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ASSESSMENT
1.	Background information
1.1	History of the site and the proposal
The Morwell Power Station, built by the former State Electricity Commission in 1949, has operated at the site at 412 Commercial Road Morwell (Figure 1) since 1956.  The power station and associated briquette factory was a cogeneration facility with steam from the power plant being used for the drying of coal in the briquette manufacturing process.  At its peak, it could produce up to 180 MW of electricity and 1 million tonnes of briquettes for the Victorian solid fuel market.  The briquette factory was taken off-line in August 2014 and the power station was taken-off line in September 2014.  Briquettes continued to be supplied to the Hazelwood Power Station until early 2017.

In November 2015, HRL Ltd and its subsidiaries were placed in voluntary administration by its directors.  This resulted in EBAC, a subsidiary, also being placed into administration.  After an unsuccessful attempt to find a buyer for the site it was decided to undertake remediation of the site to enhance the site value and estimated return to EBAC creditors.  Rehabilitation of the site requires demolition of the power station and possibly also the briquette factory.  The demolition is expected to generate approximately 10,000 m3 of friable (Class A) and non-friable/bonded (Class B) asbestos containing material (ACM).  This could include lagging, sheeting, refractories and asbestos gasket contaminated steel.  The bulk of the ACM is expected to be asbestos cement sheeting.  To safely dispose of the ACM generated from the demolition, EBAC are proposing to construct an asbestos landfill at a suitable location on the site.  The proposed landfill will accept ACM generated from the site only and will not accept material from off site.  EBAC are seeking approval for a landfill with a total airspace of 15,000 m3.  This will be achieved by constructing two below ground cells.  The primary cell of 10,000 m3 will be constructed first and the secondary cell of 5,000 m3 will only be constructed if the quantity of ACM generated is greater than the expected 10,000 m3.  The maximum operating life of the landfill is expected to be two years.  Detailed design for landfill construction is described in 2.3.
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Figure 1: Regional location plan of the Morwell Power Station at 412 Commercial Road, Morwell, Victoria.

The site for the proposed landfill is shown in Figures 2 to 5 below. 
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Figure 2:  General overview of the EBAC site
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Figure 3:  Location plan showing the boundary of the site and the proposed locations of the primary and secondary landfill cells
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Figure 4: Location plan for the Morwell Power Station showing planning zones
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Figure 5:  Site Layout plan
1.2	Public comment and referral process
The application was advertised for public comment on 14 February 2018 in the Herald Sun and the Latrobe Valley Express.  EPA also put up a featured web page on the application with links to the application documents.
The application was referred to the following authorities for comment: Latrobe City Council (LCC), Sustainability Victoria (SV), Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Group (GWRRG), Worksafe Victoria and Heritage Victoria.  EPA’s Public Health Unit was also asked to comment on the application.
A public information session was conducted by EBAC at the Morwell Bowling Club on 29 November 2017.  The meeting was attended by about 70 people including EPA officers from DAU and the Gippsland Regional Office.  All attendees at the meeting who provided email addresses were notified by email and invited to submit comments on the application.  
All the statutory authorities responded to the referral notices and one submission was received from the public or other interested stakeholders.  Heritage Victoria did not comment on the application or raise any issues for EPA to consider in its assessment.

1.3	Land use planning and zoning and referral to Latrobe City Council

[bookmark: _Hlk513642040]The site is zoned Special Use Zone 1 (Brown Coal) under the Latrobe City Council Planning Scheme and is subject to Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 1 (ESO1).

The site is surrounded by Industrial Use Zone 1 to the north-west, north and east of the site, Public Use Zone (PUZ6) and Farming Zone (FZ1).  The Special Use Zone 1 that incorporates the site extends to the west and south and incorporates the Morwell open cut.

The Planning Zones are shown on Figure 4 above 

Latrobe City Council (Council) is the appropriate planning authority and the following questions were referred to the council.

I. Are the proposed works allowed by the planning scheme, with or without conditions?
II. Is a permit required under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 for the proposed works?
III. Has a permit has been issued under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 for the proposed works? If a permit has been issued please provide a copy to EPA.
IV. Are you considering an application for a permit under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 for the proposed works? or
V. Are the proposed works prohibited by the Planning Scheme?

The council responded as follows: (Full response in Appendix 1)

(I)	The proposed works are permitted by the Latrobe Planning Scheme subject to a planning permit.
(II)	A planning permit is required by the Latrobe Planning Scheme for the proposed works.
(III)	A planning permit has not been issued under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 for the proposal.
(IV)	Council has received Application for Planning Permit 2017/242 under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 for the use and development of land for refuse disposal and alteration of access to a Road Zone Category 1 for the site.  Council is currently considering this application.
(V)	The proposal is not prohibited by the Planning Scheme.

Council is currently assessing Planning Permit Application 2017/242 in relation to this matter.  It is noted that, without prejudicing Council’s decision, Council has no objection to issuing of the works approval provided that all works and development associated with the landfill is designed and implemented to the best possible standards to manage the environmental risks associated with the proposal.

It is also noted that there is considerable community concern regarding the possibility of airborne asbestos particles escaping from the site during demolition and disposal process.  This is highlighted by the close proximity of the subject site to the Morwell residential area.  Council will be ensuring that should a planning permit be issued for the proposed works that this issue is adequately dealt with through planning permit conditions.  Council also requests that this issue be given due consideration by the EPA when assessing the Application for Works Approval.

[bookmark: _Hlk515349840]1.4	Sustainability Victoria submission
EPA provided Sustainability Victoria (SV) with a copy of the works approval application pursuant to section 19B(3)(a)(i) of the Environment Protection Act 1970 (EP Act).  This provision requires the EPA to refer a copy of the application to a protection agency which the EPA considers may be directly affected by the application.  

SV is a protection agency within the meaning of section 4 of the EP Act because it has powers or duties under the Sustainability Victoria Act 2005 with respect to the environment in Victoria.  In particular, SV’s objective under this legislation is to facilitate and promote environmental sustainability in the use of resources and it has been given powers to achieve this objective.  The EPA considered that SV may be directly affected by the application because of Sustainability Victoria’s gazetted publication, ‘State-Wide Waste and Resource Recovery Infrastructure Plan (SWRRIP) which was gazetted on 11 June 2015.  The SWRRIP is described as providing ‘Victoria with the long-term vision and roadmap to guide future planning for waste and resource recovery infrastructure to achieve an integrated system that [among other matters]: effectively manages the expected mix and volumes of waste [and] reflects the principles of environmental justice to ensure that impacts on the environment and public health are not disproportionately felt across communities.’

Sustainability Victoria (SV) made a submission to the EPA by letter dated 9 March 2018 (Appendix 2).  

Submission summary

Sustainability Victoria was supportive of the proposal, in their submission they:

· Recognised that there was unlikely to be a viable re-use due to the high-risk nature of asbestos.
· That the proposal is broadly in-line with the intentions of the State-Wide Waste and Resource Recovery Infrastructure Plan (SWRRIP).
· Encouraged the recovery of any materials that are viable to be recovered (e.g. timber and concrete).
· Recommended that comments should be sought from the Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Group.
[bookmark: _Hlk515349852]1.5	Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Group submission
The Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Group (GWRRG) were strongly supportive of the proposal, in their letter dated 21 March 2018 (Appendix 3) they made the following points:
· Confirmed that there was no requirement for this landfill to be incorporated into the current landfill schedule included in the Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Implementation Plan (Gazetted in June 2017).
· Identified that there is a shortfall of landfill capacity for this type of waste in Gippsland.
· They are satisfied that the establishment of an on-site facility specifically for the disposal of asbestos removed during these works is appropriate.
· That it serves to mitigate risks associated with increased handling of the waste asbestos and potential transport issues enroute to licensed disposal locations elsewhere in Victoria.
[bookmark: _Hlk515349962]1.6		Department of Health and Human Services
The application was referred to EPA’s Environmental Public Health Unit (EPHU) and was not referred on to the department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).  The EPHU had no concerns or objections to the application (full response in Appendix 4).  EPHU did not object to this proposal on public health grounds provided that DAU are satisfied that the proponent meets relevant policies, guidelines and SEPPs, including Best Practice Environment Management Guidelines (BPEM) for this type of landfill. After care management and monitoring must be adhered to as described in the application.  They also recommended monitoring of air quality for asbestos fibres during the works period.
[bookmark: _Hlk515349972]1.7	WorkSafe Victoria
WorkSafe Victoria provided the following responses (see Appendix 5 for full responses): 
Asbestos removal and packaging procedures are strictly controlled in Victoria via codes of practise and safety regulations.  These include Health and Safety Regulations 2017 and follow the guidelines set out in the Worksafe Australia Asbestos Code of Practice Asbestos and EPA Publication IWRG611.
WorkSafe is the Authority responsible for administering the Occupational Health and Safety Act and the application was referred to WorkSafe Victoria asking them about their role in the safe demolition of the Morwell Power Station and Briquette factory and the handling of asbestos.  Their response (Appendix 5) is summarised below:
· WorkSafe administers the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 - this includes Part 4.4 - Asbestos of the Occupational Health and Safety Regulations 2017 .
· These Regulations place duties on employers and persons with management or control of workplaces to identify asbestos under their management or control. 
· Where demolition is to occur, the duty is for the person with management or control to identify asbestos likely to be disturbed and remove it, as far as reasonably practicable, before the demolition. 
· Furthermore, in the above case the duty is on the person with management or control to engage a licensed asbestos removalist to undertake the removal work .
· The licensed asbestos removalist is required to notify WorkSafe (at least 5 days) before commencing the job. 
· WorkSafe is aware of the proposed demolition of the EBAC site in Morwell - WorkSafe Inspectors along with WorkSafe Occupational Hygienists have visited the site and will continue to undertake visits and monitor the (proposed) demolition/asbestos removal.     
· Note that the duty to provide and maintain a safe workplace, as far as is reasonably practicable, falls on the employer at the workplace.
Worksafe is concerned with all aspects involving the handling and movement of asbestos waste including the safe placement of the waste in the proposed landfill.
On 30th April 2018 EPA and Worksafe visited the EBAC site at 412 Commercial Road Morwell to meet with Barry Dungey from EBAC and discuss the handling of asbestos wastes and placement in the landfill.  Worksafe were concerned with the storage of asbestos waste before it is deposited in the landfill.  Worksafe informed Barry Dungey (the EBAC employer representative) that-
Storage of asbestos waste is prohibited under regulation 220 of the OHS Regulations 2017.  This prohibition does not apply where the stored asbestos waste is being stored for the purpose of disposal, stored securely and identified to indicate the presence of asbestos, contained so as to eliminate the release of airborne asbestos fibres and the waste is disposed of as soon as reasonably possible.  

Barry Dungey explained the circumstances and restrictions related to any proposed storage - which would include a 2 - 4 week limitation on the storage of the asbestos waste prior to its disposal in the landfill/cell on site, the secured shed that will be locked and signed to indicate the presence of asbestos and the (anticipated) approval of the EPA to store (i.e. dispose of) asbestos waste on the site.

Worksafe Inspector Halil Ahmet explained that a written procedure outlining the proposed methodology/procedure around the proposed storage would assist  Energy Brix explain the proposed storage.  Barry Dungey advised that such a procedure would be developed and provided to WorkSafe for review prior to commencing storage. 
During the course of the meeting on 30th April, Barry Dungey showed WorkSafe and EPA officers around the site including the secure shed where asbestos waste is to be stored prior to deposit in the landfill (Figure 6).  Barry explained that they will stockpile waste in the shed until they have enough for about a days’ worth of placement in the landfill.  The waste to be stored in the shed will be double wrapped in plastic with the class A friable asbestos waste also being sealed into steel 44 gallon drums.  The waste will be placed on pallets, the shed will be locked and signed to inform of the asbestos waste.  The pallets of waste will be loaded onto a truck and driven to the landfill cell (all on internal roads on the EBAC site).  They will be taken off the truck using a 4WD high loader and carefully stacked into the landfill.  At the end of each day the waste in the landfill cell will be covered with soil.  Barry also confirmed that EBAC will be employing a full-time hygienist to oversee the demolition and handling of asbestos and that they will be establishing a network of air monitoring stations for asbestos fibres around the perimeter of the site, the hygienist will also take random samples for asbestos fibres during the removal and demolition activities.
WorkSafe officers also stated that WorkSafe will be monitoring the proposed demolition and asbestos removal throughout the duration of the proposed demolition and asbestos removal works - visits will be subject to what activities are being undertaken on the site.  Note that whenever asbestos removal is proposed the licensed removalist will be notifying WorkSafe (prior to commencing removal work), these Notifications along with the local WorkSafe's Inspectors local knowledge of the activities on the site will be used to initiate visits.  Certainly, there has been, and will continue to be, pre demolition/asbestos removal visits as well.
[image: C:\Users\robinsd\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Word\IMG20180430120341.jpg]
[bookmark: _Hlk515350297]Figure 6:  Shed proposed to be used for secure storage of asbestos prior to placement in the landfill

[bookmark: _Hlk515350370]1.8	Public Comment
About 70 people attended the public meeting held on 27 November 2017 at the Morwell Bowling Club.  No questions from the audience raised issues with the landfill or disposal of waste in the landfill.  Questions focussed on the following issues.

· Removal of asbestos and if all asbestos was to be removed.
· The demolition process and monitoring during the demolition and removal.
· Heritage values of the Power station.
EPA received one submission from the public.  No views about the landfill were expressed in the submission, the submitter was concerned solely with the demolition process and had some suggestions for the safe removal of asbestos.  This submission was passed on to EBAC who are in charge of the removal of asbestos and demolition of the old power station.
[bookmark: _Hlk515350383]1.9	Track record
EPA’s Gippsland region were requested to provide comments on the track record of EBAC.
The region commented that there is no recent regulatory history, there was a non-compliance many years ago (early 2000’s) relating to coal sludge discharge to surface waters when the site was run by a different duty holder, this risk is no longer present.  The site is currently under a 53X Audit with some minor amounts of PFAS detected which is below industrial/residential criteria, this issue is under further investigation.  This is reflected in EBAC’s account of their track record in 2.4.2 of their application.

[bookmark: _Hlk515350434]1.10	Timeline of the works approval application assessment

	Date
	Event
	Comments

	29-Nov-17
	EBAC community information session
	Morwell Bowling club

	12-Dec-17
	Works Approval application submitted
	

	19-Dec-17
	Non-acceptance of application Letter sent by EPA 
	Letter outlined requirements for application to be accepted

	12-Jan-18
	Meeting to discuss application and ASD comments
	

	19-Jan-18
	Works Approval application re-submitted
	

	08-Feb-18
	Acceptance of application letter sent
	

	13-Feb-18
	Referral letters sent
	Letters sent to Latrobe City Council, Sustainability Victoria, EPA's EPHU, WorkSafe Victoria, GWRRG and Heritage Council Victoria

	15-Feb-18
	Advertisement date
	Herald Sun and Latrobe Valley Express

	02-Mar-18
	First S22 notice sent
	Due date 12th March

	08-Mar-18
	Closing date for public comments
	one submission received

	29-Mar-18
	Response to first S22 notice received
	Re-iterated request to consider alternative to the drainage layer

	12-Apr-18
	On-site meeting in Morwell 
	EPA DAU and Gippsland Regional office staff met with Barry Dungey and walked over the landfill site.

	30-Apr-18
	On-site meeting in Morwell 
	EPA and WorkSafe Victoria officers visited the EBAC site to discuss asbestos storage and handling with the project manager Barry Dungey

	08-May-18
	Second S22 notice sent
	ASD response to request to risk assess the applicant's request to re-consider alternative to drainage layer design was that EBAC should do this.  ASD response formed basis for second S22 notice.

	11-May-18
	Meeting to discuss S22 notice questions
	

	18-May-18
	Draft response to S22 notice received
	

	25-May-18
	ASD assessment of draft response received
	

	30-May-18
	final response to S22 and updated application document received
	

	30-May-18
	Works approval issued
	





[bookmark: _Hlk515350463]2.	Policy Framework and Assessment

The application was referred to EPA’s Applied Sciences Directorate (ASD) for assessment by their waste management experts.  Additionally, EPA’s Legal Services Unit (LSU) was consulted.

[bookmark: _Hlk515350475]2.1	Policy framework

EP Act, waste management policies and State environment protection policies (SEPPs) establish a framework to ensure that landfills are appropriately sited, designed, operated and managed to minimise risk to the environment.

An application for a landfill works approval needs to be assessed under specific threshold requirements, in addition to general works approval assessment.

