TAYLORS ROAD ‘LYNDHURST' LANDFILL
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT STEERING COMMITTEE

MEETING 6
5.00 — 8.00pm, Thursday 21 August 2008

Meeting room, SITA Environmental Solutions, Hallam road Landfill,
Hallam Road, Hampton Park

MEETING MINUTES
(As confirmed at 7th CESC meeting)

1. Attendees and apologies

CESC members present

Tony O’Hara — Hampton Park Progress Association

Jim Houlahan — Dandenong Residents and Ratepayers Association

Jason Wood — Lynbrook Residents Association

Thelma Wakelam — Residents Against Toxic Waste in the South East (RATWISE)
Geraldine Gonsalvez — Community interests in the SE (including RATWISE)

Malcolm Baker — Director, Development Services City of Greater Dandenong

lan Jensz — President, Colemans Road Ratepayers Association

Rob Wilson — Councillor, City of Casey

Andrew Tytherleigh — Executive Officer, Victorian Waste Management Association (VWMA)
Eric van Toor — Team Leader Asset Management, City of Casey (standing in for David Richardson)
Laurence Halvy — General Manager, Fresh Start Bakeries, Dandenong South

Michael O’Keeffe — Post Collection Manager, SITA Environmental Solutions

George Tsivoulidis — Regional Manager, EPA SE Metro Region

Alexa Powell — Community Relations Officer, EPA SE Metro Region

Bruce Turner — Phoenix Facilitation (CESC facilitator)

Visitors (non-members)
Colin McIntosh — Manager Landfill Centre, EPA
Daniel van Veen — Landfill Operations and Technical Supervisor, SITA

Apologies/absent

Mark D’Agostino — Environmental Health Officer, Department of Human Services

Jim Memeti — Councillor, City of Greater Dandenong

Evan Kyriakopoulos — Operations Manager, SITA Environmental Solutions

David Richardson — Manager Engineering and Environmental Services, City of Casey
Grant Tishler — Manager, Property and Development, Pellicano Pty Ltd.

Eric van Toor will be replacing David Richardson as the representative from Casey. Daniel van Veen was
representing SITA while Evan Kyriakopoulos was on leave.

2. Minutes of previous meeting

The group reviewed the actions from the last meeting; all items from the previous meeting were complete.
A letter has been sent to the DSE project team responsible for the coordination of the Desalination plant
proposal. George and Alexa informed the group that the public comment process for the Environmental
Effects Statement (EES) and the Works Approval Application for the plant — which is being assessed by
EPA — has begun. Hard copies of the documents can be viewed at the EPA office in Dandenong (35
Langhorne Street Dandenong) there are also free CD—Roms available.

A minor clarification was made to the minutes relating to comments made by Malcolm Baker in section 3.
3. Community Update

Tony informed the group that a local resident, Jani Breider, had submitted to him a set of questions
relating to height, settlement other matters at the landfill together with a copy of a report she had sent to

EPA. He tabled these documents and some of the other community representatives present confirmed
that they had also received copies of the same material. The group discussed how the CESC might
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respond to the questions and information being presented; Tony said he would like to review the
information more thoroughly before presenting it to the CESC. There was some concern about the
volume of information which had been submitted and how much time it would take to address the
comments and issues raised.

Bruce asked the group to consider whether it would be appropriate and helpful to invite Jani to the next
CESC meeting to present her information to the group, given it was directly relevant to the present focus
of the CESC'’s discussions. It was agreed that it would be helpful if Jani came for part of the meeting.

Action 1: Bruceto invite Jani Breider to present her comments to the CESC at the next
meeting on 11 September 2008.

Bruce reported that the draft article for local newspapers had been circulated to the CESC members and
that Jason had arranged for it to be published in the next edition of the Lynbrook Residents Association
newsletter (September).

Bruce informed the group that a number of PIW workshops had been held over the last month and some
members of the CESC had attended. Workshops in rural areas had been cancelled due to a lack of
registrations (individuals in those areas were to be followed up by EPA for one-on-one discussions
instead). He said he understood that the notes of the PIW workshops were to be available on EPA’s
website.

Action 2:  Alexato circulate a copy of the notes from the Dandenong PIW workshop (held 11
August 2008) to CESC members who attended the sessions to assist them with
making submissions on the review of PIW policy.

4. The licensing system and Taylor’'s Road licence.
Accredited licensee system

Colin continued his presentation on the EPA licensing system from the point reached at the previous
meeting. He began by summarising the EPA accredited licencee system. The system recognises
companies who achieve beyond minimum standard outcomes for environmental management. The
purpose of the system is to 'lift the bar’ for all companies. Key features of the system are:

- Improved community engagement and consultation
- Reduction in detailed regulatory prescription by EPA

- Works approvals may not be required for minor works; however, if there are substantial changes
to a process or a major change to discharges or emissions, a WA is always required.

- 25% reduction in licence fees

- Opportunities to adopt risk based monitoring programs and tailor environmental management
reporting.

