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HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATORY REVIEW
NOTES OF WORKSHOP 4

9 amto 1 pm, Monday 18 August 2008
EPA Southbank

Purpose

To provide an avenue for input to the Review through face-to-face discussions between stakeholders with
wide-ranging interests in the future management of prescribed wastes in Victoria.

To encourage and inform written submissions from participants following the workshop.

Participants

The workshop was attended by 25 participants (in addition to EPA Project Manager, Garrett Hall and
independent facilitator, Bruce Turner). The participants represented a range of interests from industry (Alinta,
Australian Vinyls, Graham Campbell Ferrum International, Beveridge Williams, High-Quality Sales,
Transpacific Industries and Ford), Government (Department of Treasury and Finance, Mornington Peninsula
Regional Waste Management Group, WorkSafe Victoria), Consultants (Golder Associates, HATLAR Group,

EnviroConsult, GreenChip), Industry groups (Victorian Waste Management Association), as well as local
community representatives and EPA staff.

Welcome and introduction

Bruce Turner opened the workshop and outlined the process and format of the session.

The review in context

Garrett Hall gave a short presentation of the background to and scope of the review.

Session 1: The current hazardous waste regulatory framework

Participants were asked to reflect individually on what they saw as the achievements of the current system
and what is working well currently, as well as issues or opportunities for improvement. These reflections
were discussed in small groups and sorted in to themes. The table on the following page collates all the
feedback that was recorded:
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The current system

Achievements and what’s working well

Issues / opportunities for improvement

[NB numbers in brackets indicate number of same/similar points]

Waste classification

Classification A B C [6]
— clearly defined; step
in right direction;
should be a driver for
remediation for small
sites

Description & definition
of classified wastes

Classification is
available to allow
waste to be classified
as inert

Classification allows
higher criteria to be
used for individual
waste streams

Overall system
System works well
even if complex

Aims in reducing waste
good move

Waste hierarchy is
useful

Deterring “dig and
dump” and Cat A
disposal

Information, communication
& knowledge

Transport & electronic
certificates [2] — chain of
possession

EPA documents, e.g. 996,
helpful

Greater landfill costs have
meant producer has had to get
a better understanding of
waste [2]

Better knowledge of what's in
the waste

Discussions with EPA for
information

Data collection
Tracking systems for waste

Identification of wastes —
keeping records

Website good source for
information

Database for reuse of waste
Policy is widely recognised
within industry

Increased communication with
the community

Classification and terminology
Classification is complex

Confusing terminology — too scientific; need more
general terms

Complexity is an issue
Is PIW volume changing or just reclassifying?

Waste is being driven to lower classification & not
reducing

Difficulty of reclassifying material for reuse
No landfill for Cat C industrial PIW

Are all baghouse dusts a PIW? “industrial waste
treatment”??

Some of the categories in Schedule 1 don't define
what the hazard is, e.g. wool scour waste — may be
historical; need to be clearer

Can wastes be combined on site before
classification? i.e. wastes with same code

Deliberate illegal classification of contaminated soils
to landfill — development site

It is possible to wrongly classify contaminated soil as
Cat. C as it leaves a site

Once a prescribed waste always a prescribed waste —
need better process to delist

List of prescribed waste categories is not exhaustive —
use analysis result to define rather than general
category

Domestic vs industrial — same rules don't apply —
need control mechanism for domestic PW disposal

Definition of what is considered asbestos waste —
consistency with definitions

Inconsistent terminology, e.g. “hazardous” vs
“prescribed” waste

Reasoning behind categorisation has not been clearly
communicated

Cat C in BPL not appropriate
Cat B ‘immobilised’ not to be called Cat C

Policy & regulations

Codes from EPA publication 395 don't
align with the regulations

EPA pub. 448 has a bottom set of
number (landfill) but not for 996 (i.e. inert
material)

Zero at 2020 unrealistic

Some contaminants on 996 having levels
below detection limits of labs

Community confidence?

Greater regulation = greater pressure on
industry

Increase in product stewardship
enforcement

Smaller containers need to be included in
regs banning them from landfill soon

Triggers for ASLP requirements
inconsistent, e.g. As = Cat C @ 20mg/kg.
x20 ASLP =16

Inconsistency between regs 448 & 1178;
use of 20x rule — what can it be used for,
e.g. acid sulphate contaminated soil

Plain, jargon free language in the policy
Stds should be national, not State-based

Provide accreditation options for
business — IT system needed

Minimise transport movement of waste
(people anti)

Waste reuse / recycling

Lack of resources for
finding “users” of waste

Lack of system for “users”
of waste

Community risks/attitudes
with reuse of PIW

Cost of research involved

Need government led
solutions rather than
industry facilitation —
quantum leap rather than
little steps

Difficulty of reclassifying
material for reuse

Not enough recycling or
energy recovery

Recycling & reuse for
various wastes not
documented or known for
producers

Waste disposal for low
volume producers not a
priority. Hence destination
is not recycling or reuse!