Threshold issues:
The Waste Management Policy (Siting, Design and Management of landfills) (the WMP) is the most relevant environmental policy for landfills.  In line with community expectations, the WMP seeks to protect people and the environment, including local amenity, from the inherent risks posed by the disposal of waste to landfill. This is achieved by providing a framework and tools to implement the wastes hierarchy consistent with the broader objective of ecologically sustainable development.

In relation to the threshold issues:

Section 20C(3)(a)(i) of the Act enables the Authority to refuse an authorisation (i.e. Works Approval)  if it is inconsistent with any applicable statutory policy.

Section 50C of the EPAct 

Under section 50C(1) of the EPAct, the Authority may refuse to consider an application for a works approval or an application for the issue or amendment of a licence in relation to a waste management facility if –

1. The operations of the facility could be inconsistent with the State-Wide Waste and Resource Recovery Infrastructure Plan or a relevant Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Implementation Plan.
1. The applicant is in breach of any relevant requirements of a schedule of existing and required waste and resource recovery infrastructure within a Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Implementation Plan.

In addition, section 50C(2) of the EP Act requires the Authority to ‘refuse to issue a works approval for a new landfill if the landfill is not provided for in the proposed sequence for the filling of available landfill sites in a relevant schedule of existing and required waste and resource recovery infrastructure within a Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Implementation Plan.’

Section 50C(3) is relevant to the application of 50C(2) in this instance 
‘(3) The Authority cannot refuse to issue a works approval under subsection (2) if the landfill is privately owned and will only receive wastes that consist of substances that were owned by the owner of the site before the substances became wastes.’

Clause 15(3)(a) of the WMP requires applicants for a works approval to comply with the WMP and all other relevant State environment protection policies and waste management policies.

Clause 13(3) of the WMP requires that new landfill sites must not be established or extended into any area where an aquifer contains Segment A groundwater, unless the:
a) Landfill operator satisfies the Authority that sufficient additional design and management practices will be implemented; and 
b) The Authority determines that regional circumstances exist that warrant the development of a landfill in the area.
Clause 16(2) of the WMP requires that all new landfill sites must deposit waste at least two metres above the long term undisturbed depth to groundwater, unless the:

a) Landfill operator satisfies the Authority that sufficient additional design and management practices will be implemented; and 
b) The Authority determines that regional circumstances exist that warrant the development of the landfill.

[bookmark: _Hlk515350493]2.2	Summary of assessment:

[bookmark: _Hlk515350504]2.2.1 Considerations under s. 50C of the EPAct 

Considering firstly section 50C(2) of the EP Act, in this instance section 50C (3) applies:

“The Authority cannot refuse to issue a works approval under subsection (2) if the landfill is privately owned and will only receive wastes that consist of substances that were owned by the owner of the site before the substances became wastes.”

Clearly the proposed landfill falls into this category as the landfill will be on the site owned by EBAC and will be solely for asbestos contaminated wastes generated from the demolition of the old power station on the site.  SV confirmed in their submission that the application is consistent with the SWRRIP (Section 50C (1) (a)) and the GWRRG confirmed in their submission that “there is no requirement for this facility to be incorporated into the current landfill schedule within the Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Implementation Plan (Gippsland Implementation Plan) which was gazetted in June 2017:” (Section 50C (1)(b) and 50C (2)).


[bookmark: _Hlk515350575]2.2.2	The level of compliance with clause 13(3) of the WMP

The proponent’s initial assessment was that the groundwater under the site was in segment B.  However, the ASD assessment was initially that although the segment is likely to be segment B the proponent had supplied inadequate data to be sure of the assessment, in particular the information provided was all from the spring and early summer season.  The proponent was requested through a S22 notice issued on 2 March 2018 to provide more data, particularly data from a different season.  This they were able to do and ASD’s assessment was that the groundwater was segment B (Appendix 10).

[bookmark: _Hlk515350756]2.2.3	The level of compliance with Clause 16(2) of the WMP 

The groundwater level at the proposed asbestos landfill site ranges between 62.7 to 66.5 m AHD, as measured in bores GW17 B and GW17, respectively.  The lowest point of the top of the landfill clay liner will be 77.6 m AHD.  Therefore, the base of the landfill will be at least 11 m above the current groundwater level.  The current groundwater level however is not the long term undisturbed groundwater level.   The site is close to the Morwell open cut coal mine.  This rather large and deep hole requires constant groundwater pumping to keep the mine dry.  This has had a marked lowering effect on local groundwater levels and with the forthcoming closure and re-habilitation of the mine, groundwater levels are expected to re-bound (rise).  A discussion on the likely rebound levels is provided in section 4.6.6 of the works approval application.  The discussion is based upon the Hazelwood Mine Fire Inquiry report which provides information on the final resting level of a pit lake in the Hazelwood/Morwell open cut mine pit.  In this report, the proposed rehabilitation of the Loy Yang and Hazelwood mines seeks to achieve ‘weight balance’ by creating a ‘shallow’ lake that partially fills the mine pit.  Weight balance is the level of fill that is required to counterbalance the upward pressure of the underlying deep aquifers by downward pressure from the water and/or backfill.  This has been modelled and is estimated to reach an RL of -22 m (a 38-metre-deep lake one third of the mine pit depth) after about 6 years.  This is different to the final level that will be achieved which would be considerably higher, it is predicted that the lake will eventually reach RL +8 m (a 68-metre-deep lake between 50 and 60 per cent of the mine pit depth, this is estimated to take about 500 years.  This is approximately 55 to 75 m below the current groundwater levels under the EBAC site.  It is considered that a steep hydraulic gradient will be maintained between the groundwater levels beneath the landfill and the final pit level and that a separation distance of > 2 m will easily be maintained. 
ASD have considered the information presented in the application and are in agreement with the assessment of the long-term groundwater levels in the region.  ASD did have some concerns over the data provided to determine the current groundwater levels under the site in relation to the proposed landfill and requested more data and greater clarification of the levels in mAHD.  This information was provided in the S22 response and was accepted by ASD (Appendix 10).

[bookmark: _Hlk515350768]2.2.4	Compliance with “Getting Full Value” Policy

The Victorian Waste and Resource Recovery “Getting Full Value” Policy (Government of Victoria, April 2013) lists the following principles for the management of wastes (known as the waste hierarchy):
a) avoidance
b) reuse
c) recycling
d) recovery of energy
e) treatment
f) containment
g) disposal
Landfills are mostly about the last two principles but are regarded by the policy as being a necessary part of the waste management infrastructure.  In 7.3 of the policy it states that the government’s intention is that future landfills will only receive treated residual waste after processing for the recovery of all materials with economic value.  The policy states that this will be achieved over time through the implementation of market based measures and the landfill levy will continue to be used as a market signal that provides incentives to resource recovery industries.
SV in their submission noted that due to the nature and health and safety issues with asbestos there is unlikely to be a viable use, and therefore consider that the proposal is generally in line with the intentions of the SWRRIP.  They also encouraged the recovery of materials such as timber and concrete to the greatest extent possible, and that EPA seek comments from the GWRRG with respects to the need for this landfill to be scheduled.  GWRRG confirmed in their submission that the landfill was not required to be incorporated into the landfill schedule.  GWRRG also noted that: there was a shortage of suitable landfill space for asbestos in Gippsland, that the Dutson Downs facility would have insufficient space for the expected amount of waste, and that the proposed site being on the same site as the demolition would minimise risks with the handling and transport of asbestos waste. 

[bookmark: _Hlk515350817]2.2.5	Buffer requirements
The site is zoned Special Use Zone 1 (Brown Coal) under the Latrobe City Council Planning Scheme and is subject to Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 1 (ESO1).

The site is surrounded by Industrial use zone 1 to the north west, north and east of the site, Public Use Zone (PUZ6) and Farming Zone (FZ1).  The special use Zone 1 that incorporates the site extends to the west and south and incorporates the Morwell open cut. (see section 1.5).  Based on the information presented, the proposal mostly complies with the buffer requirements of Table 5.2 of the BPEM for a Type 2 landfill.  Bennetts Creek is the closest waterbody and runs broadly parallel to the eastern boundary of the site, it is 400m from the proposed landfill site, this meets the buffer requirements in BPEM.  However, there are two commercial buildings that come within the 200m buffer required by BPEM.  EPA requested (through the S22 notice of 2 March 2018) that EBAC prepare a comprehensive risk assessment on receptors due to the buildings being located within the 200m buffer zone.  A risk assessment was provided in response to the notice (Appendix H of the revised application).  This risk assessment was reviewed by EPA’s ASD and was considered acceptable.  The conclusions of the risk assessment are:

· Two commercial buildings are located approximately 135 m from the Western boundary of landfill activity.  They are not considered as sensitive receptors under the Latrobe planning scheme or the landfill BPEM.
· The nearest sensitive receptors (generally residential properties) are 600 m to the north of the landfill activity boundary.
· Based on the control measures to be implemented at the proposed asbestos landfill all risks were identified as low.  Therefore, it is considered that:
- Risks to commercial buildings within the 200 m landfill buffer are considered low.
- Risks to the environment and human health from the landfill will be effectively controlled through the control measures detailed in this risk assessment and described in the asbestos landfill WAA.

The key risks that the landfill BPEM is seeking to control through buffer distances are associated with landfill gas and odour.  The type of the waste to be disposed of in the landfill generates very little of either, the landfill will not take waste from offsite and measures will be put in place to ensure a low level of contamination of the inert wastes to be placed in the landfill.


[bookmark: _Hlk515350932]2.3	Detailed designs for the landfill construction
The application contains concept designs for the landfill which is acceptable.  Detailed designs will be provided, if the WA is granted and prior to starting construction of the landfill (landfill cells) in accordance with EPA licensing guidelines for landfills 1323.2

The proposed design is for a BPEM compliant liner and cap for a type 3 landfill.  The landfill will comprise two below ground landfills, the main landfill (landfill A, Figure 5) will have an airspace of approximately 10,000 m3.  It will be made up of four cells or compartments.  The secondary landfill (landfill B, Figure X) will have an airspace of approximately 5,000 m3.  It is intended that landfill B will only be constructed if the quantity of waste generated from the demolition exceeds the capacity of landfill A.  The need for landfill B will not be known until demolition is underway and is regarded as a contingency measure.

The preliminary designs show that the landfill will be constructed with the following liner configurations.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352046]2.3.1	Base and side wall liner:
The base liner construction will consist of the following (from top to the base):
· A leachate collection system.
· A compacted clay liner with a minimum thickness of 1000mm and coefficient of permeability not exceeding 1x10-9 m/s. 
· The preparation of the sub-base.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352068]2.3.2	Landfill cap:
A type 3 landfill cap is proposed with the following components (from bottom to top):
· Foundation layer comprised of earth material which will be spread and compacted over the wastes at least 300 mm thick..
· A clay barrier layer of at least 500 mm and a permeability of not more than 1X10-9 m/s.
· Warning visibility geotextile to provide a warning of the asbestos landfill below.
· Top soil/sub soil at least 500 mm thick.

The cap will meet the Landfill BPEM recommended slope range (5-20%) and the maximum capped height will be approximately 3.5 m above ground level.  The landfill cap will be tied into the perimeter bund and will be vegetated to minimise erosion.
A final pre-settlement contour plan(s) (top of waste and top of cap) has also been provided (Appendix 14).  Two versions of the top of cap contour plans have been provided, one for Landfill A only and one for Landfill A and B.

The above liner configuration is acceptable.  However, detail designs must be provided prior to start construction of landfill cells.  Appropriate conditions will be included in the Works Approval for this to happen.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352083]2.3.3	Leachate collection and management

Leachate will be minimised through the following measures:
· Construction of an earthen bund around the perimeter of the landfill to prevent stormwater runoff from adjoining land from entering the cells.
· Small footprint of the landfill.
· Each cell will be separated by an earthen bund, all rain falling on a non-active cell will be managed as stormwater.
· Each cell will be filled to the final height and capped before landfilling of the next cell commences.
· The final cap will be sloped to achieve the minimum slope recommended by BPEM and will be fully vegetated.
A leachate collection system will be installed on top of the base liner.  This system will comprise of 200 mm X 40 mm strip filter drains located within each of the landfill cells.  These drains will drain to leachate sumps.  It is proposed that leachate within the sumps will be pumped using portable surface pumps.  Aggregate will be mounded over the drains.
Leachate pumped from the sumps will be stored in 1000 litre IBCs located in a bunded area next to the landfill.  Leachate will be tested for presence of asbestos fibres and hydrocarbons, nutrients, heavy metals and BOD.  Depending on the quality, it will be disposed of via the site’s stormwater system, licensed trade waste disposal or transported off site for disposal at an EPA licensed wastewater treatment facility.  Any leachate discharged via the stormwater system will be in accordance with the water conditions of EBAC’s licence (11269).

This approach to leachate management is consistent with the landfill BPEM and is considered acceptable.

[bookmark: _Hlk515351407]2.3.3.1	Variation to Landfill BPEM requirements for the leachate collection system 

The applicant has requested a variation to the BPEM requirements for the leachate collection system.  Appendix C of the landfill BPEM (Publication 788.3) lists the objectives and the required outcomes of the landfill BPEM.  Section 6.3 of Appendix C lists the BPEM objective and required outcomes for the Liner and leachate collection system.  The relevant BPEM objective is:  To maintain groundwater quality as close as practicable to background levels.  To achieve this objective, 13 required outcomes are listed.  The applicant has asked for a variation to two of these required outcomes, namely:
· Drainage layer to be at least 0.3 mms thick with a hydraulic conductivity of not less than 1X10-3m/s.
· Drainage layer extending over the entire base of the landfill.
Instead of the drainage layer, the applicants have proposed a soil protection layer 200 mm thick to protect the underlying clay liner from vehicular damage.  They have proposed this approach for OH&S reasons.  The 4WD high loader that they propose to use to lift loads off the truck and place them in the landfill will need to traverse the base of the landfill.  It is claimed that the 300 mm layer of aggregate would be an unstable base for the high loader to drive on and would be at risk of tipping.  The applicant claims that the placement of the strip filter drains with aggregate heaped over them offers a practicable solution that reduces the operational safety risks.  They claim that the proposed design will more than adequately meet the drainage requirements of the asbestos landfill, considering the very low leachate generation rates expected, low leachability of the material to be placed in the landfill, high porosity of the wastes and the short operating life of the landfill.
EPA’s ASD initial assessment of this requested variation is that it does not comply with the WMP as it does not meet all the required outcomes of the BPEM (clause 15 (3) (c)).  After this initial assessment, the applicant requested EPA to re-consider their initial response in their response to the first S22 notice.  EPA reconsidered the request and came to the view that even though the application was not strictly in accordance with BPEM that EPA could consider a variation if there is no increased environmental risk.  The objective of the BPEM is to protect the environment from the impacts of landfilling activities and it is not intended that the BPEM stifle innovation or approaches tailored to specific circumstances.  Clause 15(5) of the WMP allows EPA to consider alternative measures proposed by a landfill works approval applicant where the measures meet the requirements of subclause (3)” and “provide at least an equivalent environmental outcome to that provided by the suggested measure.”.  Therefore, if an applicant has a proposal that is at variance with the BPEM but still achieves the objective of protecting the environment (in this case to maintain groundwater quality as close as possible to background levels) then EPA is prepared to consider the application on its merits.
ASD recommended to DAU that the design must meet BPEM requirements in the absence of supporting data.  These concerns were also relayed to the applicant.  Attention was drawn to section 6 – Best Practice Design (Publication 788.3, EPA Victoria, 2015) “Where the landfill designer believes that alternative measures can achieve the objectives and required outcomes, these should be supported by a risk assessment”.
Accordingly, EPA requested the applicant (through a S22 notice issued on 8 May 2018, Appendix 8) to justify the variations they were seeking in terms of risk to the environment.

[bookmark: _Hlk515351418]2.3.3.2	Questions asked in the second S22 notice

1. Provide justification for the use of strip filter drains in the landfill cells:

2. Provide further justification for the substitution of the drainage layer with a soil protection layer:
·     Please outline the OH&S risks associated with the use of the BPEM compliant aggregate layer.
·     Outline how the build-up of leachate head will be prevented.  The build-up of a head of leachate could compromise the integrity of the cell liner leading to failure.
·     It is understood that over many decades the leachate collection systems could fail.  Explain how the design requirement for the cell still be able to remove liquid from the CCL surface through natural drainage alone will be met, in the event of failure of the drains.

3. Please provide supporting evidence that demonstrates how the deviations from the best practice design that you have proposed in your application will still achieve the objectives of the BPEM and do not increase the environmental risk.