Currently there are 15 companies who are accredited licensees across Victoria (none of them landfill
operators). George mentioned Bluescope Steel as an example of an accredited licensee — the company
has a Community Liaison Group for its plant at Hastings; the CLG includes representatives of the
community, neighbouring industry, EPA and the local Council. Bruce reminded the group that a key driver
for the formation of the CESC had been SITA’s interest in becoming an accredited licensee.

Tony asked whether large operators still had separate licences for each of their sites. Colin confirmed this
was the traditional approach to licensing, but that it is now possible for EPA to issue a single ‘corporate’
licence for one company with schedules for the sites it operates. Michael told the group that SITA had no
current plans to apply for a corporate licence.

Tony suggested EPA should consider rotating independent auditors used to audit industry, so that no one
auditor became too close to one site or company.

A number of questions were asked about the Works Approval process for accredited licensees and how
EPA would determine whether a Works Approval was required. Colin explained that each situation was
considered on its merits. He said a range of factors are taken into consideration, including the type and
amount of discharge and the significance of the likely effect on the environment. He noted that some
works can result in an improvement in performance and a have a reduction in emissions and discharges.
He said a very important consideration was the level of community interest in the works.
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Colin noted that amendment of a licence did not always require a Works Approval. Thelma said she
believed EPA should not be able to change a licence without referral to the relevant planning authority.
Malcolm commented that the planning system only addressed development or use of land, not the
licensing of company operations.

Current Licence — Height Clause

Colin stated that the current licence clause relating to the height of the landfill was unclear and needed to
be clarified. The clause currently states: “Waste must not be deposited to a height greater than one which
allows a final landform height, including completed cap, of reduced level (R.L.) of 24 metres.”

Colin explained why EPA is sure the ‘final landform’ is a post-settlement height; he referred to the Works
Approval document of 19 February 1990 which has a contour plan showing the shape of the landfill and
refers to the height “after settlement”. He also referred to clauses 52 and 53 of the March 1992 licence as
providing evidence that the terms ‘final landform’ and ‘after settlement’ (being post closure) are one and
the same. Colin said the difficulty with defining a post-settlement height for the landfill was that it was
unenforceable since there were uncertainties around the amount of settlement that might occur in the
decades following closure of the landfill.

Geraldine asked why the clause hadn’t been amended in 1992 to clarify this issue. Colin explained that
the licence amendments in 1992 did try to provide clarity but obviously hadn’t succeeded, and that this
clause has continued through to the present day and must be fixed to avoid continued confusion and
debate.

Michael pointed out that all the cells remaining to be filled at Taylors Road are on the outside of flanks of
the hill created by the landfill and so will be no more than RL 24 metres in height, even allowing for
settlement. Geraldine expressed concern that the landfill had only one more year’s capacity for general
(putrescible) waste, and suggested the community was concerned the landfill will be exclusively for
Prescribed Industrial Waste (PIW). Michael said current forecasts, based on current volumes of general
waste being received and the remaining airspace available for general waste, indicated there would be
capacity for putrescible waste through to 2018.

Colin stated that the way forward involved EPA and SITA looking at the current contours and previous
expectations of the shape of the landfill along with information on the degree of settlement to be expected
from mixed waste (i.e. general/putrescible and PIW) and PIW alone, and to develop a pre-settlement
contour plan.

Michael circulated copies of an Assessment of Landfill Settlement using TASCAL Software (dated July
2008) that SITA had prepared for the Taylors Road landfill. This included a pre-settlement contour plan
that he said was based on the history of settlement and the expected ranges of settlement. No settlement
is expected for the pure PIW cells (cells 12A, B and C) so these are filled to no more than 24 metres. The
cells containing predominantly putrescible waste have been overfilled by up to 16% to form a ‘platform’ in
the central area of the landfill. The edge of this platform is currently at 28.5 metres. The cells at the very
centre have been built up to form a crest on the platform at up to 30 metres which represents a 25%
overfilling. Michael explained that the crest was to stop ponds of rainwater forming on the platform as the
waste settles. He referred to the Best Practice Environmental Management policy for landfills which
indicates settlement of between 10-30% is to be expected.

35m RL Works approval required

28.5m RL i 28.5m RL

Landfill cells

(Michael drew the above diagram to illustrate his explanation — see original photo next page)
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Michael said that the only general waste cells not complete (i.e. cells 20 and 21 — the group saw cell 20
under construction on the site visit) will soon be taking waste and will link in to the completed cells at
heights of approximately RL 15 metres and 24 metres respectively.

Colin reiterated that the steps towards clarifying the height clause included SITA and EPA fine-tuning the
pre-settlement contour plan in consultation with the CESC. A licence amendment would be needed to put
the plan in place.

