HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATORY REVIEW
NOTES OF WORKSHOP 2

1 pmto 5 pm, Tuesday 5 August 2008
EPA Victoria Conference Room, Southbank

Pu rpose
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 19 participants (in addition to EPA Project Manager, Garrett Hall and
independent facilitator, Bruce Turner). The participants represented a range of interests from academia,
industry (Bluescope Steel, Akzo Nobel, Nufarm, GCF International, Qenos, Sims Metals and SITA
Environmental Solutions), environmental consultancies (Envirochem Technologies, Environment Essentials,
LanePiper, Environmental Earth Sciences, Noel Arnold & Associates, GHD), government (Department of
Premier and Cabinet, Department of Treasury and Finance and, Department of Planning and Community
Development) and EPA.

Welcome and introduction

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

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:



Achievements and what’s working well

Issues / opportunities for improvement

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

New Business &
Innovation

New Business
opportunities
Innovation in treatment
techniques

Promoting recycling &
reuse (> 200L rigid
packaging)

Waste Reduction

PIW volume has decreased
Reduction in volume of waste
going to landfill

Focus on waste reduction
PIW waste classification
helped us to really work out
what in our waste that drove

the categories and thus how
we could “stream”

National consistency
Economics
Compliance

No communication
between interstate
Environment bodies

Variation between
states PIW definition

EPA Expertise

EPA experts good at
providing advice

A System is in place

We have a planning approval
system & environmental
licensing system

System in Victoria best in
Australia

Wording

The word ‘hazardous’
is counterproductive
Clarity of legislation
Promotion of
misinformation
through wording

Clarity

Clear — number rules
for ABC classification

Understanding

Better knowledge of waste
components

Phenols

Maximum level for
solid inert waste
classification

Standardising
approaches /
Classification

Level playing field 1178
& 448.3 & 996 Waste
classification A, B,C
(Good)

Soil sampling &
classification

Certainty around
classification of
contaminated soils
448.3

Tracking / Reporting
E-waste certificates
Wastecert tracking system

Transport certificates forced
us to classify our wastes and
that lead us to track
performance (previously just
cost)

Management of wastes i.e.
tracking processes,
classification of waste, landfill
construction

Transport / Tracking
System

Transport certificate
process is long &
involved

Not all PIW receivers
are registered in
Wastecert

Electronic purchase of
certificates

Transport of waste

Disposal / Treatment
Facilities

Demand for recycling
facilities

Lack of competition
increase costs — need
more Cat C

Lack of competitive
option for disposal of Cat
B waste

No “incineration” option in
Victoria all “energy
recovery” is interstate

Difficulty in establishing
Cat B disposal facilities

Restricted interstate
transfer of hazardous
waste

Awareness of alternative

treatments or disposal
options

Community
Understanding

Lack of Confidence in the
system

Community expectations —
lack of understanding of
science / risk assessment

Make sure community is
brought along with process
to avoid issues of “toxic”
waste sites

Community understanding of
PIW

Landfill standards /
management

Management of closed
landfills

Standards for landfills for
Cat B waste

Onsite disposal into onsite
landfills or other not seen as
rigorous

Info on receival sites

Knowledge of receival
sites appropriate for
wastes

Good overall framework

A system to appropriately
manage waste in Victoria

Resource usage
economics

Materials sent
interstate — not all
treated in Victoria $$

Classification

Combine 448 & 996
Clarify grey areas of
policy e.g. shandying

Cost Issues

Believe we can eliminate
haz waste by 2020

Standards of waste
aenerated related to

Miscellaneous

Onsite containment of contaminated soil
Offsite contaminated soil treatment

Soil ASLP testing guidelines

No visible value / benefits to Annual
Returns

Slow response to waste classification
requests

Support for SMES
Whether Cat C is really Cat C
Triple rinsing how clean is clean?

Management of packaging waste (non-
rigid)

Lack of direction regarding on-site
containment. Is it a viable option?

Drive introduction of insitu / exsitu
remediation options to remove or stabilise
containment at the moment it is purely
price driven vs. promoting innovation

Trust waste generators to manage their
waste

Has the landfill levy increase resulted in
short cuts

Confusion on compliance requirements;
certificates, annual returns, exemptions

Confusion on what is a prescribed waste —
grey areas

Need to make sure the health &/or
ecological risks associated with soils are
not mixed up with the hazard categories,
i.e. NEPM criteria being investigation
levels vs. 448.3 criteria

PIW regs often make it too hard to re-use
PIW

Works approval for treatment option
consideration of RD&D approval

Separate out management of
contaminated soils from “other” wastes,
i.e. segregation of waste streams

Management of large volumes and
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Treatment
remediation

Promotion of soil
remediation
technologies use in
Victoria, Pushing away
from dig and dump
Resulting in treatment
options — work in
progress

Good structure for
classification

Definitions mostly clear —
support from EPA as required
Determination of waste
category

Simplicity of the concept of
classifying PIW

Basic infrastructure & regs in
place facilities available for
treatment disposal

PCB to Queensland
Inordinate fear /
concern re: haz waste
not helped by EPA
Industrial waste not
hazardous waste as
term Inbalance in
expenditure / resource
usage / saving to
reduce (zero) waste =
sustainability

Working operational
management

Technical capability
exists for treatment /
disposal of wastes
Industrial waste is being
managed safely To a
high level NZ has
a honour system (no
tracking management)