[bookmark: _Hlk515351437]2.3.3.3	Applicant response to second S22 notice and ASD assessment

The full response to the second S22 notice is provided in appendix 8 and ASD’s response in Appendix 12.  To provide further evidence of the suitability of the alternative leachate collection design, the applicant’s consultants undertook HELP (Hydrological Evaluation of Landfill Performance) modelling to estimate leachate generation following final capping of the landfill.  The following methodology was undertaken:
· Gather climate data for the site.
· Undertake HELP modelling to estimate infiltration of rainfall through the final cap.
· Estimate landfill leachate generation reporting to the leachate collection system.
The HELP modelling results indicated that minimal volumes of leachate will accumulate in the cell overtime, minimising the potential for leachate head to build up on the liner.

ASD’s assessment of the applicant responses to the questions in the S22 notice of 829 May 2018 are summarised below.

1. Provide justification for the use of strip filter drains in the landfill cells

ASD recognize the increased performance provided by the proposed filter strip drainage in terms of drainage capacity, generally 10-15 times more efficient than material proposed in BPEM.  We also consider the additional measures identified in section 4.8.4, 4.8.5 and 4.8.6 regarding leachate management and stormwater management, which would also limit the amount of leachate generated during landfilling activities.  Based on this information, and the results of the HELP model, this deviation would be considered low risk and acceptable.

2. Provide further justification for the substitution of the drainage layer with a soil protection layer. 

3. Please provide supporting evidence that demonstrates how the deviations from the best practice design that you have proposed in your application will still achieve the objectives of the BPEM and do not increase the environmental risk

The supporting evidence (HELP modelling) provided suggests infiltration rates be 40% below the recommended seepage rates as stated in BPEM, therefore it is considered to further reduce the environmental risk due to future leachate generation.

Other supporting evidence includes additional management practices proposed under sections 1.1 and 4.12 of the March 2018 report – the operating life of the landfill will be two years, with four cells to be progressively filled and capped prior to commencing filling of future cells over this period.

Leachate Generation.

It is noted the potential for leachate to generate hazardous dissolved or suspended solids during both landfilling activities, and post rehabilitation, is considered low based on the following lines of evidence provided:  

During Landfilling activities: The material entering the proposed landfill will be handled in accordance with publication 611.2 (EPA Victoria, June 2017), and as described in section 4.12.2 of the GHD report (March 2018). These materials will either be double wrapped in polythene plastic or contained in 44 gallon drums, therefore eliminating the leachability pathway of the waste in the short term. Careful placement in the landfill will be critical to ensure that the polythene plastic is not ripped or drums damaged during deposition.

Post Capping: Even if/when degradation of the plastic material and drums containing ACM and (possible) co-mingled materials occurs.  Potential for leachate generation is considered low due to evidence provided in the HELP model.

Other concerns identified previously by ASD were related to longevity of the leachate system collection, and the ability to function satisfactorily in the event of component failure (i.e. drainage pipe failure) after rehabilitation.  Based on HELP modelling, ASD consider the risk of drainage failure to be low. 

ASD consider the risk assessment contained in the 18 May 2018 response satisfactorily addresses all the concerns previously raised by ASD, and the risk to the environment due to these deviations would be considered low.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352164]2.3.3.4	Conclusion

In conclusion EPA notes that the applicant conducted a risk assessment in accordance with the general method in Appendix 2 of EPA publication 1323.3.  Risks were assessed for both a Type 3 BPEM compliant liner and leachate collection system and the alternative design proposed by the applicants in the Works Approval Application.  
Low risks were identified for the proposed asbestos landfill liner and alternative leachate collection system equivalent to the type 3 BPEM compliant liner and leachate collection system.  The proposed alternative design is considered acceptable.


[bookmark: _Hlk515351621]2.3.4	Stormwater management

An earthen bund will be constructed around the landfill to prevent stormwater from surrounding land running into the landfill cells.  The cells will be filled starting at the northern end of the landfill.  Rainwater falling into the active cell will be treated as leachate and managed accordingly.  Non-active cells will not be connected into the leachate drainage system and any stormwater accumulating in them will be pumped out into the site’s stormwater pond.  Prior to discharge to Bennett’s Creek the water quality in the settlement pond is tested to assess if it meets the discharge limits in EBAC’s EPA licence (11269).  As filling of the cells progresses and a non-active cell becomes active it will be connected to the leachate drainage system.
After landfilling is completed the cells will be capped.  The cap will be tied into the earthen bund around the landfill and will be sloped at a 5% grade (the BPEM) minimum.  Because of the small area of the landfill and the minimum grades it is proposed that stormwater simply be allowed to run off the cap and dissipate onto surrounding EBAC land.

This approach to stormwater management is consistent with the landfill BPEM and is considered acceptable.

[bookmark: _Hlk515351681]2.3.5	Establishment and licensing of the landfill
Following approval by EPA, an EPA licence will be granted for the asbestos landfill as the landfill will be a scheduled premise under the Environment Protection (Scheduled Premises) Regulations 2017.  The licence will contain standard conditions addressing such areas as waste acceptance and treatment, air and water discharges, noise and odour emissions.  The licence will remain in force for the entire operation of the landfill and until such time as the landfill is closed and re-habilitated in accordance with the WAA, the Landfill BPEM and other EPA requirements.  Before construction of the first cell the proponents will be required to submit detailed plans and designs for EPA approval in accordance with the landfill licensing guidelines (Publication 1323.3).  Following closure and rehabilitation the operator of the landfill may wish to surrender the licence.  A Post Closure Pollution Abatement Notice (PCPAN) will be issued by EPA.  The PCPAN will contain a number of conditions that the holder of the PCPAN has to meet to manage environmental risks during the aftercare period of the landfill.

[bookmark: _Hlk515351692]2.3.6	Removal and handling of waste
The proposed demolition of the former Morwell Power Station and possibly the Briquette Factory is expected to generate between 10,000 – 15,000 m3 asbestos contaminated waste (ACM).  This will include both friable (Class A) and Non-friable(Class A) ACM including lagging, sheeting, refractories and asbestos gasket contaminated steel.  The bulk of the ACM is expected to be asbestos cement sheeting.  Asbestos gaskets that are potentially contaminated with hydrocarbon will be washed in a bunded area before being wrapped and placed in the landfill.  It is intended that all other material associated with the demolition will be removed from site for recycling or disposal.  Potentially recyclable materials that are bonded to asbestos will be disposed of in the landfill as it is considered too risky to separate them from the bonded asbestos.  Non-asbestos wastes include steel from asbestos contaminated gaskets, bricks with asbestos adhered to them, 44 gallon steel drums, plastic wrapping and wooden pallets.  Note the last three items are not waste as such but materials that are required to comply with WorkSafe and EPA requirements for the safe handling and containment of asbestos.  The landfill will be licensed to accept ACM waste generated at the premises only, no other wastes including any wastes from external sources will be accepted.  An inspection protocol will be developed to ensure that only wastes approved for disposal are accepted.
Asbestos removal is strictly controlled in Victoria via codes of practice and safety regulations (see section 1.7).  Removal must be carried out by licensed contractors.  Class A (friable) asbestos will be double wrapped in plastic and then sealed into 44 gallon steel drums and then placed on pallets.  Class B (non-friable) asbestos will be double wrapped in plastic and placed on pallets.  The pallets of ACM will be stored in a secure steel shed (on site).  After a sufficient quantity is accumulated the pallets of waste will be transported by truck to the landfill where they will be unloaded and placed in the landfill (see section 1.7).  At the end of each day the waste in the landfill will be covered with soil.

[bookmark: _Hlk515351703]2.3.7	Waste transport 
All waste that will be generated on-site and disposed of on-site will be transported on internal roads and will not require Waste transport permits or certificates.

[bookmark: _Hlk515351880]2.3.8	Rehabilitation & aftercare management
The landfill will be capped with a BPEM compliant cap (see section 2.3.3).  Following completion of landfilling operations, the temporary security fencing and gate will be removed and a farm style post and wire fence will be erected around the landfill, appropriate signage will be put in place.

The landfill will be GPS marked and recorded on both EPA and council waste data bases.  The landfill part of the site will not be used for any purpose in the future.  EBAC propose to manage this through including a Section 173 agreement on the Certificate of Title, which places restrictions on how you can use the land. The Section 173 agreement is listed as a restriction on Certificate of Title and is a contract between the Council and a landowner, but may also include other parties.
EBAC submitted an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) with the original application, this original plan was for the EBAC site and was prepared before the landfill proposal and did not specifically address the landfill.  EPA requested (through the first S22 notice) EBAC to prepare an updated plan for the landfill site, this updated plan was reviewed by EPA’s ASD experts (Appendix 10) and was considered acceptable.  A monitoring program has been proposed for the aftercare period this will include monitoring the condition of the cap, leachate collection and stormwater drains and rectification actions will be undertaken if required.  Other monitoring that will occur at the site include:
Groundwater
As part of the 53X audit groundwater monitoring is being undertaken to assess the impacts of historical operations at the site.  A groundwater monitoring network of 21 bores exists at the site.  No impact from the asbestos waste on groundwater is expected.
Leachate
Leachate levels will be checked bi-annually for compliance with BPEM compliance levels (see section 2.3.3 for further details).
Surface water
In the aftercare period stormwater will be dissipated through overland flow.  Stormwater runoff at the site is currently collected in a settlement pond (see section 2.3.5 for details on how stormwater will be managed during the active period of the landfill).  Before discharge from the settlement pond water quality is tested to assess if it meets the discharge limits specified in EBAC’s EPA licence (licence no 11269).
Dust, Asbestos fibres and Noise
Monitoring is not required during the aftercare period.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352306]2.4	Landfill gas management

The wastes being placed in the landfill would produce little if any landfill gas.  Installation of a landfill gas collection and management system is not required.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352317]2.5	Odour and dust management
2.5.1	Odour emissions
The wastes are not odorous and odour is not an issue.  

[bookmark: _Hlk515352326]2.5.2	Dust emissions
The landfill is not expected to be a significant source of dust once capped. During construction and operation there is some potential for dust generation from construction, haul roads and placement of cover material.  Best practice measures to control dust include regular watering of unsealed roads.  The landfill is situated 600 m from the nearest sensitive receptor and the final cap will be vegetated as soon as practicable.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352339]2.5.3	Asbestos fibre emissions
The risk of asbestos fibre release is greatest during the asbestos removal activities.  Once the asbestos is wrapped the risk reduces considerably and reduces further once it is placed in the landfill and capped.  After capping there will be no asbestos fibre release unless the landfill is disturbed and the wastes exposed.  WorkSafe Victoria is responsible for all aspects of asbestos removal and handling through the administration of the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 - this includes Part 4.4 - Asbestos of the Occupational Health and Safety Regulations 2017  (See WorkSafe referral response in 1.7).

Wastes will be double wrapped in plastic and class A wastes will be further containerised by sealing them in steel 44 gallon drums.  After wrapping, the wastes will be placed in a lockable steel shed which will be signed to warm of the asbestos wastes stored within.  Once sufficient wastes for one day of activity of placing them in the landfill have been stockpiled in the shed the waste swill be moved and placed in the landfill and covered with soil on the same day.  The landfill will be progressively capped cell by cell. 

EBAC will be employing an occupational hygienist to oversee the removal of asbestos from the power station and the placement in the landfill.  An asbestos fibre monitoring program will be implemented for the duration of the operation.  All asbestos removal must be carried out by a licensed contractor (see section X).  During the removal and disposal to landfill operations EBAC will:
· Employ an occupational hygienist to oversee the operation.
· Progressively cap the landfill.
· Implement the cap inspection and maintenance plan.
· Implement the asbestos fibre monitoring program, including monitoring stations around the perimeter of the premises and the occupational hygienist will take random samples for fibre counts. 

[bookmark: _Hlk515352413]2.6	Greenhouse gas emissions

SEPP (Air Quality Management) (SEPP AQM), requires that generators of greenhouse gas emissions avoid and minimise emissions in accordance with the waste hierarchy, pursue continuous improvement and apply best practise to management of emissions.  Applicants for a works approval are required to comply with the more detailed requirements in the Protocol for Environmental Management – Greenhouse gas emissions and energy efficiency in industry (the PEM). 

The PEM outlines the following requirements for applicants applying for works approval:
· Describe the proposed works in relation to energy use and GHG emissions.
· Include energy consumption and any non-energy related GHG emissions
· Discuss best practice energy use and GHG emissions.
EBAC reviewed potential sources of greenhouse gas emissions and calculated their emissions.  The main contributors to emissions was due to fuel usage by trucks and machinery at the site.  Electricity usage by pumps used to pump stormwater and leachate were the next main source of emissions.  The total calculated emissions associated with the construction, filling and operation of the landfill site were 10.2 tCO2-e.  Applicants are only required to identify and implement best practice with respect to activities that are the subject of the application if emissions are greater than 100 tCO2-e.

[bookmark: _Hlk515352428]2.7	Monitoring
A preliminary monitoring program has been developed as a part of the Environmental Management Plan (EMP). The monitoring program covers the operating, post closure and aftercare periods and has been assessed by ASD as being acceptable.  Details of the aftercare monitoring are in section 2.5, leachate monitoring section 2.3.3, and stormwater monitoring section 2.3.5. and asbestos fibre monitoring and monitoring of the removal operation in section 1.7. 

[bookmark: _Hlk515352568]2.8	Financial Assurance
EBAC have submitted with their application preliminary financial assurance estimates for the operational and closure and aftercare phases of the landfill operation.  The estimates were prepared in accordance with EPA publication 1596.1.  EBAC will engage with EPA to agree upon an accepted type of financial assurance after the works approval is approved.  It will be a condition of the works approval that EBAC prepare a financial assurance proposal acceptable to EPA.


[bookmark: _Hlk515352583]3.	Recommendation
Based on the information provided, the application meets the relevant legislation, in particular, the relevant provisions of the EP Act, Environment Management Policy (Siting, Design and Management of Landfills) and the BBPEM requirements.  The granting of the Works Approval is recommended.  However, the approval should be subject to the following (or similar) conditions.


[bookmark: _Hlk515352597]4.	Works Approval Conditions

WA_G1
Subject to the following conditions, this approval allows the construction of the following works and associated equipment Construction of a Type 3 landfill as defined in EPA Publication 788.3, August 2015, Best Practice Environmental Management: Siting, Design, Operation and Rehabilitation of Landfills, the landfill will accept asbestos waste from the demolition of the Morwell Power Station, Briquette factory and other structures on the site.  The asbestos waste will include both Class A and Class B asbestos plus other solid waste that cannot be safely separated from the asbestos waste such as bricks, concrete and steel.

WA_G2
The works must be constructed in accordance with the application accepted on 19 Jan 2018 as augmented or amended by additional information received on 3 April 2018 and 18 May 2018 in response to Section 22 notices issued on 2 March 2018 and 8 May 2018 and the updated application document received on 29 May 2018.

WA_G3
This approval will not take effect until any permit which is required under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 has been issued by the Responsible Planning Authority.

WA_G4.1.1
This works approval will expire:
a) on the issue or amendment of a licence relating to all works covered by the works approval; or
b) on the issue of written notification from EPA confirming that all works covered by the works approval are complete and that no licence or licence amendment is required to operate the works; or
c) two years from the date of issue unless the works have been commenced by that date to the satisfaction of EPA.

WA_W1
Before commencing construction of the following components of the works, you must provide to EPA a report or reports with the plans and specifications of those components, including details of: a) any landfill cell, cap or leachate pond which must be designed and constructed in accordance with the procedures outlined in EPA Publication 1323.2 (Landfill Licensing Guidelines); b) the plans, technical specifications and CQA plan must comply with EPA Publication 788.3 Best Practice Environmental Management (Siting, Design and Management of Landfills) or as otherwise approved by EPA, and c) the plans, technical specifications and CQA plan must be assessed by an environmental auditor appointed under the Environment Protection Act 1970 as per the Landfill Licensing Guidelines (EPA Publication 1323.2) prior to submission to EPA.
	


WA_W15
During construction, unacceptable noise (including vibration) must not be emitted beyond the boundaries of the premises.

WA_W16
During construction, stormwater discharged from the premises must not be contaminated with waste.

WA_W17
All construction activities must be undertaken in accordance with EPA Publication 480 “Environmental Guidelines for Major Construction Sites”, as amended from time to time.

WA_W2
You must not commence construction of those parts of the works for which reports are required by condition WA_W1 until written EPA approval of those reports has been received.

WA_W3
Where any reports specified in condition WA_W1 and approved by EPA differ from the application, the works must be constructed in accordance with those approved reports.

WA_W4
You must notify EPA when the construction of the works covered by this approval has been commenced.

WA_W5
You must notify EPA when the construction of the works covered by this approval has been completed.

