 
Thermal Treatment System 
The thermal treatment system results in cleaner soil by vaporising all contaminants present in the 
contaminated soil that volatise at temperatures between 450-580°C by pyrolysis.  The vaporised 
contaminants are then thermally destroyed or degraded by combustion.  The Thermal Treatment 
System consists of the following main equipment items:- 
•  Dryer; 
•  Pyrolysis kiln; and 
•  Burning chamber. 
 
The soil in the pyrolysis kiln is not subjected to a direct flame. This avoids many problems associated 
with direct-fired thermal desorbers and incinerators and is an important feature of the proposed Facility 
when compare to alternate technologies.  The soil temperature is kept uniform below 600°C, and the 
structure of the soil is not thermally destroyed.  The indirectly heated pyrolysis kiln minimises the 
generation of dioxins by operating in the absence of oxygen at temperatures less than 600°C. 
 
In the conference additional reference was made to the fact that gases from the pyrolysis kiln are 
combusted to destroy organic contaminants.  In this chamber the gases undergo combustion at a 
temperature of 1,100 – 12000  with a minimum residence time of 2 seconds.  Excess oxygen in the 
order of 1.5 times is maintained to provide sufficiently high conversion efficiency. 
 
Flue Gas Cleaning System 
The flue gas cleaning system is a wet-dry system consisting of several stages in order to remove the 
various pollutants which are desorbed from the soil. The flue gas cleaning system is critical in 
minimising the amount of pollutants discharged via the stack to the atmosphere.  The Flue Gas 
Cleaning System consists of the following main equipment items: 
•  Absorbent supply system; 
•  Spray dryer; 
•  Adsorbent reactor; 
•  Bag house filter; 
•  Venturi Scrubber; 
•  Column Scrubber; 
•  Activated Carbon Filter; and 
•  Continuous Emission Monitoring. 
 
The proposed air quality control system has been widely used in Australia and overseas for many 
years, and is proven to achieve dioxin emission standards of less than 0.1ng/Nm3. Wet chemical 
scrubbing is considered the best available control technology for hydrogen chloride and sulphur 
dioxide control applications. 
 
Operation Requires Blending of Waste Necessitating Storage Prior to Stage 2. 
After a load of contaminated soil has been delivered, the materials are transferred to the feed 
preparation room. Further crushing, screening or blending with high calorific wastes may be required to 
ensure optimal treatment and energy efficiency for the Facility. Samples of the materials are taken for 
analysis, prior to feeding into the treatment process. RENEX will maintain a record of the type and 
quantity of wastes to be treated, including the batch or reference number, date, time and the 
concentration of the target contaminants to be treated.  The Facility will be capable of storing up to 
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70,000 tonnes of contaminated soil, however it is anticipated that the more likely quantity of 
contaminated soil stored on site at any one time will be up to 40,000 tonnes, plus 250 tonnes of waste, 
depending on market requirements.  (Refer to Section 17 of the conference report). 
 
24 hour operation 
The Facility needs to operate on a 24-hour basis to maximise the efficiency of the thermal treatment. In 
the interests of efficient fuel usage and productivity, the RENEX Facility, similar to any other thermal 
treatment plant or biomedical waste incinerator, needs to operate continually.  A "stop-start" operation 
is not recommended and can jeopardise the life of the plant due to inconsistent cooling and heating of 
operating parts. 
 
Proven Technology to higher European Standards and details o ‘in-built’ safety mechanisms. 
Refer to Section 15.2. 
 
Optimum Environmental Performance is Integral to Operation of the Facility 
 
Optimum environmental performance is not an optional add-on in this Facility, it is a fundamental part 
of the Facility©s design and operation. A range of techniques which have been perfected by TechTrade 
in Germany, including the indirectly heated pyrolysis kiln, are now proposed to be used in Victoria to 
realise the resource potential of soils affected by contamination. 
 
The Facility represents a shift in thinking away from dumping to dealing with contaminated soils and 
waste. Innovative environmental solutions which have been integrated into the Facility©s design 
include:- 
•  continuous, 24-hour emission monitoring of key pollutants; 
•  heating required to operate the plant can be completely obtained through optimum preparation 

of input waste materials, with minimal auxiliary fuel required; 
•  where possible, heat is recovered to minimise energy consumption of the process; and 
•  the pre-dryer reducing water content of soil prior to pyrolysis which in turn reduces energy 

consumption. 
 
Energy Efficiencies 
 
The Facility has been designed in an energy efficient way in order to minimise greenhouse gas 
emissions. Key energy efficient features of the Facility are:- 
•  optimum equipment layout minimising energy losses from the transfer of heat from one unit 

process to the next; 
•  heat recovery to minimise energy consumption of the process; 
•  multi-fuel burning chamber utilises energy from waste; 
•  pyrolysis kiln results in reduced flue gas generation and heat requirement; and 
•  pre-dryer reduces water content of soil prior to pyrolysis which reduces energy consumption. 
 