Geraldine suggested that the planning permit was only valid for two years, and was therefore out of date.
Malcolm explained that the original Shire of Cranbourne Permit was issued for ‘Development and Use’.
The ‘Use’ is the filling of the site. ‘Development’ refers to buildings, carparks and such developments. The
Development component had to be completed within 2 years of issue and was. Therefore the permit is
current and valid with the ongoing use permitted. The amendment to the contour plan related to use of
the site and did not trigger a new permit; it amended a permit for which the development had been
satisfied. No new development was part of the amendment. Nevertheless, the contour plan attached to
the planning permit cannot be adopted for waste without a Works Approval (which has not been
obtained). Accordingly, it is not possible for SITA to work to the 35 metres post-settlement contour shown
in the permit. Michael noted that, in theory, SITA could currently place clean fill up to a height of 35
metres (plus an allowance for settlement).

lan informed the group that the height increase requested by SITA had been traded off in negotiations at
VCAT for an increase in the total percentage of PIW allowed to be received. lan suggested SITA had
agreed not to apply for a Works Approval to increase the height of the landfill to 35 metres until residents
on Colemans Road had been relocated or moved away (or agreed to the increase). lan said this
agreement had been made outside of VCAT. Michael confirmed that SITA had made this agreement with
Colemans Road residents and informed the group that SITA had no intention of applying for a Works
Approval to increase the height in the near future.

Colin summarised what would need to occur in order to resolve the confusion around height:
- Alicence amendment would be required; either EPA or SITA could initiate this
- A public process would need to be undertaken around the amendment.

Action 3: EPA and SITA to develop a way forward and report back to the CESC.

Thelma commented that while it would be ridiculous to attempt to remove the top of completed cells to
reduce the height of the landfill, she was concerned to know whether the landfill was compliant or not with
its licence conditions and what went wrong for the present situation to have occurred. She expressed
frustration at a system that could be talking about what might happen in 30 or more years after closure of
the landfill. This made her seriously question the implications for the future and how adequate monitoring
and auditing could take place when such a problem had occurred in the past. She said EPA needed to
make sure the concept of pre-settlement was locked in across the board to avoid future confusion and
frustration.
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Michael asked the group what the underlying concerns were about the current height. After considerable
discussion, there was general agreement that it was not sensible to attempt to reduce the height by
removing waste. Malcolm informed the group that the City of Greater Dandenong would be requesting
EPA to ensure that any future clauses in the licence or Works Approval stipulate a pre-settlement height.

Jim H queried whether finalising a new (pre-settlement) profile for the landfill was in effect giving SITA an
‘enormous free ride’ in terms of additional capacity for which it should pay something back. It was again
clarified that the current wording of the licence did not enable a definitive profile to be agreed so it was not
valid to see the development of a pre-settlement plan as a capacity increase. Furthermore, the waste levy
ensured that funds were recouped for each tonne of waste deposited at the landfill.

Acceptable waste clauses (1.7, 1.8, 1.9)

Discussion of these clauses was deferred to the next meeting.
5. Cell construction / liner integrity

Michael reported that the independent auditor of groundwater monitoring (Anthony Lane) was available to
attend the CESC meeting in October to talk about groundwater monitoring. Michael said he felt the paper
on the integrity of cell liners by Professor Kerry Rowe (circulated after CESC meeting 4) was very detailed
and probably raised more questions than it answered. He suggested the environmental auditor who had
reviewed all cell construction at the Taylors Road landfill (Roger Parker) could also be invited to attend a
future meeting to answer questions on this topic.

Action 4:  SITA to tentatively invite the auditors to the CESC’s October meeting — subject to
confirmation at the 11 September meeting.

6. Towards a Community Engagement Plan

Alexa circulated the draft community engagement plan she had prepared for discussion and explained
that the information had been based on earlier discussions with the group and on the IAP2 public
participation spectrum tabled at the last meeting.

Thelma suggested that another ‘core underlying issue’ not mentioned in the draft was the absence of any
studies of health impacts of the landfill using available data. Michael indicated that it would be necessary
to clearly define a scope for any health study; he suggested that the best available relevant information
would be the annual health checks that all SITA employees undertook as part of their employment
conditions. He said this information (collated to avoid identification of individuals) could possibly be
provided to the CESC.

Colin informed the group that a study had been done by the Department of Human Services on residents
in the Tullamarine area. He said this was based on hospital admissions and other data. He cautioned that
health studies will only be able to identify statistically significant impacts if there is an incredibly high
incidence of an impact above and beyond what would be expected in that population; so this type of study
may not meet everyone’s expectations. Bruce suggested that a working group be formed to discuss the
scope of a health study (i.e. the questions to be answered) outside of the full CESC meetings.

Action 5: Health impacts to be added to the CESC's list of ‘questions, issues and
opportunities’. Jim H, Thelma, Tony, Geraldine, Mark, Alexa and Michael to form a
separate working group to develop a scope for a health study for discussion by
the full CESC.

Action 6:  Alexato circulate CE plan and members to submit comments via email.

7. Communications
Bruce confirmed that the CESC was happy with the draft article he had prepared and circulated since the
last meeting. He sought advice from the community members as to the most suitable local newspaper to
use for its publication.
Action 7:  Alexato coordinate publication of the article in the Dandenong Journal and
Cranbourne Journal.
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8. Other business
There was no other business.
9. Next meeting
5.00pm — 8.00pm, Thursday 11" September 2008
Agenda items for the next meeting include:
Jani Brieder’s presentation
Taylors Road Licence — clauses 2.41, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9 and future plans (SITA)

Community Engagement plan
Meeting dates for remainder of 2008
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