WA_R1
At least two weeks before the commencement of any commissioning, you must provide to EPA a report that include(s): an environmental audit report, under S53V of the EP Act, on the level of compliance of construction in accordance with EPA requirements

WA_R4
Before the commencement of any commissioning, you must provide, to the satisfaction of EPA, a report that includes: a financial assurance proposal, in accordance with Section 67B of the Environment Protection Act 1970 and acceptable to the EPA

WA_R5
You must not commence operation of the works until written EPA approval of the reports required by condition(s) R1 and R4 has been received.


Report date
	Date:
	29 May 2018
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APPENDIX 3.  Submission from Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Group (GVWRRG)
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ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION ACT 1970
[bookmark: _Hlk514944719]APPENDIX 8 Continued: Section 22 Notices
Notice 2: Issued 8 May 2018

SECTION 22(1)
NOTICE TO SUPPLY FURTHER INFORMATION



TO:	ENERGY BRIX AUSTRALIA CORPORATION PTY LTD (EBAC)
 (ABN: 79074736833)
	
	




OF: 	UNIT 9 / LEVEL 1 / 677 SPRINGVALE RD / MULGRAVE VIC 3170, VICTORIA, 3030.


WHEREAS an application by you for a works approval in respect of premises situated at
412 Commercial Road, Morwell, Victoria was received by the Environment Protection
Authority ("the Authority") on 19 January 2018.

AND WHEREAS we consider the information specified herein is necessary and relevant to the consideration of the application

NOW TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to section 22(1)(a) of the Environment Protection Act
("the Act") EBAC is HEREBY REQUIRED to supply to the Authority by 4.00pm on the
9th day of May 2018 the information specified in Attachment A of this notice.



DATED:	08 May 2018

		...............................
		QUENTIN COOKE
		DELEGATE OF THE
		ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY


APPENDIX 8 Continued: Section 22 Notices
Notice 2: Issued 8 May 2018

ATTACHMENT “A”

Re:  Works approval application SO 1003002 from Energy Brix Australia Coporation Pty Ltd to establish an asbestos landfill at 412 Commercial Road, Morwell.

Please submit the following information which needs to be prepared by suitably qualified professionals.  


1. Provide justification for the use of strip filter drains in the landfill cells. 
The use of filter strip drainage is not normally recommended in landfill cells as it does not support on-going maintenance such as inspection and cleaning and is a higher risk of premature failure due to clogging. 


2. Provide further justification for the substitution of the drainage layer with a soil protection layer.
· Please outline the OH&S risks associated with the use of the BPEM compliant aggregate layer.
· Outline how the buildup of leachate head will be prevented. The buildup of a head of leachate could compromise the integrity of the cell liner leading to failure. 
· It is understood that over many decades that leachate collection systems could fail. Explain how the design requirement for the cell to still be able to remove liquid from the CCL surface through natural drainage alone will be met, in the event of failure of the drains.

3. Please provide supporting evidence that demonstrates how the deviations from the best practise design that you have proposed in your application will still achieve the objectives of the BPEM and do not increase the environmental risk.



[bookmark: _Hlk515028047]
 APPENDIX 9: Section 22 Notices EBAC response to notice 1
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APPENDIX 9 Continued: Section 22 Notices EBAC response to notice 1 
List of supporting documents
1.	31-35300-C011-RA revised contour plan.PDF	Top of waste contour plan
2.	31-35300-C012-RA revised contour plan.PDF	Top of cap Cell A
3.	31-35300-C013-RA revised contour plan.PDF	Top of cap Cell A and B
4.	576879-W_report.pdf	Analysis results for groundwater 8 Dec 2017.
5.	3134501-REP-2_Phase 2 ESA.pdf	Phase 2 Environmental site assessment, March 2018.
6.	3135300-RPT-2WAA Energy Brix Australiaq.pdf		Updated Works Approval application
7.	EM1804172-0-COA analysis results.pdf		Certificate of analysis groundwater March 2018.
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	4. APPLIED SCIENCE – ADMINISTRATIVE INFO 

	EXPERT(S)
	Kapila Bogoda

	INITIAL CALL TO DAU DATE
	

	QUALITY OF DAU REQUEST
	Please start a new row in this spreadsheet 

	CLOSING CALL TO DAU DATE
	

	
	

	5. APPLIED SCIENCE ASSESSMENT – ADVICE AND SUMMARY


DOCUMENTS REFERENCED

· The response sent by the client (Energy Brix) in reply to the s.22 notice issued by EPA
· The report titled “Energy Brix Australia, Former Morwell Power Station, Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment”, dated March 2018 prepared by GHD.
· Revised Works Approval Application, dated March 2018



ADVICE

The client’s response does not adequately address all of the issues raised in s.22 notice or the response is not acceptable.

Please see the following comments (in red) in reply to the client’s response for the s.22 Notice.  Comments are in order of the items listed in the notice.  The client’s response is in blue.


1. Provide information on long-term undisturbed groundwater water quality?

The response is acceptable.  No further comments.


2. Provide information on long-term undisturbed groundwater level for the site?

The response is acceptable.  No further comments.


3. Provide preliminary design drawings

[image: ]


The response is inadequate and not acceptable.

Appendix 1 of the revised application has some drawings.  However, they are incomplete.  See below:

[bookmark: _Hlk511804413]Drawing No:  31-35300-C011- Top of waste contour map:  This drawing has some contours shown. However, contour units have not been provided.  The contours without units are meaningless.  Contours should have units shown and they should be in m,AHD. Please refer to s.22 item 3.

[bookmark: _Hlk511804748]
APPENDIX 10 Continued: ASD Assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 1
Drawing No:  31-35300-C012- Top of cap contour map:  This drawing has cap contours. However, contour do not have units.  The contours without units are meaningless.  Contours should have units shown and they should be in m,AHD. Please refer to s.22 item 3.

Drawing No:  31-35300-C013- Top of cap contour map, Cell A & B:  This drawing has cap contours. However, contour do not have units.  The contours without units are meaningless.  Contours should have units shown and they should be in m,AHD. Please refer to s.22 item 3.
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The response is inadequate and not acceptable. See below:

In assessing works approval applications, EPA requires determining whether the application complies with the applicable legislative requirements (policies, regulations, guidelines etc.).  It does not attempt to consider one policy vs another in terms of importance.  Instead, the assessment considers all relevant legislative requirements as they are applicable to the proposal. 

[bookmark: _Hlk511813482][bookmark: _Hlk511813609]In this application, as stated in this item of s.22 notice, EPA has advised the applicant that the proposal should have a 300mm thick drainage layer with hydraulic conductivity of not less than 1x10-3m/s to comply with clause 15(3)(c) of the Waste Management Policy (WMP).  Note that this is a “mandatory” requirement (i.e. “required outcome”) as per WMP, and it must be complied with.
Even the client’s response ‘acknowledges that the proposed design does not meet BPEM”, and hence, it does not comply with the WMP in this regard.

In relation to OH&S issues, they need to consider what control measures that can be used to address operational requirements (such as using drilling mats, geogrids etc. over the gravel layer or using appropriate equipments to place material etc.).

EPA’s role is to make sure the application meets the regulation administered by EPA.

Under such circumstances, I cannot recommend this proposal for approval until it complies with WMP.


APPENDIX 10 Continued: ASD Assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 1
1. An assessment on potential risks on receptors.

The response is acceptable.



[image: ][image: ]


The response is inadequate and  not acceptable. See below:

The measures provided in section 4.8.5 of the revised application for minimising leachate generation are acceptable.   However, the method of leachate collection is not in line with EPA requirements.

The proposal is a landfill, and for landfills, there should be a 300mm thick drainage layer with hydraulic conductivity of not less than 1x10-3m/s to comply with clause 15(3)(c) of the Waste Management Policy (WMP).  What is proposed in the application is something different and is well below the requirement.  Note that the leachate drainage layer is a “mandatory” requirement (i.e. “required outcome”) as per WMP, and it must be complied with.

Under such circumstances, I cannot recommend this proposal for approval until it complies with WMP.

Furthermore, the application proposes the discharge of leachate into stormwater.  Note that leachate is a type of waste, and discharge of waste into stormwater is not allowed.  Appropriate discharge mechanism needs to be proposed.  





[bookmark: _Hlk515263090]APPENDIX 10 Continued: ASD Assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 1
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The above response is not sufficient.  See below.

The response states that “It is likely that other inert material such as bricks and steel from asbestos gaskets will be adhered to the asbestos and cannot be safety removed prior to disposal”.  It is acknowledged that some other contaminants will be in the disposed waste, and therefore, it further stresses the need to address these matters in the application.
To address this, an appropriate leachate drainage layer needs to be incorporated in the design and an appropriate leachate management measure needs to be proposed.


[image: ]
No further comments









APPENDIX 11: ASD Assessment - Further clarification of ASD assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 1
APPLIED SCIENCE ASSESSMENT – ADVICE 

UPDATED – May 2018:

Further clarification is provided as to why ASD consider this design as not meeting the requirements for a type 3 landfill accepting solid/inert waste material, and the subsequent (potential) environmental risk.

[bookmark: _Hlk513469567]CAVEAT:

This updated assessment takes an objective approach, and is based on the information provided within the report entitled “Energy Brix Australia. Morwell Power Station Asbestos Landfill Works Approval Application” dated January 2018, and the above comment correspondence between GHD/EPA.  It is noted that current ASD assessor was not privy to any prior discussions (i.e. the January 12th meeting as noted abo) and potential outcomes and/or agreements (if any).  If there are documentation and/or meeting meetings endorsed by all parties involved in previous discussions that may influence and/or contradict the following advice, I would be happy to review, consider and update advice accordingly.

ADVICE:

It is important to note that the drainage layer is a critical component of a landfill barrier system.  Details provided in EPA Publication 788.3 (EPA Victoria, 2015) and EPA Publication 1323.3 (EPA Victoria, 2016) describe the requirements and outcomes of BPEM, with some limited context for justification. Therefore, the following information provides a basis for BPEM requirements.  

A drainage layer is a critical component of the landfill liner system, which includes the barrier system, leachate collection system (which includes all piping and the drainage layer) and associated geotextile layers. The leachate system is required to remain functional for several decades, which is important for the integrity of the CCL and subsequent protection of the environment.  

Consideration was given to section 4.12.2 – waste minimisation, acceptance, pre-treatment and placement (Energy Brix Australia. Morwell Power Station Asbestos Landfill Works Approval Application, January 2018).  We note the prescribed steps to minimise environmental impacts through containment by using sealed 44 gallon drums (Class A) or double wrapped plastic (Class B) prior to landfill deposition.  Potential risks to the environment are considered low in the short term, but there is concern for long-term as these plastic materials degrade, more specifically for those Class B materials where there is a higher leachate risk potential due to co-occurring materials (i.e. steel, gaskets and refractories).  Although it is not clear from the document whether the 44 gallon drums used will be plastic or metal.  

The designer acknowledges that the design deviates from current best practice, and ASD note this.  However, there are no data supporting how such deviations will meet the objectives for the protection of the environment.  As per EPA publication 788.3 (EP Victoria, 2015), where the designer believes that alternative measures can achieve the objectives and required outcomes, these should be supported by a risk assessment.  No such assessment has been provided within the report for EPA consideration. In the absence of supporting documentation and/or site specific data demonstrating how the current design deviations will meet the objectives for environmental protection, ASD have no choice but to follow a precautionary approach when assessing the design (i.e. within the BPEM framework), as opposed to a risk based approach.  







[bookmark: _Hlk515263742]APPENDIX 11 Continued: ASD Assessment - Further clarification of ASD assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 1

Therefore, ASD offer the following advice:

1. The use of filter strip drainage is not recommended in landfill design.  There is an added risk to leachate system failure as the material does not support on-going maintenance through both video inspection and cleaning.  Furthermore, ASD note that drainage strips are generally wrapped in geotextile, which would result in a higher risk of premature failure of the leachate system due to clogging. 

2. The basis for the aggregate layer requirement (i.e. 0.30m thickness), as stated in EPA Publication 788.3 (EPA Victoria, 2015), is to ensure the integrity of landfill liner system.  It is well understood that, over several decades, leachate collection systems will fail.  This design requirement is important to ensure the landfill liner system is still able to remove liquid from the CCL surface through natural drainage alone in the event of system failure of the piping material.  Without adequate drainage, there is potential for the development leachate head in areas of the CCL, which could result in the leakage of contaminants to the environment either through advective flow, or in extreme cases liner failure. 






















[bookmark: _Hlk515284161]APPENDIX 12: EBAC response to S22 Notice 2
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[bookmark: _Hlk515284412]APPENDIX 12 Continued: EBAC response to S22 Notice 2
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[bookmark: _Hlk515284784]APPENDIX 12 Continued: EBAC response to S22 Notice 2
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[bookmark: _Hlk515284857]APPENDIX 12 Continued: EBAC response to S22 Notice 2
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[bookmark: _Hlk515285518][bookmark: _Hlk515285310]APPENDIX 12 Continued: EBAC response to S22 Notice 2
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[bookmark: _Hlk515263790]APPENDIX 13: ASD Assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 2


	6. APPLIED SCIENCE – ADMINISTRATIVE INFO 

	EXPERT(S)
	Michael Clough

	INITIAL CALL TO DAU DATE
	

	QUALITY OF DAU REQUEST
	Please start a new row in this spreadsheet 

	CLOSING CALL TO DAU DATE
	

	
	

	7. APPLIED SCIENCE ASSESSMENT – ADVICE AND SUMMARY


DOCUMENTS REFERENCED
Section 22(1) Notice sent 8 May 2018 “Re: Works approval application SO 1003002 from Energy Brix Australia Corporation Pty Ltd to establish an asbestos landfill at 412 Commercial Road, Morwell. 

Section 22(1) Technical response letter dated 18 May 2018 (GHD Reference Number 3135300-74784);

[bookmark: _Hlk514923655]The report titled “Energy Brix Australia, Former Morwell Power Station, Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment”, dated March 2018 prepared by GHD.

SUMMARY
Further clarification was provided by ASD as to why it considered the design submitted by GHD did not meet the objectives of publication 788.3 (EPA Victoria, 2015) for a type 3 landfill accepting solid/inert waste material, and the subsequent (potential) environmental risk. This information is filed under IAR 545160 - ASD response.

Concerns were raised in previous ASD responses and/or communication about uncertainties regarding leachate generation by the material that will be comingled with the asbestos containing material (ACM).  This included materials with unknown leachability characteristics (i.e. timber, metal, refractory material (bricks)).  In the absence of supporting data (such as a comprehensive HAZMAT survey with leachability analysis) and/or other supporting information (i.e. expected leachate volume generation) ASD could not quantify the deviation of the design in relation to BPEM, specifically as it related to the drainage layer/leachate collection system and all associated components.  As such, ASD recommended to DAU that the design must meet BPEM requirements in the absence of supporting data.  These concerns were also relayed to the duty holder representatives during a face-to-face meeting on May 11th.  Attention was drawn to section 6 – Best Practice Design (Publication 788.3, EPA Victoria, 2015) “Where the landfill designer believes that alternative measures can achieve the objectives and required outcomes, these should be supported by a risk assessment”.

APPENDIX 13 Continued: ASD Assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 2

EPA issued a request for further information in the form of a Section 22 Notice, dated 8 May 2018, seeking clarification on Technical aspects of the application, specifically the following:

4. Provide justification for the use of strip filter drains in the landfill cells:
·     The use of filter strip drains in not recommended in landfill cells as it does not support on-going maintenance such as inspection and cleaning and has a higher risk of premature failure due to clogging;

5. [bookmark: _Hlk514932154]Provide further justification for the substitution of the drainage layer with a soil protection layer:
·     Please outline the OH&S risks associated with the use of the BPEM compliant aggregate layer.
·     Outline how the build-up of leachate head will be prevented.  The build-up of a head of leachate could compromise the integrity of the cell liner leading to failure.
·     It is understood that over many decades the leachate collection systems could fail.  Explain how the design requirement for the cell still be able to remove liquid from the CCL surface through natural drainage alone will be met, in the event of failure of the drains.

6. [bookmark: _Hlk514932428]Please provide supporting evidence that demonstrates how the deviations from the best practice design that you have proposed in your application will still achieve the objectives of the BPEM and do not increase the environmental risk.

A response to the Section 22(1) notice was submitted by GHD dated 18 May 2018 and forms part of the current review and subsequent ASD advice.  

ADVICE 

ASD note the following assumption that has been considered when formulating our advice (as stated in the report titled “Energy Brix Australia, Former Morwell Power Station, Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment”, dated March 2018 prepared by GHD):

· “The landfill will only be receiving solid inert asbestos waste.  All other waste material [generated during demolition] … will be… either recycled or disposed at appropriately licenced landfill site”.