©Best Practice© Technology 
 
Alongside extensive energy efficient features, the advanced treatment technology RENEX proposes to 
install in the Facility demonstrates “best practice” on a number of levels. As an  example, operation of 
this technology overseas has demonstrated that any air emissions consistently meet the standards 
stipulated in the Directive 2000/76/EC Annex V of the European Parliament and the Council of 4 
December 2000 on incineration of waste. 
 
Some further examples of best practice design and operational features of the proposed Facility 
include:- 
•  all contaminated soils and prescribed industrial wastes except tyres will be stored inside a fully 

enclosed building, minimising the risk of discharges to the environment; 
•  due to the absence of oxygen and the provision of good mixing, the pyrolysis kiln minimises 

dioxin formation from the treatment of organochlorine compounds; 
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•  thorough feed testing and preparation ensures effective desorption of targeted pollutants and 
optimisation of fuel usage for the treatment; 

•  interlock process control and alarm system for the operation together with continuous emission 
monitoring of key pollutants ensures plant performance and reduced risk to environment; and 

•  fully-contained bunded areas to contain spills and prevent contamination of stormwater for 
identified equipment and operations. 

 
Other best practice features of the plant are discussed throughout the Works Approval Application. 
 
Description of plant emissions and how MEA in relation to Class 3 indicators will be 
met. 
 
Refer to Section 7.2 of conference report 
 
Applications for use of treated or "clean" soil. 
 
After treatment, the treated soil can be used again without hazard to the environment and will be 
readily available for biological activities. The gentle heating process of the indirectly heated pyrolysis 
kiln means that soil structure is not destroyed and it can retain water. 
 
Recycling and reuse of soils is consistent with the principles of conservation of natural resources and 
EPA Victoria’s Industrial Waste Management Policy (Prescribed Industrial Waste) 2000 and more 
recent regulations. 
 
Description of by-products and how they will be disposed of including potential for 
disposal to landfill 
 
Types of solid wastes generated by the Facility are set out in in the Works Approval Application. Types 
of solid wastes generated will be: 
•  ash from fabric filters; 
•  spent activated carbon; 
•  scrubber sludge; 
•  dust filter; 
•  metals recovered by the magnetic filter; 
•  sludge from truck washing bay; 
•  chemical containers and packaging; 
•  oil filters and equipment wastes; and 
•  administration general wastes, such as food scraps and paper. 
 
ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE IMPACTS 
 
Ausplume Modelling and Results and other air emission aspects.  
 
Refer to Section 7.2 of conference report. 
 
Further modelling adopting a westerly wind direction and discussion of results on Castricum 
Brothers 
 
Refer to Section 7. 
 
Noise Impacts 
 
All equipment will be located within an enclosed building and the Facility should more than adequately 
satisfy the requirements of the State Environment Protection Policy (Control of Noise from Commerce, 
Industry and Trade) No N1.  However, RENEX will conduct a noise assessment to confirm compliance 
once the Facility has commenced operation and implement a noise management plan if necessary. 
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Odour Impacts 
 
Refer to Section 7.2.10 
Stormwater 
 
The site is surrounded by perimeter drain and bund to collect stormwater from roadway and discharge 
into a sedimentation pit with an isolating valve. This is to ensure that any spillage or contaminated 
stormwater including fire water can be contained within the site and will not discharge to the outside 
stormwater drain and environment. 
 
Roof water will be collected and stored in a tank to be used for truck washings at a later date when the 
gas cleaning plant and truck washing bay has been commissioned. First flush diverters will be installed 
on the roof of the Facility to ensure water collected is of appropriate quality. 
 
Trade waste 
 
Excess waste water, truck washings and other trade waste will be pH adjusted and settled prior to 
discharge to trade waste in accordance to trade waste agreement.  Spent caustic from scrubber will be 
used for the spray dryer and not discharge to sewer.  Any residual solids collected including the 
stormwater sedimentation pit will be treated by pyrolysis or send to EPA approved treatment facility. 
 
PROPOSED MANAGEMENT AND MITIGATION 
 
Environmental Policy 
 
RENEX©s environmental policy will be developed based on “best practices” from around Australia and 
overseas. RENEX seeks expert advice in the preparation of an environmental policy that would meet 
and exceed current industry expectations.   
 
This approach ensures that the proposed state-of-the-art contaminated soil treatment facility will have 
the minimum impact on the environment and present a true benefit to Victoria and its people. RENEX 
is an adamant supporter of safe operating practices and is committed to minimising the impact to the 
environment. 
 
