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HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATORY REVIEW 
NOTES OF WORKSHOP 1 

EPA Staff and the Prescribed Industrial Waste Advisory Committee 

Wednesday 30 July 2008  
Victoria University, 300 Flinders Street, Melbourne 

A variety of EPA staff and members of the State Government’s Prescribed Industrial Waste Advisory 
Committee attended this session to look at the positives and negatives of our existing hazardous waste 
regulatory framework, and explore our future direction and how we get there. 

The notes below collate the notes that the participants recorded during their discussions at the workshop.  

Notes from each of the workshops conducted during this phase of the review will be produced by EPA to 
assist both those who attended and those who weren’t able to attend to think about what they might like to 
put in a written submission to the review. 

Session 1: The current hazardous waste regulatory framework 

In groups of six, workshop participants were asked to consider what had been achieved through the existing 
hazardous waste regulatory framework, and what aspects were working well.  They were also asked to 
consider what wasn’t working well, and where the opportunities for improvement were.   

 

Below is a summary of the feedback from all the groups. 

Improvements achieved through the existing regulatory framework 

– Reduction in hazardous waste landfill disposal 
– Hazard classification system implemented for waste disposal 
– Greater understanding of the composition of waste streams and associated risks 
– Waste tracking system implemented with better data collection 
– Flexibility in alternative waste management options 
– Re-use of hazardous waste better enabled 
– Financial incentives in place to drive and support diversion from landfill 
– A level playing field established for the waste management industry 

Issues with the existing regulatory framework and opportunities for improvement 

Each group was asked to select and contribute their “top three” issues and opportunities to a combined list of 
issues and opportunities.  These were mapped on to a wall and clustered into topics as shown on the next 
page: 
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The topics were: 

Achieving zero high hazard waste to landfill by 2020 

– Strategically use data collected through the waste certificate system to focus research and 
development priorities 

– Improve business confidence to invest in reuse, recycling and treatment 
– Implement a cap and trade system to achieve zero-waste to landfill 
– Direct reuse should be fast-tracked 

Hazardous waste management under the EPA radar 

– Private landfills and containment 
– Hoarding and on-site retention of waste 

Creating and interpreting a better hazardous waste list 

– PIW definitions are not clear and are too broad 
– Definitions should be risk-based 
– Consistent approach for the classification of manufacturing wastes and contaminated soil disposal 

Improved stakeholder engagement 

– The community need to be included and taken on the journey of hazardous waste management 
reform 

– “Plain English” should be a basic tenement of the new regulatory framework 

 

Other issues and opportunities raised by the groups (but not included in the above map of priorities) were: 

– Significant administrative burden, both for industry and EPA 
– The framework is complicated and onerous 
– Exemptions and approvals system is a failure and a barrier to reuse 
– Limited remaining landfill capacity without alternatives being fully developed 
– Lack of trust in the general public that hazardous wastes are managed safely 
– Difficulty in achieving higher-order outcomes in the waste management hierarchy 
– Level of regulation is not always commensurate to the risk 
– ‘Annual Returns’ are redundant with data collected through waste certificates 
– Waste should not be considered a waste until it is destined for disposal 
– Inconsistent advice provided by EPA  
– Need to move to a paperless waste certificate system across the board 
– Lack of consistency with neighbouring jurisdictions 
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Session 2: Towards a new regulatory framework 

Each topic was explored by a separate group, with workshop participants self-selecting which topic they 
wished to explore, based on what they felt most strongly about.  Halfway through the session there was an 
opportunity for participants to move to another topic they felt strongly about, to see if there was anything 
further they could contribute to that topic. 

For each topic the groups were asked to address the following questions: 

1. In relation to this topic, what would be the goals of an improved regulatory framework?  
2. How will we know we’ve been successful?  
3. What has already happened (or is happening) towards achieving these goals?  
4. What else needs to happen to achieve the goals? (i.e. new policy or regulatory settings or other 

initiatives, tools or drivers) 

 Below are the notes recorded by the groups during their topic discussions: 

Achieving zero high hazard waste to landfill by 2020 

Goals of an improved regulatory framework 

– Need clear targets and timelines 
– Need measuring and tracking of performance (happening) 
– Political will to commit to a strategy to achieve the goal and be judged by the outcomes 
– New framework must go back to Government with recommendations for implementation 
– New framework must have staged reduction 
– Policy must have targets 
– Must have policy as well as regulation 
– Enforceable Cap on amount of waste 
– Set target on capacity of Category B landfill  
– Change the way we track waste, e.g. more than using transport certificates 
– Clarify method for implementation, e.g. ‘Ration’ ticket  

o & / or higher disposal rate above allocated amount 
o & / or buy ‘space’ from someone else or get a fine 