Therefore, ASD assume ALL waste entering the proposed landfill will be handled in accordance with publication 611.2 (EPA Victoria, June 2017), and as described in section 4.12.2 of the GHD report 
APPENDIX 13 Continued: ASD Assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 2

(March 2018), as being contained in either double wrapped polythene plastic or contained in 44 gallon drums. 

A risk minimisation strategy, specific to this assumption, is identified in Table 7 of the response dated 18 May 2018. Please see section below “Comment on Risk”.

2. Provide justification for the use of strip filter drains in the landfill cells

ASD recognize the increased performance provided by the proposed filter strip drainage in terms of drainage capacity, generally 10-15 times more efficient than material proposed in BPEM.  We also consider the additional measures identified in section 4.8.4, 4.8.5 and 4.8.6 regarding leachate management and stormwater management, which would also limit the amount of leachate generated during landfilling activities.  Based on this information, and the results of the HELP model, this deviation would be considered low risk and acceptable.

4. Provide further justification for the substitution of the drainage layer with a soil protection layer. 

5. Please provide supporting evidence that demonstrates how the deviations from the best practice design that you have proposed in your application will still achieve the objectives of the BPEM and do not increase the environmental risk

The supporting evidence (HELP modelling) provided suggests infiltration rates be 40% below the recommended seepage rates as stated in BPEM, therefore it is considered to further reduce the environmental risk due to future leachate generation.

Other supporting evidence includes additional management practices proposed under sections 1.1 and 4.12 of the March 2018 report – the operating life of the landfill will be two years, with four cells to be progressively filled and capped prior to commencing filling of future cells over this period.

Leachate Generation.

It is noted the potential for leachate to generate hazardous dissolved or suspended solids during both landfilling activities, and post rehabilitation, is considered low based on the following lines of evidence provided:  

During Landfilling activities: The material entering the proposed landfill will be handled in accordance with publication 611.2 (EPA Victoria, June 2017), and as described in section 4.12.2 of the GHD report (March 2018). These materials will either be double wrapped in polythene plastic or 
APPENDIX 13 Continued: ASD Assessment of EBAC response to S22 Notice 2
contained in 44 gallon drums, therefore eliminating the leachability pathway of the waste in the short term. Careful placement in the landfill will be critical to ensure that the polythene plastic is not ripped or drums damaged during deposition.

Post Capping: Even if/when degradation of the plastic material and drums containing ACM and (possible) co-mingled materials occurs.  Potential for leachate generation is considered low due to evidence provided in the HELP model.

Other concerns identified previously by ASD were related to longevity of the leachate system collection, and the ability to function satisfactorily in the event of component failure (i.e. drainage pipe failure) after rehabilitation.  Based on HELP modelling, ASD consider the risk of drainage failure to be low. 

ASD consider the risk assessment contained in the 18 May 2018 satisfactorily addresses all the concerns previously raised by ASD, and the risk to the environment due to these deviations would be considered low.

COMMENT ON RISK

Risk has been assessed for both design and modelling.  As per any risk assessment, where controls have been identified to reduce risk (both engineering and administrative), it is important that these are implemented, verified (both independently and by duty holder) during the implementation phase and maintained through the operational life and post-closure.
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	8. APPLIED SCIENCE ASSESSMENT - PEER REVIEW

	PEER REVIEW REQUIRED/RECOMMENDED
(use decision matrix in SOP)
	☐Yes 	
If yes, level recommended:  
☐high 
☒medium
☐low  
	☐No 	
If no, why not:  
☐standard advice 
☐low risk/low complexity
☐not available  
☐other:  

	PEER REVIEW REQUEST: 
SCOPE AND TYPES
	Scope:
Sense check on thought process in RA
	Types:
☒technical 
☒language and style
☐science communications
☒strategic alignment

	PEER REVIEWER(S)
	Laura-lee Innes

	PEER REVIEW DETAILS
	<what was/wasn’t included in scope>



	9. DAU CLOSE OUT FRAME

	QUALITY OF APPLIED SCIENCE FEEDBACK
	Please find your request in this spreadsheet, and complete it. 




	Version
	Date
	Author
	Summary of changes

	0
	Creation date
	David Robinson
	Creation of form

	1
	23/05/2018
	Michael Clough
	Filled in AS parts

	2
	24/05/2018
	Laura-lee Innes
	AS peer review 
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LatrobeCity

Bol: Propory 20175 aneweneray
our Rt 542021
Latrobe City ABN 92472314 133
Teephone 1300367 700
& March 2018 Facsimile (03) 5128 5672
TV (NRS) 133677

Posto.P0 Box 264 Morwel VIC 3840
Email Adess atvobe@latrobe vicgovau

Development Asssssments Intarne w e vicgovau

EPAVictoria

GPO Box 4395

MELBOURNE VIC 3001

Att: David Robinson
Dear Mr Robinson,

Re:  APPLICATION FOR WORKS APPROVAL 1003002
ENERGY BRIX AUSTRALIA CORPORATION PTY LTD
412 COMMERCIAL ROAD, MORWELL.

I tefer to your eterdated 20 Februaty 2018 regarding the Applicaton for
Works Approvalfor the abovemenioned propery.

Following a review of the documentation submitied with the above application,
Council can provide the following comments:

(i) The sie is located in Special Use Zone Schedule 1 (SUZ1) andis
subject to Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 1 (ESOT).
‘The proposed works are permitied by the Latrobe Planning Scheme
subject to a planning permit.

As stated above, a planning permit s required by the Latrobe.
Planning Scheme for the proposed works.

A planning permit has not been issued under the Planning and
Emvironment Act 1987 for the proposal.

(W) Council has received Application for Planning Pemit 2017/242 under
the Planning and Ervironment Act 1987 for the “use and development
of land fo refuse disposal and aeration of acoess 10 a Road Zone
‘Category 1" for he site. Councills curtently considering this
application

(v) The proposal is not prohibited by the Planning Scheme.
‘Council s currently assessing Planning Permit Application 2017/242 in
relation to this matter. tis noted that, without prejudicing Councif's decision,

‘Gouncil has no objection 1 issuing of the works approval provided that all
Works and development associated with the landii are designed and

Mos 1:25 Georga trast Morwel 141 CommercialRoad Crurchis b -1 Pl Parade Trarslgon 3432 Ky St
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implemented to the best possible standards to manage the environmental
tisks associated with the proposal

1tis also noled that there IS considerable communlty concern regarding the.
possibify of aitbore asbestos partces escaping from the site during the
‘Gemoliion and disposal process. This is highiighied by the close proximity of
the subject ste o the Morwellresidentia area. Gouncilwil be ensuring that
Should 2 planning permit b issued f0r the proposed works that this ssue s
‘adequately dealt it through planning permit conditions. Counci also
requests that tis ssue be given due consideration by the EPA when
‘assessing the Appication for Works Approval.

If you have any further enquiris or require additional information, please do
ot hesitate to contact me on 5128 5469,

Yours sncerely
ez,
Karen Egan

Coordinator Planni
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* Conserves landfil space, ecuices the need for new andiis and thei associated cost.

* Saves energy and reducss the envronmental impact of producing new materias thiough
‘avoided extraction and manufactuing processes.
« Saves money by reducing prject disposal costs, ranspartation costs, and the costof new
‘Consinucton materials by recycing o mterials onsie.
'Due tothe nature and healt and safety issues with asbestos there s unikely o be a vable use,
‘and therefore we consider that the proposal i general n ine with the intenions.of the SWRRIP.

SWRRIP does indicae however that scheduing new andiitswil bs managed through he.
nfrasiucture schedules that wil be developed as part of the relevant Regional Waste and
Resource Recovery Implementation Plan. A consitent approach across al WRR regions wil be:
sed o identy he ocation and sequence fo fling and operating andfll stes. Shouid s be-
required, comments shoukd be sought fom the Gippsiand Regional Waste and Resource.
Recovery Group, f not akeady done 5o.

We tusttha s has assisted in the assessment ofthe proposal. f you need addonal
nfomation or assistance, pease contact me on 8626 8353, or
‘sam rowse(@sustainabiiyvie gov au.

ours sincerely

L

Sam Trowse
Project Lead | Waste & Resource Recovery Planning
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Gippsland ORIA
Waste and Resource Recovery Group W &mer

Reto: 16200
21 March 2018

Wi David Robinson

Assessing Offcer - Development Assessments
EPA Victoria

GPO Box 4395

677 Springvale Road

MELBOURNE VIC 3001

Dear M Robinson

WORKS APPROVAL FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF ONSITE ASBESTOS
DISPOSAL - ENERGY BRIX AUSTRALIA CORPORATION

In consideration of the appiication for Works Approval (WA 0001003002) the
Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Group (GWRRG) understands the faciity
proposed will be imited to accept asbestos material generated on-site at an estmated
volume of 10,000 cubic metres.

GWRRG confirm there is o requirement fo this facily to be incorporated into the
current andfil schedule included within the Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery
Implementation Plan (Gippsiand Implementation Plan) which was gazetted in June
2017,

However, during the development o the Gippsiand Implementation Plan, the GWRRG
did identiy a shortal in the capacity to accommodate this amount of asbestos in
Gippsland.

Therefore, through our discussion and on-site visit with representatives at the Energy
Biix (EBAC) facilty in Morwell, the GWRRG s satisfed the establishment of an onsi.
facilty specically for the cisposal of asbestos removed during these works is
appropriate. Furthermore, It serves to mitgate risks associated wih increased
handiing of the product and potentialransport issues enroute Lo lcenced disposal
locations elsewhere In Victoria.

‘Should you have any queries or would like to discuss ths issue further, please do not
hesitate to contact me directly on 0419 172 889.

”1 sncarly

MATTHEW PEAKE

Execuive Officer

107 poncos gy 035653 2744
TR I oo sas o g i o
o TAFMGARVIG 3526 AB 88 272158 677
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WA1003002 Works Approval v | vt vitora
Environmental Publc Health Risk Assessment

Establish an asbestos landfil at the former Morwell power station and
briquette manufacturing plant site

Landl o accept Gemalfion asbestos waste from &x 0id power station

* Expectto generate 10,000 v offiable (Class A) and non-riable/bonded (Class B)
‘asbestos containing material (ACM), mostly asbestos cement sheeting.

+ EPHU does not objectto this proposa on public health grounds provided that DAU
are satisfied that the proponent meefs relevan polices, guidelines and SEPPS,
inclucing BPEM forthis type of landfil Afer care management and monitoring must
be adhered to as described n the application.

« Asitis ikely that some ACM may include metals and waste that may decompose,
‘gas management system should be considered. Also, leachate management should
comply with BPEM forlandfis.

+ EPHU understands that asbestos waste wil be wetted and double bagged before.
disposal o tis andil

+ The proponent shallensure there are no unaccepable emissions of asbestos.
particulate matter during the removal and disposal of asbestos waste, according o
relevant guideines and poicies described in the application

+ EPHU recommend that pubic health monforing of air qualty (asbestos fibres and
ust) i conducted from around the perimeter of the site during the works period, in
‘accordance with guideiines provided in Entiealth (2013).

+ EPHU recommends that the proponent provide information n respect of the design
‘and thickness of the landfil ‘clean cap' system to be used, and detaiks of e long-
term monitoring and management of the landfil clean cap' to ensure that buried
‘asbestos waste is not disturbed in the future.

+ EPHU recommend that ‘nstuional controls®are put n place to moritor and
managed any future emissions from the site and maintai the integrty of the landfil
ciean cap.

+ Proponent sates that andiil will ot have any fulure purpose of land use. EPHU
recommend that any proposals forthe afte-use of the site wil require a defailed
‘assessment of human health and environmental risks.

7 March 2018
Environmental Pubic Health Unit, EPA.

Name(s)of | Eneray Brx Austraia Corporation Ply L1d (EBAC)

respondent(s)
Address. 412 Commercial Road, Morwell

Council LaTrobe Cty Counci.
Ste zoned Special Use Zone 1 (SUZ1).
Site has three planning overiays:
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+ Environmental Significance Overay
* Floodway Overlay
_Land Subject o Inundiation Overtay.

Eal WAI003002
reference

EPA Reference | 542025

(bis 14R)

Date receved | 13 February 2015

Date due by | Not refered io RS, Due atefor EPHU 7 Warch 18

FastTrack? o

EPADAU ‘David Robinson

Contact

EPADAU “Guentin Cooke

Manager

EPAEPAU | Jason s,

Assessing David E Jackson (peer review).

Offcers

EPAERPU | Gavin Scaft.

Team Leader

Mest with DAU? | nformral discussions.

Type of Type 3 landfi (asbesios)

Industry?

Separation | The proponent states that tne Gisance 1o e nearest sensitve receptor
distance s about 600 m noth of the landfil actvty boundary.

Referrals/ LaTrobe City Council Coordinator Health Services, Ms Robyn Duffy.
feedback ‘Supports the application and said that proposed celsfor the disposal

system including the methods to divert stormwater and creation of
possible contaminated leachate from the celsidisposal site wil minimise
any ofi-ste ssues.

Believes that the use of tis land and the minimisation of ransporting
‘contaminated material & g fom demoition ofthe old power sation and
cisposing of this material on st reduces of.ste asbestos concers
both through demoiiton and transport off.site — setback distances to
residential and businesses in the area s also of  distance that makes
this proposal idealfor achieving the outcome for demolition and
disposal. Advised that the method to be used for fling each cell and
then seaiing them appears appropriate for public and environmental
protecton.

Kapila Bodoga (Landfil expert). Reviewsd appication and met with
proponent. Concemed about. Isachale management, feels that
potentially eachable non-asbestos waste will be introduced into landfil
{e.g_oll); minimum depth to groundwater may be < 2; groundwater
‘qualty may not warrant landfi ocation here.

‘Anne Northway (Land and groundwater expert). Reviewed appiication
‘and met wih proponent.Feels that groundwater location and quaity s
of more a concen than asbesios emissions. Asbestos emissions are

20rsee
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‘Sxpected 0 be safely managed dung demolfion and wasie removal, T
relevant WorkSafe Victora, EPA and Counci requirements are met.

ComminTy

‘Proponent facitated community meeting with local residents. Website,
‘o ebacdemoltion com.au aiso provides backgroundistory,
‘explanation of demolion siepe and FAQs.

Fistory

‘Brown coal-fred power station and brown coal biqueting factory
operated at site for > 50 years.

Power siatin inactve since September 2014,

Briquette manufacturing plant inacive early 2017.

Issues Risks & Correspondence.

Trem

Comments

i & odour

= Proponent diaims landfl wil ot generate gas of have odour mpacs

+ Nolandiil gas management system proposed since proponent states
that andfil wil oy receive soid inert asbestos waste which does not
produce landfil gas.

+ Proponent to use dust miigation best practce measures inciuding:
Iandfil water carts during consiruction and rehablation of andfil
during ry and windy condions; water unsealed haul roads reguiary,
vegetate final cap asap.

Toie

"During demolfion work and ongoing noise from proposed landil

Water

+ Nearest water body 1 proposed landfll s 400 m (Bennetts Creck)
meeting Landiil BPEM siting crtria relative o surface waers.

+ Proponent siates that it s not within declared catchment indicated
by East Gippsiand Catchment Management.

Teachate

Authorty.

" Leachate collstion system proposed doss not comply with fandfil
'BPEM where 300 mim aggregate should be placed across entre cell
floor, proponent ustfies that this is due to operational reasons.

+ Proponent siates that leachate wil be tested for asbestos fibe.
presence and if necessary wil pump leachate to water fitraion
system to remove fires from contaminated wastewater (asbestos).

»_Aleachate collection system to be provided at the base of the landfl

Lands.
Groundwater

" Proponent sates that landiilto be @ maximum of & m below ground
level, such that he base ofthe landfll celwil be at least 10 m above.
curent grounduater level. However, proponent states that a the end
of mining activtes, it s ikely that the groundwater wil rebound and
‘equibrate at a higher level (expect not more than 10 m), though this
is expected o take decades. Thus, proponent ustfies that a requied
minimum 2 m separation distance between groundwater and base of
landfil wil be maintained.

+ A shallow depth to water table is observed in the south-easterm
portion o the site, due o various factors, incuding topographic:
posiion and for seepage from adjacent lagoons

+ Stormwater runoff from adjoining land entering cels willbe prevented
by constructing an earthen bund around perimeter of asbestos
landfi

3lFsee
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Tem Comments

Al stormwater runoffat the site s being collecied at setlement pond
‘and discharged to Bennetts Cresk. (water qualty is tested prior o
discharge as per EPA Licence 11269).