Environment Improvement Plan (EIP) 
 
RENEX will endeavour to develop an Environment Improvement Plan(EIP) for the site to ensure that it 
is continuously maintaining world class environmental practices.  The EIP will assist RENEX in 
establishing an accredited Environmental Management System consistent with ISO 14001. 
 
Environmental Management System (EMS) 
 
RENEX will develop and implement an Environmental Management System consistent with ISO 
14001.  Renex’s environmental management plan will be in place prior to the commissioning of the 
Facility. 
 
Environmental Monitoring and Environmental reporting. 
 
Refer to Section 16.2 
 
Audit of Works Approval Application 
 
Refer to Section 20.2 
 



Report on EPA Section 20B conference for WAA 65201 at Dandenong  Page xvi 

 

APPENDIX D  RECOMMENDATIONS BROUGHT 
FORWARD FROM THE AUDIT PROCESS 

D.1 BROAD FINDING INDICATES ABILITY TO SATISFY LEGISLATIVE CRITERIA 

The broad finding of the Audit was that the lodged WAA has provided the information required 
for the auditor to conclude that the proposed works will be able to satisfy the legislated criteria 
under the Environment Protection Act (1970) and will not lead to detrimental impacts to 
beneficial uses of the local environment.  A detailed review of the major environmental 
impacts is to be found in The Appendix: Environmental Criteria Evaluation – pages 38 to 44 of 
the Audit report. 

D.2 DESIGN PARAMETERS 

The audit relied upon the information supplied on the basic design parameters, but did not 
examine the detailed design.  As a result it is assumed that the detailed design will perform to 
the stipulated specifications.  It is noted that both the works approval calculated air emissions 
and evidence of compliance of a similar facility at Herne, Germany, indicate that the plant will 
meet and surpass the performance criteria stated in SEPP (Air Quality Management). 

D.3 COMMISSIONING OF THE TREATMENT PLANT 

Covered in Section 20.3 of the conference report. 

D.4 AIR EMISSIONS 

It was noted that air emissions represented the major environmental risk as flue gases 
discharged at an estimated 13.8 tonnes per hour, compared to water waste at 0.04 tonnes per 
hour and solid wastes of about 0.1 tonnes per hour.   

It was noted whilst expert opinion contended that the proposed air pollution controls can 
achieve best practice and a train of six independent steps is set out to achieve pollution 
reduction to the maximum extent achievable, it is stated that the system has to be monitored 
to optimize performance continually as the mix of inputs changes.   

The implementation of the POP tests is viewed as being critical as the project moves toward 
production – refer to Section 20.3 of the conference report. 

In regard to projected particulate emissions it was noted in the Audit report Appendix, dealing 
with Environmental Criteria Evaluation (referred to above in 3.3.1), that the particulate matter 
emission was expected to contribute a GLC of 3x10-4 mg/m3 (also refer to Section 7.2.9 of the 
Section 20B Conference report).  Whilst it was appreciated that the existing background 
concentration is approximately 0.1 mg/m3 above the criterion, the station was not near the site 
and may not apply to the local atmosphere, especially if the other industries in this location 
complied with the SEPP particulate matter.   

The contribution from the proposed facility was viewed as being relatively minor – refer also to 
Section 7 of the conference report. 
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D.5 SURFACE WATERS 

Stormwater management programs may be adequate but as the formalisation of a 
management plan is being initiated there is a need to ensure that it embodies an appropriate 
monitoring program. 

D.6 WATER CONSERVATION AND TRADE WASTE 

Refer to Section 20.3 of the conference report. 

D.7 LAND AND GROUND WATER 

The RENEX Group should be required to conduct an environmental assessment of the site to 
establish a baseline for soil and ground water quality before the operations of contaminated 
soil storage are commenced.  It was further recommended that ongoing monitoring of ground 
water quality should be required to gauge whether any pollutants are penetrating the site and 
entering the groundwater. 

D.8 NOISE 

A formal requirement should be introduce the ensure that the RENEX Group is required to 
undertake a noise assessment against the criteria of SEPP (Noise N-1) to determine that 
regulatory compliance is attained by assessing noise levels during operations. 

D.9 FINANCIAL ASSURANCE 

Covered in Section 18 of the conference report. 

D.10 ISSUES ARISING FROM AUDIT OBSERVATIONS 

A scheduled listing of the audit observations were provided in the Auditor’s report and such 
listing has been embodied in Appendix D recommendations brought forward from the Audit 
process of this Section 20B Conference Report.  A number of suggested measures have been 
referred to in the column headed ‘Risk controls and issues’ and in respect of matters deemed 
as possessing an Assessed risk Level of ‘medium’ are highlighted in grey shading on this 
listing.   
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