Good to have atarget /
vision for improvement

Drives a reduction in PIW to
landfill

We have a zero high hazard
target

Looking for alternatives to
landfill or avoidance

Disposal / Treatment
Facilities

Demand for recycling
facilities

Lack of competition
increase costs — need
more Cat C

Lack of competitive
option for disposal of
Cat B waste

No “incineration” option
in Victoria all “energy
recovery” is interstate

Difficulty in establishing
Cat B disposal facilities

Restricted interstate
transfer of hazardous
waste

Awareness of
alternative treatments
or disposal options

Business view

Waste hierarchy
poorly defined in real
world terms e.g. once
a material is deemed
waste it is basically
destined for orange on
triangle (disposal)

Non trained staff —
training from EPA
(driver phosphoric acid
on Westgate)

How can the system
foster innovation (EPA
banned or
enforcement)

Knowledge base of

regulator differ to
business

Last lot of regulations
gone too far

Common definition of
waste Nationally

Waste stream
classification can be
costly and slow

Greater responsibility on
the generator to classify
waste

Re-classification process

generated related to
imported goods

Industry competitiveness

We have a benign product (such as iron
oxide) we generally sell this. If we can’t
“sell” this it is a PIW. Regardless of sales
potential

Odorous materials when below guidelines
how is it dictated

Current rules prevent us accepting our
own waste oil back to site (with timber
soaked in oil)
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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 four 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)

PownbhPRE

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.

Appropriate Classification

Review the classification system
Better rationale for classifications
When is a waste - A waste?
- A resource?
Variation between states — Terminology :
0 Victoria = Prescribed ® Hazardous
o NEPM + others (Basel Convention) = “Controlled Waste”



Better rationale for classifications
Clearer technical guidelines (risk based)
Containment on site?
a) Lower threshold — Category A, B, C ® General
b) Less Queries to EPA/ Treaters
Less PIW
c) Decision on classification based on leachate

Separation / Treatment

What does the future look like?

Concern only on site for soil (Cat B Lyndhurst Landfill)
Government push for soils but options limited
UK pre-treatment push : have hubs for treatment
Planning works approval worry ® may not happen
Policies are pushing alternatives to landfill

0 What are they

0 Small number of waste treaters

0 Manufacturers not treatment experts
Awareness of what is available
Re-classificiations need range of Cat C/ Cat B
Increase in $180 levy differential / still small

Key Features (of the future)
Foster more treatment options
Promote innovation — EPA says what you cannot do!
Policies for small business to innovate

Key Features (of the future) con’t
When is something no longer an waste :- What is definition

Polyethalene wax — now has a market (took 3 years) rigid definition glass / steel has same issues

Some units in EPA helping innovation others outweigh it
Turn waste to resource — simplify this process (one mans waste is anothers input — product)

Can give away product but not sell it (EPA restrictions unnecessary) have to find a way around

calling something a waste when it is not

How will we know we’'ve been successful?

Have a provision to enable a product to be reclassified so it is no longer (Basel Convention) a waste

0 New classifications & definitions of ‘waste’ ‘product’ to enable sell on and reuse
Less going to waste
Innovation is promoted

Industry feels comfortable going to EPA without the need for a fight - demonstration model needed

Nemerous soil recycling facilities across the state

Need energy recovery facilities for hazardous waste — kiln in Geeling closed to hazardous waste

Limited facilities for solid waste with fuel value (goes to Tassie & QId)
Have economy of scale in Victoria

What has happened or needs to happen to achieve these goals?
Opportunities here in Victoria

Waste hierarchy happened but framework now needs to develop to allow more flexibility, movement

up the hierarchy
Increased levies — being used now — more accountability of what is happening with levy $



Carrots (no levy) as well as sticks needed — works well for large scale business
Alternatives needed for comparison

‘How we can?’ rather than ‘Why you can’t?’ eliminate ‘Why we can’t?’

‘EPA policeman’ culture needs to change (not right through organisation but is EPA face)
Risk based assessment rather than ‘No you can't’ policy block

Do not leave industry to find its own way through system

2" Group Separation / Treatment
Levy increase has the opportunity to put companies out of business / overseas
Classification - come to re-use first — do not apply until it is a waste / process outlined - exemption
List of who has an exemption needed
Wastecert no paper certificates
Lots of waste still ‘unique’

EPA put treaters & waste producers together — better system needed / who are recyclers — receivers
of waste

Communication

What would an improved regulatory framework look like?
Terminology
0 Balanced solution (objective)
Consistent with existing national risk based framework
Scientifically based (not perception driven)
Commensurate with other risks in community
Principles of EPA Act
Practicable solutions
Economically sustainable
Balanced reg solution education process
Improved approvals process that supports and facilitates the solution
Consider land audit system
What constitutes acceptable risk based solutions
o Particular wastes
o Particular treatment facilities

0 What constitutes an acceptable level of safety / risk (commensurate with
resource/energy/risk/balance)

o0 Establish goal post/guidelines

How will we know we’ve been successful?
When a balanced decision / framework / goal posts have been agreed

What has already happened (or is happening) towards achieving these goals?
Consultation/discussion already occurring
0 EPA Act already has principles in place
0 EPA already has successful guideline in place (land)

What else needs to happen to achieve the goals?
EPA needs to embrace this thinking
EPA not to be populist driven
Process that allows broadly based solutions to be accepted (rather than specific interest driven)

Champion a balanced solution to industrial waste consistent with the national risk-based framework (NEPM)
and facilitating the approvals process



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.