* Location of any surface water ineracton not estabished, as
groundwater flow directons unciear

+ Soi contamination around source area (ikely o be mostly fie raining
area) may not have been fuly delineated.

+ Not clear f observed groundwater PFOS concentraions would
‘adversely afect nearby surface water body.

* Review of conceptual ste model recommended including additional
soll investigation n source areas to more accurately assess risk and
fiabilty o proponent from legacy PFAS issues in soil and
groundwater

+ Proponent siates that groundwater n viciity of Morwell Power Station
is classed as Seqment B, 5o complies with clause 13(3) of Waste:
Management Policy (Sting, Design and Management of Landiils;
gazetted by Vic Gov Dec 2004; No. S 264)

Waste ‘Froposed landfl s nof isted in Landfl Infasruciure Schedule provided
by June 2017 implementation pian released by GWRRG (Gippsland
‘Waste and Resource Recovery Group). GWRRG is supporing landiil due
t01ts capacity to accommodate this material and the lower transportaton
isk it creates for nearby communities.

Fire Fire Managemert Plan prepared for landill 55 part of \pianning permit
Application lodged with Latrobe City Council.

« Proponent sates that andiil will nt have any fuure purpose o land use.

+ Airspace to be achieved by consiructing two below ground landiils — main landfil (&) with
~10,000 m’ aispace with four cells/compartments and an adjoining secondary landfil (8)

Wit ~5,000 v airspace

Landiil A expect to be 100 fong and 40 m wide and & m deep.

Landiil B wil only be buit i required, assessed during the asbestos removalidemlition.

All ACM to be buried below ground with only final cap of landfil above ground.

Maximum operating ife expected ~ two years.

s stated in appication, expect that removal, handiing temporary storage and placement.

of asbesios in the landiil to meet guideine requirements set out in Worksafe Ausiralia

‘Asbestos Code of Practce Asbestos (SafeWork Australia Code of Practice How fo

Manage and control asbestos in the workplace, February 2016) and EPA publcation

IWRGE11 Asbestos Transport and Disposal (9 June 2017).

+ Proposed location is ajacent to main internal road between Commercial Road and
former power station

+ Each cel to be progrssively filed and then capped, staring with Cell 1 at the northern
‘end of the main landfi.

+ Small earthen bunds t be bult 0 separate cels and help segregate uncontaminated
‘Stomwater and leachate during landfiling of a cel

+ Only ACHM will be placed in the asbestos andiil All ther waste material associated with
‘Gemoiton of former power staton will be removed from ste and either recycled o
cisposed at appropriately icensed landii sies.

alraee
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+ Recovery of steelor other potentialy recyclable materils adheredibonded o the ACM
Wil not be done.

+ Removal o be carried out according to Health and Safety Reguiations 2017 and follow,
‘guidelines of WorkSafe and EPA IWRGS11; only done by licensed confractors.

+ Friable asbestos to be removed such that al fibres released during stripping are captured
‘and contained. All mateia s double wrapped and sticly cieaned prior to removal. Class
B (non-fiable or bonded) asbestos is also removed while wearing appropriate personal
protective equipment and double wrapped in sealed plastic prior o disposal

+ Once removed and double wrapped in plastic, Class A 10 be placed in sealed 44 gallon
Grums or similar and then temporarly stored on wooden pallets at a secure roofed
location at ste. As per WorkSafe requirements Class B asbestos, afer being double
wrapped in sealed plastic o also be placed on wooden pallets and temporary stored at
secure roofed location a ste.

+ When sufficient asbestos generated, pallets ransported to andfil for isposal. AS per
IWRGS11, asbestos wil be disposed in landiil in manner such that no dust s generated.
Pallets will b stacked fofl el to required il heght.

+ Maximum height of top of lanil cap above natural ground estmated to be 3.5m pre-
settiement, assuming 5% cap siope as per landfl BPEM requirements.

+ Proponent appointing occupational hygienis to oversee removal of asbestos from power.
station and disposed o landfi (of asbestos).

+ Background air qualty moritoring for asbestos fibres 1o also be done as partof
‘demoition by proponent.

+ EPHU recommend that publi health monitoring of air qualty (asbestos fbres and dust) is
conducted from around the perimeter of the site during the works period, in accordance:
with guidelines provided in Eniealth (2013).

+ No information has been provided i respect of the design or thickness of te landfil
“clean cap' over the waste body and is ong-term montoring.

+ No information has been provided a5 o the long-term monioring and management o the
landfilclean cap'to ensure that bured asbestos waste is not disturbed in the future

+ EPHU s not clear whether the andiil site wil require a Site Licenss fo operate, or
whether there will be any instituonal controe in place to enforce the fong-tem
monitoing or management of emissions (air, water,land) fom the sie into the future.

sieses
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halil_ahmet@worksafe.vic.gov.au

Fw: Referral of works approval application - EBAC asbestos landfill
To  MDavid Robinson

KR EBAC asbestos landfil
- pdFie

Hi David,

As discussed over the phone earlier today your e-mail below has been forwarded to me by Joe Groves (WorkSafe
Traralgon offce) to see if | can provide you with a reply. Note that your e-mail s referring o the proposed landil for
EBAC however your letter is about the safe demolition and removal of asbestos from EBAC's site in Morwell

1 advised Joe to forward your request to his managers for guidance on how to address your request as it appears to
be seeking information about the proposed landiill and very general information on the proposed
demolition/asbestos removal. After speaking with you this afternoon - you advised you would like something to
establish our involvement in the demolition/asbestos removal from the EBAC site in Morwell. On this basis | agreed
to provide with a brief outine of WorkSafe's role and the role of those with management or control of the site:

« WorkSafe administers the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 - this includes Part 4.4 - Asbestos of
the Occupational Health and Safety Regulations 2007

« These Regulations place duties on employers and persons with management or control of workplaces to
identify asbestos under their management or control

« Where demoliion is to occur the duty is for the person with management or control to identify asbestos
likely to be disturbed and remove t, as far as reasonably practicable, before the demoliion

« Furthermore in the above case the duty is on the person with management or control to engage a licensed
asbestos removalist to undertake the removal work

« The licensed asbestos removalist is required to notify WorkSafe (at least 5 days) before commencing the
job

« WorkSafe is aware of the proposed demolition of the EBAC site in Morwell - WorkSafe Inspectors along with
WorkSafe Occupational Hygienists have visited the site and will continue to undertake visits and monitor the
(proposed) demolition/asbestos removal

« Note that the duty to provide and maintain a safe workplace, as far as i
employer at the workplace.

reasonably practicable, falls on the

I trust the above provides you with what you are seeking

Regards
Halil

it Ahmet [Fesd Offce. 22 Exbiton Seet
[Prncios Fygienit iboume iC 2000
lImprovement Programs & Specislist Services | =% 8841 1552 i worksefe vic gov.sy

o 0411 258 281
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Halil Ahmet (WorkSafe) <halil_ahmet@worksafe.vic.gov.au>

WorkSafe's on-going involvement re EBAC
To  MDavid Robinson

Ce [joseph_groves@vwa.vic.gov.au

Hi David,

In relation to the visit Worksafe undertook to Energy Brix Australia Corporation (EBAC) on 30 April 2018, with
yourself, 1 would like to advise you that Worksafe informed Barry Dungey (the EBAC employer representative) that -
storage of asbestos waste is prohibited under regulation 220 of the OHS Regulations 2017. This prohibition does not
apply where the stored asbestos waste is being stored for the purpose of disposal, stored securely and identified to
indicate the presence of asbestos, contained so as to eliminate the release of airborne asbestos fibres and the waste is
disposed of as soon as reasonably possible.

Barry Dungey explained the circumstances and restrictions related to any proposed storage - which would include 2 -
4 week limitation on the storage of the asbestos waste prior to its disposal in the landfill/cell on site, the secured shed
that will be locked and signed to indicate the presence of asbestos and the (anticipated) approval of the EPA to store
(i.e. dispose of) asbestos waste on the site.

Inspector Halil Ahmet explained that a written procedure outlining the proposed methodology/procedure around the
proposed storage would assist Energy Brix explain the proposed storage. Barry Dungey advised that such a procedure
would be developed and provided to WorkSafe for review prior to commencing storage.

As of today Barry has not yet provided a written procedure for review as detailed above.

Also note that Worksafe will be monitoring the proposed demolition and asbestos removal throughout the duration of
the proposed demolition and asbestos removal works - visits will be subject to what activities are being undertaken on
the site. Note that whenever asbestos removal is proposed the licensed removalist will be notifying Worksafe (prior to
commencing removal work), these Notifications along with the local Worksafe's Inspectors local knowledge of the
activities on the site will be used to initiate visits. Certainly there has been, and will continue to be, pre
demolition/asbestos removal visits as well.

I you would like to discuss the above further please contact me.

Regards
Halil

Halil Abmet hal ahmet@wwa vie qovau Head Offce, 222 Exhiiton Street
Princpal Hygienist Terdsdt 1747 Velboume VIC 3000
Improvement Programs & Specalst Seices Fa 9641 1552 i woksals vie qov.au

Moo/ 0411 255 281
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‘SUMMARY-AND-RECOMMENDATIONST

Re: Morwell-Power-Station:Asbestos-Landfill Works-Approval:Application {supporting information),dated:
December 2017 by-Mark Koller of GHD.{

Applicationformitlet:New-onsite landfilt-receive-asbestos-arisingfromthe-demolition-of the former-
Morwell-Power:Station-dated 8/12/2017-by-Barry-Francis-Dungey, CEQ-oF ENERGY-BRIXAUSTRALIAT

1
SuMMARYY

1

Energy Brix Australia-have submiteda Works:Approval Application requesiing theestablishment.of an asbestos:
landilat the former Morviel:Power Station-and-Brquette Manufacturing Plantlocatectat-412 Commercial Road,
Mol the-ste). -

1

‘Some:supporing informations; providedin-the-GHD-document referenced-above

However, the-prefiminary eview of the-supporing information 0-the iorks-approval reveals some gaps-i the-
information provided, for example:|
1
-+ The proposedtlocation or the landfi-(ofthe hree-options discussed)
-+ The secondary landiilocaton i case the-primary landfilisfound 0-be inadequate. -
% The Landflls Environmental Management: Plan specific{othe-proposed asbesios landfil
++ Adetailed Hydrogeological-Assessment of he-ste.-This should include 2 comprehensive-analysis of the fong
ferm undisturbed groundwater levek-and-water qualty data.f
+- Anassessment of pofential rsks on receptors (note hat some receptors appears fo be-vithin he:
recommended buffe) Therefore - comprehensive isk assessment vill b required. |
-+ Anassessment showing how the fong ferm undisturbed groundwater fevek has been determined fo-
demonsirate-compliance wilh clause-16(2) of the-Wasie Management Polcy (t appears hat he grounduater-
levelhas been defermined-basedton o years-of water level moritoring data-yeAl s nadequate) |
+-+ s assessment explaining how: the-proposal complies with clause-13(3)of the-Waste-Managemen Polcy in
elation {0 the Segmentof groundvater ~The supporting nfomation dentfies-grounduater as Segment &,
however, how his conclusion has been arrved a s notvery clear
+-» The informaion that has-been referred o1 he applcation(,g; 53X audi (2008) and the-GHD {11-October-
2017)needs o-be provided. T
+—» The preliminary-design dravings shouid-contain as 2 minimum:
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-+ Amap shoving the-preferrdtocation or the-proposed {andiiland the ‘secondary andfil refered foin:
the-appicaton.

-+ Preliminary detalsof the leachate collcton system showing compliance vih WMIP-and-SPEM:
requirements-{note hathe proposed system appears fo be-in non-compliance)

- Al the clvaions {depihs, heightetc. showing in . AHD.T

-+ Pre-settiement op-of wastecontour plan- {showing heights-in . AHD)

-+ Pre-settiement op-of cap-contour plan (shoving-heighs i AHDJ

+-» Risk Assessment to sensiive receplors i regard o groundwater |
+~+ Leachate management (explai hovt the feachate vill be-managed).- The-document states that Teachate.

minimisationis fhe-key to eachate management -This s not-adequate.-Leachate that-vil be-colleted- the-
landfilneeds {o-oe collcted-and managed - The-proposedleachate-management procedure-should be-
provided I tinvolves-onsite management via-aeachate-pond, hents ocation capacity.-
reatmentimanagement procedure-and-the preiminary design-of the-eachate pond-are-also required |

-+ Aste management plan-{or EMP) explaining operationalrocedures-(operational period, mefhod:of operation,

pollution control procedures, training of staf, <1611

-+ Reportsummarksing community consulaton-and-why some-people-objected {0 the dandfil etc

1
RECOMMENDATIONT

1
Redquest the-applicant o submit the-above information, as-a-minimum, pror o considerafon-of accepling the-

appicaion.--As the-upcoming holiay-periods approaching,itoukt be-advisabl tore-submit e application i the-
newyear2018)1

1

4. DOCUMENT-APPROVAL S-AND-PEER-REVIEW-TRACKING

4.1 Version-controkand-details.

Dates  Experts DrafFinale  Summary of Changes fPeer ReviewDetailsa  Peer Reviewers
121220179 Patnck e Dt | Reviened Assesaments Kaplis Eogosa |
1011220175 Patick Ndres Foes = B 3
T

41
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[EPA responses to-EBAC responses torissues raised.|

1

1

1a) —  Theproposedinalisediocation-for-the-landfill{of the three-options-discussed).|
Ll

Inithe-amended-WAA, Figure-1 has been updated toinclude the Landfill proposed-areas Aand 8.1
Thisissue hasourbeen-resolved.§

Ll

Ll

22) -+ Thessecondaryiandilliocat

case the primaryandfilis found to-be inadequate]
1

Locationofa possible secondary landiil marked:as-Landfil-8—Possible-AditionaLandiilin Figures
Land2-Document2)- 1

Tisissueisresolved 1
1

1)-+Adetailed Hydrogeological-Assessmentof the-ste. This-shouldinclude-a-comprehensive:
analysis-of-the-long-term-undisturbed-groundwaterfeveland-water-quality data.

EPAsassessmentis ]

1

the geologicalunits appearectto be similar {sandy/sity-clays)ancso geologically, GW15 was.
considered-torepresent the site and regional geoiogy.
1

e groundwaterisiikely to-be Segment B-but further informationis needed to-confirm this.
Essentially there-are only two samples providinginformation:about TDS levels in-GW15.-Whils the-
Samplesare.a year apart they-are both n the sameseason (September 2017 and October 2016).