Acceptance of treated
waste, e.g. cracker dust in
cement production
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Achievements and what’s working well

Issues / opportunities for improvement

[NB numbers in brackets indicate number of same/similar points]

Processes

Process for Cat Bs -->
Cat Cs (time)

Simplification of the
process ‘996’

New processes /
opportunities available

EPA + business in
process improvement

Levy / funding

HazWaste Fund — access to $
to conduct research for waste
classification application

Increased landfill levy
therefore allowing for projects
like energy from waste

Levy goes to EPA

Using landfill levy to fun active
programs

Soil and waste treatment

Lack of clear guidance on PIW
containment on site (for soils)

Lack of soil treatment facility [2]
Complexity of licensing technologies for
soil treatment

Lack of second facility for Cat B during
the period in which industry (ie
development industry) adjust to the new
reality

Lack of options for Cat A treatment

Monitoring & reporting

Self-regulation of monitoring is not
as effective as it could be — should
increase monitoring of self
regulators

Improved knowledge of exactly what

is going in to each landfill (PIW &
non-PIW)

What checks/monitoring occur to
make sure PIW is not ending up
with inert waste?

Why report annually when EPA
already has the information?

Processes / systems & coordination
Timeliness
Process needs to be clearer pre-application

Allowable research material — time to
perform — assistance

Turnaround time of labs for 996 analysis

Transportation tracking laborious and
cumbersome

Copies of transport certificates & documents
being returned to provider

Need better coordination to drive industry-
wide solutions using waste levy funds

Outcomes
Waste to landfill is
reducing

Reduction through
diversion treatment —
Ordish Road

Standards

Improved stds and control of
disposal

Perceptions

Opportunity to change perception of
landfill operators through (e.g.) tours,
more independent checking, site
operated in accordance with
required/agreed procedures

Disposal facilities

Not enough disposal facilities —
inequitable distribution around the
State; transfer stations; mobile
disposal facilities

Levies

Potential to increase illegal dumping /
cheating [2]

Waste companies charge same rate for each
category regardless of content

Knowledge & relationships

Understanding hazard classification for
material of small levels

Understanding EPA requirements — too
much info on website and different EPA
consents (?)

Navigation of website — hard to work with

Understanding EPA requirements across
States — differences, similarities

Understanding the chemistry in landfill

Set up ongoing expertise to deal with
PIW at Councils

Relationship between EPA & planning
authorities

Communication
Communication of results of R&D

EPA needs to advertise for greater
public awareness

Planning & zoning

Lyndhurst too close to residential
Buffer zones inadequate or not applied
Factories on fence line at Lyndhurst

VCAT over-ruling without in-depth
experience

No evidence of beyond 2020
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Priority issues / opportunities

The groups were asked to pick their top ~3 issues or opportunities that they would be interested in exploring
further in the second part of the workshop. The following ‘map’ of issues and opportunities was the result:

Session 2: Towards a new regulatory framework

Participants chose one of the five topics that emerged from the first workshop to have a discussion around
the following suggested prompts:

In relation to this topic, what would an improved regulatory framework look like?
How will we know we’ve been successful?
What has already happened (or is happening) towards achieving these goals?

What else needs to happen to achieve the goals? (i.e. new policy or regulatory settings or other
initiatives, tools or drivers)

powbdPE

The discussions occurred in two ‘rounds’ which meant that most participants were able to discuss two topics
of their choice in some depth. The notes on the following pages transcribe the responses that the groups
recorded during their discussions.



The overall thinking / approach

What would an improved regulatory framework look like?
A National approach — e.g. national standards between States (to create a level playing field)
Utilising overseas experience & knowledge (when it's feasible and a ‘good’ solution)
A National, confidential database for waste (could start as State-based initially)

Being more realistic about standards etc...(this may mean tightening or loosening existing standards
fore.g.)

Improved timing with respect to most regulatory processes

Improved communications and transparency (especially with community) — better ways to get
information out

Same standards for all sites (e.g. brownfield & greenfield across Council, EPA, VCAT — everyone)

Integrated approach to waste management involving all in the State (including community as the
users of the products generating waste & industry as the generator etc...)