– Concern about trying to introduce a new framework while coming to terms with climate change and 
carbon economy implications 

– Potential to research the feasibility of cap and trade system 

Needs to be done 

– Using data to prioritise funding by EPA’s Business Sustainability Unit for research and development 
– Research and development needs to be strategically linked to priority waste avoidance 
– Get background data to build a business case for funding research and development, diversion etc 
– Resolve confidentiality issues  
– Fast tracking re-use 
– Regulation commensurate to risk 
– Use HazWaste Fund to close data gaps 
– Performance based incentives – sustainability covenants 
– Bring in more stakeholders 
– Enhance ‘Waste Exchange’ process and concept  
– When is a waste, a waste? 
– Continuity of funding – recognising a reduction in funds from landfill levy as reduction in waste 

continues 
– Knowledge of international best practice should be consulted 
– Establish targets and regularly reassess – understand the ‘flow on’ effects  
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Improved stakeholder engagement 

Goals of an improved regulatory framework 

– Translating short-term / issue based engagement into long-term engagement  
– Engaging the community so that a system is built that is accepted by the community  
– Confidence in framework 
– Making the link in minds of community between PIW and domestic consumption to increase 

awareness 
– De-mystify PIW for all stakeholders in order to have sensible / informed discussion 
– Assess the aims of the information gathering process requirements to see how we could streamline 

system and possibly lessen administrative burden 

Needs to be done 

– Transparency / Clarity  -  ’The System’ being clear and free of loopholes 
– EPA encyclopaedia of waste management (Waste-opaedia like Wiki-pedia) 
– Web-based (community of the future) 

 

Hazardous waste management not being identified  
by EPA 

Goals of an improved regulatory framework 

– Eliminate gaps:  
o Private landfills 
o Contaminated sites 
o Onsite / Offsite – Legislative triggers 

– Does EPA adequately manage onsite  / offsite triggers? 
– Continuity of regulation between PIW, contaminated land and planning legislation.  New framework 

should fit with Planning and Environment Act 
– Create level playing field between onsite & offsite PIW management 
– Financial incentive to drive up waste management hierarchy 

Success 

– Community confidence – off media menu 
– No increased (unnecessary administrative compliance burden) 

Already happening  

– Onsite soil management guidelines consistent with policies 
– Some licensed, some meet best practice standards, missing $ opportunity 
– Some guidance / workshops for planners 

Needs to be done 

– Private landfills - No new private landfills   
o Levy on landfills 
o EREP for PIW 

– Contaminated sites – clarity & consistency around switching from contaminated land policy to PIW 
policy 

– Fixing regs / permits to TRIGGER / match enforcement expectations 
– TRIGGER – away from producer to a higher order trigger earlier in the process without the modifiers 

(dispose, transport, sewer) 
o e.g. Get rid of PIW producer definition from Regs and refer to / modify  

– Transparency – Web based transport data ®  NPI for waste 
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Creating and interpreting a better hazardous waste list 

Goals of an improved regulatory framework 

– Clear and concise definition – clarify definition in Regulations 
o Supported by a system that delivers this to our stakeholders 

– Regulatory framework: Supporting guidance 
o What is a waste? 
o What is a product? 

– Rationale list – Outside 996 & 448? Risk Basis? 
– Very accurate definition of ‘industrial waste = everything (solid & liquid) 
– Risk-based approach – may need improved management of industrial framework 
– Decision-making framework for EPA staff to go through to determine if hazardous waste 
– Can 996 remain for now, i.e. do we need to change now? 
– Regulations more producer focussed, instead of transporter and disposer 
– Separate hazardous and non-hazardous waste – system picking up some non-hazardous waste 

inadvertently 
– Bottom numbers on Category C PIW in 996 
– Have a definition not a list – use 996 use examples 
– Reconcile 996 & 448 
– Phone calls from clients asking Questions provides a good indication of what is happening 
– Need WMP for targets 

Outcomes 

– Red tape reduced 
– Increase diversion from landfill – i.e. reduced barriers to recovery 
– Reduction in EPA resources for PIW  

 

Conclusion 

EPA will be using the feedback from the workshops in the development of Victoria’s new regulatory 
framework for hazardous waste.  EPA wish to thank participants for taking the time to contribute to this 
process. 

 