This s not consideredto provide sufficent temporaland spatal represertatiensss, s required by
SEPP G (Ciuse .1

Itwas menionec that there were anomalies i the laboratory analyses, hovever, these have ot
beenadequately-explained 1

Is there-any-feid £C-data that coulc-be used 1o extend the-coverage and provide more information:
ab0utthe TDS in-GW57-Wouli be possible to-btair some acdtionak analyses now:
representadifferent season?- Watis the timing of the S3X environmental aucit-andis it schedulec:
tocollectadditionalsamples oFTDS in GWIS and-at the site?f

1
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2)-+Anassessmentof-potentialisks-omreceptors:{note-that some-receptors-appeartorbe-
within the-recommendectbuffer). Therafore-a-comprehensive risk-assessment willbe-
requiredt

1

Theamended WA has not provided additional and-operational measures required-to amelorate

the risks associated-vith 2reduction:of the buffer distance identified n-Table's 2:0f the 8PEM

Itshouldkbe noted that thisis ot purely-a monofiasbestos andfil.-As wasindicated:at the-
December 2017 meeting there s & potential to-mixwith il gaskets that may-contain
hyrocarbons, and probably withsome other wastes & imber, bricks g etc | -These materials
have the potential o-produce gas.-Therefore, any keiood-of rsks due to-andfilgas needis 1o
contained)/adaressed.-Therefore, this sue needs 1o be-considered

1

3)-+An-assessmentshowing how-the-long term-undisturbect groundwater level-hassbeen:
determinectto-demonstrate-compliance-withrclause16(2)of the Waste-Management Policy-
(itappears thatthe-groundwater level has-been determinectbased-on-twoyears of water-
levelmonitoring data-whichvis inadequatelf]

1

The following informationis required o determine whether the 2m separation-willbe provided-
1

+-+ Survey-data of Bore W78

+-» Survey-data ofthe-proposedandiilsite:]

-+ The maximum depthof the-andfilcell(s) 1
1

Note: Based-on the hydrogeological assessment provided, there are uncertainties
long-term undisturbectgroundater evels and-a suitable eachate collection system, additionzl
information il therefore be required. 1

1

4)-+Anassessmentexplaining how-the-proposal-complies-withclause-13(3) of the Waste:
ManagementPolicy in‘relationto-the-Segment of-groundwater. The-supporting-information:
identifies-groundwater-as-Segment B; however, how-this-conclusion has-been-arrived-ats
Rotclearl]

1

Seeitems1and3 g
1
5)-+Theiinformation-thathas been-referre-toin the-application(i.e. 53X audit:(2008) andthe:

‘GHD(11-October-2017)reportneeds to-be-providedifthatinformation-is-part-ofthe-
applicationf]

1
Nowaddressed.
1

6)-+The-preliminary-design-drawings-should-contain-as-a-minimum:{

1
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Section 4.12.4 ofhe fevised-WAA provides that he pre-sefllement top o cap vl be 3.5m above-
natural ground -This was agreec-to duing the-December 2017 meeling and-tis requiremen
Sfould-be-captured i the-WAA A contour map-ofthe-current natura ground-and-th 10p-of cap:
contourmap should be-provided §

1
Thisissue s yettoberesolet

1

Note from DR.GHD-have confirmed that they-willbe-able 1o provide-the top-of waste-and top of cap:

contour plans during the-assessment period, ndicatedthat tis would-be-acceptable-but-finak

‘approval il depend-on those plans being provided.-These plans shoulc-be.“Pre-settlement” top of

iaste-and-‘pre-settiement” topof<ap

1

7)-Riskcassessment tosensitive receptors
1

See2above 1

1

8) -+ Leachatemanagement (explainhow-the-leachate-illbe-managed). The documentstates
thatdeachate minimisationis the key-toleachate management. Thisis not-adequate. Leachate that-
willbe-collectedin thelandfilkneeds to'be-collectedand-managed. The-proposetieachate:
management procedure should-be-provided. Ifit involves onsite-management,viaraleachate pond:
thenitsocation, capacity, treatment/management procedure-and the-preliminary-design-of the-
leachate-pond-are-alsorequired-

The proposedleachate management actions are not adequate. Because of the uncertainties of other-
contaminants-and-theiikelinood-of the presence of ycrocarbons (s suggested duringthe-

December 2017 meeting), an onsite eachate treatment.or disposal toan approved offite facity-
snouls-be inclugedinthe leachate management procedures.Itis also noted that asbestos may-
containother-components from building demolition works:{,&,IBgL. Metal, ricks ) -Leachate:
may be generatedfrom suchmateril and needs obe collected,removedand managed. t s ot
clearin-the application how-the asbestos waste could be separated, sorted o be- 100% asbestos.
Furthermore, atthe December 2017 meetingitwas revealed that-asbestos may-contain gaskers:
which maycontain-oils.-AIso, during the-0peration-of the-andiil, any rainuiater or stormuater rom-
any rainfallevent will become feachate. Ths leachate needs to be colleced, removedand managed.
The-procedure should be-explainectin the appiication 1

1

9) -+ _Asitemanagement-plan{or EMP)explaining operational procedures {operational period.
method-of-operation,pollution-controkprocedures, training of staff €101

1
The-Landfils Environmental Management Plan specifc o the proposed asbestos 1

Resolvedduring the December 2017 meeting that the fandfil il be managed-in accordance with
the site EMP providecin sections 4 16 2:and-4 16 3,4.17,4.18,4.19:3nd-4 204 Document 19

Its however noted that the current e Environment Management Pladated January 2017-
(Appendixn Documents 1-and-2)-doesnot: provide-forthe-establishment: and-management ofthe-
ProposectAsbestos-Landii This EMP-wilneecto be updated-to capture 3l aspects regarcing the-
Siting, design, operation andrehabilftation o the proposed-andfil1

Trisissues therefore partialyresolved 1

1
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Notice

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION ACT 1970
SECTION 22(1)
NOTICE TO SUPPLY FURTHER INFORMATION

TO: ENERGY BRIX AUSTRALIA CORPORATION PTY LTD (EBAC)
(ABN: 79074736833)

OF:  UNIT 9/LEVEL 1/677 SPRINGVALE RD / MULGRAVE VIC 3170, VICTORIA,
3030.

WHEREAS an application by you for a works approval in respect of premises situated at
412 Commercial Road, Morwell, Victoria was received by the Environment Protection
Authority (‘the Authority") on 19 January 2018

AND WHEREAS we consider the information specified herein is necessary and relevant to
the consideration of the application

NOW TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to section 22(1)(a) of the Environment Protection Act
('the Act’) EBAC is HEREBY REQUIRED to supply to the Authority by 4.00pm on the
12th day of March 2018 the information specified in Attachment A of this notice.

DATED: 2 March 2018

QUENTIN COOKE
DELEGATE OF THE
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY
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ATTACHMENT “A’

Re: Works approval application SO 1003002 from Energy Brix Australa Coporation Pty Ltd to establish
an asbestos landfilat 412 Commercial Road, Morwell.

Please submit the fllowing information which needs to be prepared by suitably qualfed professionals.

1. Provide information on long-term undisturbed groundwater water quality.

= The groundwater islikely to be Segment B but further nformation s needed o confim this.
Essentially there are only two samples providing information about TDS levels in GWAS. Whist
the samples are a year apart they are both I the same season (September 2017 and October
2016). Thisis not considered to provide suffcint temporal and spatil representativeness, a5
required by SEPP GoV (Clause 8)

= This information i required to assess compliance with Clause 15(3)(3) of the Waste
‘Management Policy (siting, Desigh and Management of Landiils) (WHP).

« Isthere any field EC data that could be used to extend the coverage and provide more.
nformation about the TDS in GW15? If there s such data please provide.

+ Whati the timing of the 53X environmental audit and i it scheduled to collect aditional
samples of TDS in GWLS and a the ste? Please obtain some additional analyses 50 35 to
represent a different season.

it was mentioned that there were anomalies i the laboratory analyses, however, these have
ot been adequately explained. Please provide an explanation for these anomaies

2. Provide information on long-term undisturbed groundwater level for thesite

« Long term undisturbed groundwater level s required to assess compliance with Clause 16(2) of
the WNIP. It appears that the groundwater level has been determined based on two years of
wiater level monitoring data which is inadequate,

« The following information is required to determine whether the 2m separation willbe
provided:

« Long term undisturbed grouncvater level {in m AHD)
Survey data of Bore GWA7B; i m AHD)

Survey data o the proposed landiil sie; in m AHD)
« The maximum depth of the andiil cel(s) (in m AHD).

3. Provide preliminary design drawings
+ Acontour map of the current natural ground (in m AHD) and the top of cap contour map should
be provided. These plans should be “Pre-settlement” top of waste and “pre-settlament” top of
cap contours shown in m AHO.
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« Provide preliminary iner profile showing barrier layersincluding the drainage layer in
complance with Best Practice Enviranment Management Guideline for landfils (8PEM, EPA
Publication 788.3). Note that the proposed drainage layer thckness (as per the WAA| s
200mm. However, the BPEM recuirement s tha the thickness to be 300mm with a hydraulic
conductivty of not less than 1x10” mys, and itis one o the “required outcomes’. Under such
ircumstances, provide an explanation how the proposal will comply with clause 15(3) c]of the
Waste Management Policy which states that an applicat for  andfill works approval must
meet each “required outcome" of the BPEM.

4. Anassessment on potential isks on receptors
« Some receptors appear to be within the recommended buffer, Therefore, a comprehensive ris
assessmentis required;

 The amended WAA (received o 19 Jan 2018) has not provided additional and operational
measures required to amelioate the risks associated with a reduction of e buffer distance
identifed in Table 5.2 o the BPEM.

« s likely that this i not purely a monofil asbestos landfil. There is potentially a mix of wastes
some of which could produce gas and may contain some other contaminants . ois and other
contaminants from gaskets etc). Therefore, any likelihood ofrsks due to landfil gas and other
potential contaminants needs to be contained/addressed.

« Please provide a risk assessment of the potential for gas generation and the risks to nearby
receptors and the additional and operational measures required to ameliorate therisks (rom
gas and/or other contaminants) a a result of a reduced buffer distance.

5. Provide a detalled assessment ofleachate management
= The proposed leachate management actions are not adequate. Because of the uncertainies of

other contaminants and the fikelitood of the presence of hydrocarbons an onsite leachate
treatment or disposal to an approved off-ite facilty should be included in the leachate:
management procedures. t i noted that asbestos may contain other components from bullding
demlition works .. imber, metal, bicks etc). Leachate will be generated from such material
‘and needs 0 be collected, removed and managed. Also any ainfal that fals within the landfil
{while ts open) wil end up in the waste and will become leachate. This needs to be colectes,
removed and managed. Furthermore, ‘design and construction of the most robust lner and
eachate collection system” is also  required outcome of BPEM. Please outline how ths will be
done and how the proposal will comply with clause 15(3)( ) o the Waste Management Policy
which states that an applicant fora andfil woks approval must meet each "required outcome”
of the BPEM.

6. Stormwater Management
« Explainin reater detall how stormuwater flows willbe managed and howi contaminated
stormwater will be managed onsite to ensure that no contaminated stormuater i released from
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the ste. This should show how the stormiwater management at the proposed lanfil will make.
use of the exsting stormwater management nfrastructure atthe site, and should cover both the
operational and post closure phases of the landfil .

7. Processing of asbestos waste

«Itisnot clear in the application how the asbestos waste could be separated/sorted to ensure that
the waste is 100% or cose to 100% asbestos and i not contaminated with other materials
Explain how this would be accomplished or Ifsignifcant amounts of non-asbestos wastes are
Iikely o be included identify the probable types and amounts of such materials and the associated
risks

8. Update of the site EMP
= The current ite ‘Environment Management Plan’dated January 2017 (Appendi B in Documents
1.and 2 does not provide for the establishment and management of the proposed Asbestos
Landiil. Please update this EMP to capture al aspects regarding the sitin, design, operation and

rehabiltation of the proposed landil.
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ATTACHMENT “A”

Re: Works approval application SO 1003002 from Energy Brix Australia Coporation Pty Ltd to establish
‘an asbestos landfil at 412 Commercial Road, Morwell.

Please submit the following information which needs to be prepared by suitably qualified professionals.

1. Provide information on long-term undisturbed groundwater water quality.

+ The groundwateris kely to be Segment 8 bust further information is needed to confirm this.
Essentially there are only two samples providing information about TDS levels in GW15. Whilst
the samples are a year apart they are both in the same season (September 2017 and October
2016). Thisis not considered to provide sufficient temporal and spatial representativeness, as
required by SEPP GoV (Clause )

‘An additional GME was conducted in March 201 Refer below for further discussion of this GME.

+ Thisinformation is required to assess compliance with Clause 15(3)(3) of the Waste:
Management Policy (siting, Design and Management of Landills) (W\IP).

n our opinion, the results of the four GMES provide sufficient information on which to assess

‘compliance with the Policy.

+ Is there any field EC data that could be used to extend the coverage and provide more:
information about the TDS in GW15? If here s such data please provide.

Field EC data for GW5 has been provided in the WAA (refer to Table 7)for the Oct 2016 GME, Sep

2017 GME, Dec 2017 GME and March 2018 GME.

+ What s the timing of the 53X environmental audit and s it scheduled to collect additional
samples of TS in GW15 and at the site? Please obtain some additional analyses so asto
represent a different season.

A GME was undertaken on 8 December 2017 by Aurecon s part of the site assessment for the 53X

‘Audit. After corresponding with EPA, GHD also competed a GME in March 2018 for background

bore GW15. EPA advised via email on 05/03/2018 that sampling of GW15 in March 2018, would

Satisfy the requirement for additional analyses to represent a different season. TDS analytical data

has been provided in the WAA (refer to Section 4.6.5). Laboratory reports for Dec 2017 and March

2018 will be provided to EPA.

It was mentioned that there were anomales in the laboratory analyses, however, these have:
ot been adequately explained. Please provide an explanation for these anomales.

The laboratory analysis reports have some anomalies in term of some of the analytes.

concentrations in groundwater being different to those used in the GHD Phase 2 ESA GHD has.

‘completed a review of the anomalies and concluded that the anomalies have not affected the.

outcome of the Phase 2 ESA. The TDS, and hence the dlassification, of the groundwater beneath the.

site was the important matter. This matter has been addressed through three subsequent GMES,

‘which report TDS for background bore GWA5 as groundater segment B clasification.
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As partof our internal QA process, GHD il be reisuing the Phase 2 ESA with an erratum to
specify the changes made to the report to address these anomalies. GHD will provide EPA, the.
cient and 53X auditor (Stephen Cambridge) with 2 copy for your recor.

2. Provide information on long term undisturbed groundhvater level for thesite

* Long term undisturbed groundwater level i required to assess compiance with Clause 16(2) of
the WM. It appears that the groundwater level has been determined based on two years of
water level monitoring data which is nadequate.

= The following information is reuired to determine whether the 2m separation willbe
provided:

* Long term undisturbed grounduiater evel (inm AHD)
Please refer o Section 6.6 or further iscussion.

« Survey data of Bore GWA7B; (inm AHD)
Please refer to Table  for L top of bore casing.

* Survey data of the proposed landfil site; in m AHD)
Please refer to Appendix| for existing survey of the landfil,

« The maximum depth of the landiil cell(s) (in m AHD)
Please refer o Section 4.6..

3. Provide preliminary design drawings
A contour map of the current naturalground in m AHD) and the top of cap contour map should
be provided. These plans should be *Pre-settlement” top of waste and “pre-setiement” top of
ap contours shown inm AHD.
Please refer to Appendix|.

 Provide preliminary liner profile snowing barrier layers including the drainage layer in
‘compliance with Best Practce Environment Management Guideline for landfils (BPEM, EPA
Publication 768.3). Note that the proposed drainage layer thickness (2 per the WAA) s
200mm. However, the BPEM requirement is that the tickness to be 300mm with a hydraulic
‘conductivity of notless than 1x10% m/s, and it is oe of the “required outcomes”.. Under such
circumtances, provide an explanation how the proposal vill comply with ciause 15(3)(¢) of the:
‘Waste Management Polcy which states that an applicant for a landiil works approval must
meet each “required outcome” of the BPEM.
First, we wouldlike o lrif that the 200 mm thicklayer placed on the base of each celis not
2 drainage layer. As specified in Section A of Drawing No. 31-35300-C002 (Appendix D, this
layer is 2 Soil Protection Layer. It s provided to protect the underlying compacted ciay layer
from vehicular damage ie. as the forkifttraverses the landfil o place asbestos loads). Section
A of Drawing No. 31-35300-C002 alo provides the iner profie of the andfil.
Second, we acknowledge that the proposed design does not meet BPEM; this matter was
discussed at our 12 January 2018 mesting incuding th rationale for departing from the Landfil
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BPEM, that s, the aternative design provides a better health and safety outcome for
placement of waste in the andiil as described in Section 4 8.5 of the WAA).If EPA determines
that achieving policy outcomes s of higher importance than the OH&S considerations and
cannot deviate from clause 15(3)(c)of the Waste Management Policy, the applicaion willbe:
updated to reflect the required outcomes of the BPEM.

4. An assessment on potential isks on receptors
= Some receptors appear o be withi the recommended buffer. Therefore, a comprehensive risk
assessment s required;

= The amended WAA (received on 18 Jan 2018) has not provided additional and operational
measures required to ameliorate the risks associated with a reduction of the buffer istance.
dentified n Table 5.2 of the BPEM.

 Htslikely thatthis is ot purely @ monofil asbestos andfil. There s potentially a mix of wastes:
some of which could produce gas and may contain some other contaminants (i oils and other
contaminantsfrom gaskets etc). Therefore, anylikelinood ofrsks due to landfil 25 and ather
potential contaminants needs to be contained/addressed.

. Please provide 3 risk assessment of the potential for gas generation and the riks to nearby
receptors and the additional and operational measures required t0 amelorate the isks (from
a5 and/or other contaminants) as a result of a reduced bufer distance.

A comprehensiverisk assessment s provided in Appendi H.