More community consultation on projects / decisions

Looking at imported products and their waste/costs as well as Aus-made products and waste —
create a level playing field

Consideration of product life cycle/waste cycle/ life span etc
Realism re: zero waste targets — what's post 2020? Need to start planning now

Summary
National approach — national stds
Fully integrated management system with all stakeholders
Fairer approach with respect to international practices vs our requirements on industry

0 (Key point) EPA needs to embed itself in the bigger picture (the various parts of bigger
picture — e.g. other States / overseas

Utilising overseas experience/knowledge
Life cycle /life span/waste cycle consideration

Making it easy to reuse waste

What would an improved regulatory framework look like?
Industry to advise where waste can be reused
Increased drive and facilitation needed to come from regulations
Financial incentive to reuse (in regs — positive)
Tidy up testing /assessment in regs; required
Reuse methods assessed by risk — risk classification system needed

How will we know we've been successful?
Implementing solutions / systems will be easy, simple, quick
EPA technical assessments happen QUICKLY especially for high volume waste (templates)
More collaboration between EPA departments to streamline decision-making process
Better use of Sustainability Victoria and HazWaste

What has already happened (or is happening) towards achieving these goals?
More realistic funding for development of reuse/recycling systems & infrastructure
Huge potential for reuse & recycling
Currently difficult for smaller companies to reuse/recycle



What else needs to happen to achieve the goals?
Collaboration between different industries for mutually beneficial waste reduction
Reclassification of reused waste to “resource” — database of materials
Introduce overseas technology

Facilitate industry-wide solutions
o Directed by EPA
0 Issues with limited resources with small individual companies

Access to information regarding reuse options (especially smaller industries)
Need expertise & resources & education (EPA, industry)
Resource — reuse targets/KPIs for EPA

Change exemption process that allows PIW wastes to be ‘exempted’ for reuse in a nominated list of
reuse applications/sites, i.e. the receiver doesn’'t need an exemption:

o0 The producer/generator proposes reuse with supporting science

o Maybe don't use transport certificates & instead have generator submit annual return

Future opportunities for treatment or disposal of soils

What would an improved regulatory framework look like?
Clarity on when you need to do an audit, or application
R.D.D & Works Approvals processes are slow to do & slow to get the answer
Different types of R.D.D processes
Manage the relationships between community and the project better
More community involvement at R.D.D step; not presented as a ‘fait accomli’
Recognise time pressures on owners
Prequalification for treatment technologies

How will we know we've been successful?
Development of a streamlined process
Better information from sites to community — site plans — improved communications
Cost reductions
Reduced time for RDD / Works Approval
Location of off-site treatment facility
Increase treatment options (on-site and off-site)

What has already happened (or is happening) towards achieving these goals?
Community relations are improving: forums like this one; website communications
There is an RDD/ Works Approval process that works now

Audit process that allows material to stay on site: looks at end use & hence some contaminants can
stay on site

What else needs to happen to achieve the goals?

Simplify the application to one stop shop: conflict between local planning / State planning /
Commonwealth planning; “One Gate”

Improve access to technology options and where they are

Consolidation of technologies onto one licensed site — would be particularly beneficial for small
projects where on-site treatment is not viable

Summary

There is a current system that works but it is a little complex and slow. Focus on major projects and
no site for smaller projects. Conflict between time and the process



Opportunities:

o Pre-qualify treatment technologies

o Consolidation of technologies to single sites

0 One-Gate approval process

o Involve community @ RDD — perception of fait accompli

o Improve site communications — interaction with community: more trust
If it works

o Cost reduction
o Sites for multiple technologies
0 Better community engagement & understanding

Waste classification

What would an improved regulatory framework look like?

Change way we think about waste

0 Redefine/ ditch Schedule 1

o Classification using concentrations

o Define as ‘inert’ or ‘non-inert’
Inert — reuse (is the) preferred process; then disposal
Non-inert — if reusable directly should be classified as ‘resource’ material (exemption
from PIW regs); if not directly reusable, classify according to hazard (A,B,C) for
reuse (preferred) or disposal

0 Concentrations definition (e.g. aesthetics)

0 Combine 996 & 448

o0 Specific classifications for putrescible, asbestos, grease trap

Better resourcing for classification of non-standard waste

How will we know we've been successful?
Reduce volume of Cat.C going to landfill
Less applications for reclassification
Shorter consultation time for non-standard classification

Future opportunities in treatment / disposal chain

What would an improved regulatory framework look like?
Recognise issues of illegal dumping — multiple small sources / dispersed geography
Improved reporting / domestic capture?
Monitoring requirements at receivers
Increased EPA monitoring responsibilities — illegal dumping
Economic underpinning
Recognition / options for recognition of future technologies / technology trial / acceptance
Multiple options must be available / no monopoly — price controls? / watchdog
Support research into new options
Waste exchange database — development; liability issues / quality issues

How will we know we've been successful?
Reduced illegal dumping
Improved compliance as demonstrated by tonnage increase through new transfer stations
$ maintenance decrease in cost of treatment / disposal
Increase in recycling / sorting facilities (MURF)



What has already happened (or is happening) towards achieving these goals?
$1 million fund for transfer stations for domestic sourced asbestos

EPA support through HazWaste Fund to research and piloting technologies — ASIRC; industry
groups
o Identify wastes reuse options in manufacturing

What else needs to happen to achieve the goals?
Waste exchange database development / consolidation
Improved technology transfer / knowledge transfer between industries
$ support to improved environmental outcomes; support to innovators

Conclusion

EPA will be using the feedback from the Review 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.