5. Provide a detailed assessment of leachate management
= The proposed leachate management actions are not adequate. Because of the uncertaintes of
other contaminants and the ikelihood of the presence of hydrocarbons an onsite leachate
treatment or disposal 1o an approved off-sie faclty should be included in the leachate.
management procedures. It is noted that asbestos may contain other components from building.
‘demolition works . timber, metal, bricks etc). Leachate will be generated from such mterial
‘and needs to be colected, removed and managed. Also any rainfal that als within the fandfil
(while itis open) wil end up n the waste and will become leachate. This needs o be collected,
removed and managed. Furthermore, ‘design and construction of the most obust liner and
leachate collection system? i alo 2 required outcome of BPEM. Please outine how this willbe
‘done and how the proposalwill comply with clause 15(3)( ) of the Waste Management Policy
which sttes that an applican for 2 andiillwoks approval must meet each “required outcome’”
of the BPEM.
Section 4,85 0f the WA provides 2 description on the management leachate for the proposed
andfil.
To adress EPA's comments the WAA has been updated t0 specify that leachate will be pumped
from the sumps to 1000 L intermediate bulk containers (18Cs) located in a bunded area acjacent to
the landfil. Leachate will betested from the IBCs for asbestos presence and other parameters
including, but not limited 1o, hycrocarbons, nutrients and heavy metals. Depending on the leachate
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‘qualty it wil be disposed of via the sie's existing stormwater drainage system (i suitable qualty)
or licensed trade waste disposal,or transported offite for isposal at an EPA licensed wastewater
treatment facilty. The sie’s existng stormwater drainage system has management conditions
under EPALicence No. 11269. Any leachate to be discharged via the stormwater system will be
accordance with the water conditions ofthe licence.

6. Stormwater Management
= Explain in greater detail how stormuater lows willbe managed and how contaminated
Stormuater will be managed onsite to ensure that no contaminated stormuater i released from
thesite. This should show how the stormater management a the proposed landfilwillmake.
se o the existing stormuwater management infrastructure 3 the site, and shoud cover both the
operational and post closure phases of the landiil.
Section 486 has been updated to address this requirement.

7. Processing of asbestos waste

« It not clear in the appication how the asbestos waste could be separated/sorted o ensure that
the waste is 100%or close to 100%asbestos and i not contaminated with other materials.
Explain how this would be accomplished or i signficant amounts of non-asbestos wastes are:
Iikely 0 be incuded identiy the probable types and amounts of such materials and the associated
sk,
s explained at our 12 January 2018 meeting and discussed n the WAA, it liely tha other inert
‘materialsuch as brcks and steel rom asbestos gaskets will be adhered to the asbestos and
‘annot be safely removed prior o disposal. The extent of such ‘contamination’, i particular
bricks, will not become apparent unti asbestos removal works commence. Further explanation as
tothe probable types and amounts ofsuch materials and the associated operational isks and
reqirements has been provided in Section 4.12.2. The fandfil will only be licensed to accept
asbestos (Class | and Ciass 1) and will not accept any other type of PIW and therefore, any.
‘asbestos gaskets that contain resicual hycrocarbons will be cleaned i a bunded area prior to
cisposaln the landfil

8. Update ofthe site EMP
« The current site ‘Environment Management Plan’ dated January 2017 (Appencix B in Documents
1.and 2) does not provide for the establishment and management of the proposed Asbestos
Landifill. Please update this EMP o capture al aspectsregarding the sting, design, operation and
rehabiltation of the proposed fandfil.
Please refer to Appendix B. Addendum 1 (Landiil EMP) has been added to the existig site EMP.
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e A contour map of the current natural ground (in m AHD) and the top of cap contour map should
be provided. These plans should be “Pre-settlement” top of waste and “pre-settlement” top of
cap contours shown in m AHD.

Please refer to Appendix I.
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Provide preliminary liner profile showing barrier layers including the drainage layer in
compliance with Best Practice Environment Management Guideline for landfills (BPEM, EPA
Publlication 788.3). Note that the proposed drainage layer thickness (as per the WAA) is
200mm. However, the BPEM requirement is that the thickness to be 300mm with a hydraulic
conductivity of not less than 1x103 m/s, and it is one of the “required outcomes”. Under such
circumstances, provide an explanation how the proposal will comply with clause 15(3)( c) of the
Waste Management Policy which states that an applicant for a landfill works approval must
meet each “required outcome” of the BPEM.
First, we would like to clarify that the 200 mm thick layer placed on the base of each cell is not
a drainage layer. As specified in Section A of Drawing No. 31-35300-C002 (Appendix D), this
layer is a Soil Protection Layer. It is provided to protect the underlying compacted clay layer
from vehicular damage (ie. as the forklift traverses the landfill to place asbestos loads). Section
A of Drawing No. 31-35300-C002 also provides the liner profile of the landfill.
Second, we acknowledge that the proposed design does not meet BPEM; this matter was
discussed at our 12 January 2018 meeting including the rationale for departing from the Landfill
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BPEM, that is, the alternative design provides a better health and safety outcome for
placement of waste in the landfill (as described in Section 4.8.5 of the WAA). If EPA determines
that achieving policy outcomes is of higher importance than the OH&S considerations and
cannot deviate from clause 15(3)(c) of the Waste Management Policy, the application will be
updated to reflect the required outcomes of the BPEM.
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5.

Provide a detailed assessment of leachate management
The proposed leachate management actions are not adequate. Because of the uncertainties of
other contaminants and the likelihood of the presence of hydrocarbons an onsite leachate
treatment or disposal to an approved off-site facility should be included in the leachate
management procedures. It is noted that asbestos may contain other components from building
demolition works (i.e. timber, metal, bricks etc). Leachate will be generated from such material
and needs to be collected, removed and managed. Also any rainfall that falls within the landfill
(while it is open) will end up in the waste and will become leachate. This needs to be collected,
removed and managed. Furthermore, ‘design and construction of the most robust liner and
leachate collection system” is also a required outcome of BPEM. Please outline how this will be
done and how the proposal will comply with clause 15(3)( c) of the Waste Management Policy
which states that an applicant for a landfill woks approval must meet each “required outcome”
of the BPEM.

Section 4.8.5 of the WAA provides a description on the management leachate for the proposed

landfill.

To address EPA’s comments the WAA has been updated to specify that leachate will be pumped

from the sumps to 1000 L intermediate bulk containers (IBCs) located in a bunded area adjacent to

the landfill. Leachate will be tested from the IBCs for asbestos presence and other parameters

including, but not limited to, hydrocarbons, nutrients and heavy metals. Depending on the leachate
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quality it will be disposed of via the site’s existing stormwater drainage system (if suitable quality)
or licensed trade waste disposal, or transported offsite for disposal at an EPA licensed wastewater
treatment facility. The site’s existing stormwater drainage system has management conditions
under EPA Licence No. 11269. Any leachate to be discharged via the stormwater system will be
accordance with the water conditions of the licence.
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7. Processing of asbestos waste

It is not clear in the application how the asbestos waste could be separated/sorted to ensure that
the waste is 100% or close to 100% asbestos and is not contaminated with other materials.
Explain how this would be accomplished or if significant amounts of non-asbestos wastes are
likely to be included identify the probable types and amounts of such materials and the associated
risks.

As explained at our 12 January 2018 meeting and discussed in the WAA, it is likely that other inert
material such as bricks and steel from asbestos gaskets will be adhered to the asbestos and
cannot be safely removed prior to disposal. The extent of such ‘contamination’, in particular

bricks, will not become apparent until asbestos removal works commence. Further explanation as
to the probable types and amounts of such materials and the associated operational risks and
requirements has been provided in Section 4.12.2. The landfill will only be licensed to accept
asbestos (Class | and Class Il) and will not accept any other type of PIW and therefore, any
asbestos gaskets that contain residual hydrocarbons will be cleaned in a bunded area prior to
disposal in the landfill.
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8. Update of the site EMP

e The current site ‘Environment Management Plan’ dated January 2017 (Appendix B in Documents

1 and 2) does not provide for the establishment and management of the proposed Asbestos
Landfill. Please update this EMP to capture all aspects regarding the siting, design, operation and
rehabilitation of the proposed landfill.

Please refer to Appendix B. Addendum 1 (Landfill EMP) has been added to the existing site EMP.
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Project Manager - Works Approvals Development Assessments.
EPA Victoria

200 Vitoria Street

Caron VIC 3053

Dear David

Morwell Power Station Asbestos Landfill
Section 22 Notice - 8 May 2018
AWorks Approval Application (WAA) has been prepared by GHD Pty Lid (GHD) on behalf of Energy Brix
‘Ausiralia Corporation Pty Lt (In Liuidation) (EBAC), equesting approval for the establishment of an
‘asbestos landiil at the former Morwel Power Staton and Briguette Manufactuing Plant ocated at 412
‘Commercial Road, Morwell (the sie).
n assessing the WAA, EPA Victoria (EPA) has requested further informaton from EBAC in the form of a
‘Secton 22(1) Notice dated 8 May 2018 (the Notice). The Nofice requirs the folowing futher
information
1. Provide justification for the use of strip filter drains in the fandfil calls
- The use of fiter strip crainage is not normally recommended inlandfil cels s it does not support
‘ongoing maintenance such as inspection and cleaning and s a higher ik of premature falure
due to clogging
2. Provide further justifcation for the substitution of the drainage layer with a sofl protaction
layer
- Please outine the OHAS risks associated withthe use of the BPEM complant aggregate layer
- Outine how the builcup of leachate head willbe prevented. The build-up of a leachate could
‘comprse the integrityof the cell lne leading to faiurs
- itis understood that over many decades that leachate collecton systems coul fail. Explain how.
the design requirement or the cel fo st be able o remove liquid from the GCL surface through
naturalcrainage alone willbe met in the event offailure o the ains.
3. Please provide supporting evidence that demonstrates how the deviations from the best
practice design that you have proposed in your application will stll achieve the objectives of
the BPEM and do not incraase the environmental rsk

Eom 819 Lorasa Stwe Vo 0 200 Al
e o 6130087823 mesmabbacom W h
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1 Leachate generation modelling

To assistin responding t the Notics and provide further evidence ofthe suitabiity ofthe aterative
Ieachate collecion system design, GHD has undertaken Hydrological Evaluatin of Landfll Perforance.
(HELP) modeling to esimate eachate generation folowing final capping ofthe fandfil reporting fo the.
Ieachate collecion system. The modelling considers rainfal, evapotranspiration and stormater un-off.
‘Given the base of the landfil s located a considerable distance above the groundwater able and the:
‘asbestos waste will have negliginle moisture content, rainfal infitration s considered o be the only.
significant source of water contributing t leachate generation. Only ain faling dirctly on the cap has
‘been considered as stormwater run on wil ot occur due o the shape (ie. oming) of the fina cap.
“The following modeling methodology has been undertaken:

+ Gather cimate data for the sie

+ Undertake HELP modeling to estmate inflvation ofrainfalthrough the fnal cap

+ Estimate landiil leachate generatin reportng o the eachate collection system

11 Clmate data
GHD has gathered a comprehensive set of daily cimate data o represent the site. Patched pont data
was collated by SILO, an enhanced climate data bank hosted by The Science Delivery Division of e
‘Queensiand Department of Science, Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts (DSITIA). Patched
point data uses real historical data, where available, and patches missing or suspect data with
interpolated data

Data fom the Morwel (Latrobe Valiey Apor) BOM weather station (umber 85280),lftude -38.21
longitude 146 47) was utised fo the years 1984 10 2017. This weather staion i closestto the site, at
‘approximately 7 km north-east o the BOM weather staon

An assessmentof the SILO daly rainfall data was undertaken to identiy years which approximately
represent median rainfall and fwo consecufive wet rainfall years S0 percentle rainfall years) in
‘accordance with e suggested measure of the BPEM to modelleachate treatment faciities 0 ensure
that they have sufficent capacty fo store and treat all leachate generated over two consecuive wet
years.

‘Table 1 below summarises the rainfal and evaporaton information fo the median and consecutive S0°
‘percentie rainfallyears. These years (2010, 2011 and 2012) have been uiiised i the modeling of
leachate generation.

e eeey st it e e e e
RN = =
N
T m

s et resee 2
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12 Final cap profile

“The HELP model is based on the fnal cap profle shown in Table 2 from {0p to botiom). The cap profile
s in accordance with the WAA. The toal area ofthe final cap was rounded-up fo 4.5 hecares.

Table2  Final cap profile

- HELP defauksol | Trickness (m) [ro——
[ &
Topsol ity loam 01

18x10
Subsoil ity clayloam 05 a2x100
Compacted clay. Clay 05 10x100
Dailycover materal ity clayloam 03 a2x100
Note:

*As per USDA sol texture tiangle:

13 Results of HELP modelling
“The annual volume ofrainfalnftratng th final cap for the mecian rainfallyear and two consecutive 90°
‘percentie rainfallyears s shown in Table 3. To account for seepage trough the base of the landfil and
therefore not reporting to the leachate coliection system, 1000 Lihalday has been deducted from the
rainall infitation rate estimated by HELP. Thi i the BPEM required outcome maximum seepage rate
through a Type 3 cel lner. The annual volume of accumuated leachate reportng to the leachate.
collection system (i. rainfallinfitration ess seepage) is also presented in Table 3.

Table 3 Leachate generation modelling resuts

Year Volume of rainfall | Accumuiaied [ ———
infitrating the final | leachate () infitraion (%)

cap ()

2010 (median rainfal)

2011 (consecutive 90 2% 2 267
percentle)
2012 (consecutive 90 2% 2 a3
percentle)

“The HELP modeling resutts indicate that mirima volumes of eachate will accumuate in te cell
‘overtime, miimising the potential for eachate head o buld-up on the finer

A summary ofthe HELP input and outputs is presented in Atiachment 1 and summary of the interpreted
results s presented in Attachment 2.

s et resee 3
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2 ltem1- Leachate strip filter drains
“The decision was mad to use prefabricated stp fite crains for two main reasons:

« Stip fitercrains wil be more cost effectve and easy o nstalthen HDPE pipes due to the smal size:
of the landfil. HDPE pipes are purchased in olls and due o the smallsize of the landfila surplus of
pipes would remain at the end of construction. Therefore the prefabricated st fiter drains will
minimise material wastage during consinucion as the drains willbe prefabricated to meet the cell
desion.

«Stp fiter drains provide befter drainage than HDPE pipe as the open area for water collecton i 65-
80% compared to 3-5% in perforated HDPE pipe. Consequently they collec a higher volume of
‘water and provide more efiient drainage.

EPA has suggested that srpfiter drains do not support ongoing maintenance such as nspection and

cleaning and s a higher is of premature faiure due to clogging.

I regards to logging, the sirpfiter drains are wrapped in a sirong non-woven, high flow geotextie sock
that allows water 1 pass into the core while preventing soil particles biocking the core and reducing the
flow. EPA has suggesied thatthe geotextie socks may become ciogged over ime. GHD notes that in
BPEM designed leachate collecion systems a required outcome i fo a drainage geotextle o be placed
over the aggregate drainage layer, which would also be subject o clogging over fime. We contend that
‘houd the stip fiter crain become clogged due to geofextiie sock, then leachate can continue o be.
effectvely collected and recovered via the 150 mm layer of aggregate pied over the drain. However, if
the geotextie over the aggregate crainage layer was o be blocked then leachate would buld up above.
the layer and notreport (or more likely not effectivey report) o the leachate recovery sump. The
‘Technical Specifications for the landiil ropose that the Contractorprepare 3 WS forthe placement of
‘agregate to prevent any damage to the drains. Additonaly, the fandfil wil ony be accepting asbestos
‘and ofher inert material such as bricks and steel adhered o asbestos gaskets and therefore leachate:
‘generated inthe andl il be low in suspended solids, further minimising the risk of the drains clogging.

(GHD notes that th fiter rains cannot be etied with water a5 per HDPE pipes o remove a buid-up of
material that could potentaly occur overtime. However, GHD considers tht the most important period
forthe drains to Cperate at maximu capacit i during the operational period of the landfil. The.
maximum operating I of the andiil s estimated to be two years. As mentioned above, the fitr stip
Grains will rovide better drainage than HDPE pipe during this perod due to a signiicanty reater open
‘area for water collecion. At the end of the operationl e, the last cel wil be capped and the entre cap
il hen b vegetated. Following fnal capping the leachate generation n the landiil s estmated to be.
minimal as discussed in Section 1.

Filtr sirp drains are commonly used for a wide range of ivil engineering projects requiring long term
‘se=page collection. We therefore contend that for the proposed asbestos landfil the stp fiterdrain
provides superor ong temn perfomiance in terms ofleachate collcton efficiency than the Landil BPEM
design.
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3 ltem2- Alterative leachate collection system

31 OHasrisks

EPA has requested further nformation on the OHAS risks associated with nstaling a BPEM complant
‘agaregate layer. During GHD's Safety in Design review process operational safefy risks were dentified
‘associated with placement of asbestos waste in the cells.

s discussed n the WAA, placement of asbestos wil occur trough Using a SWD forkift to unoad palits
(hoiding the asbestos) from a flt-bed truck and then placed in the cel. Stacking of pallets wll be:
ungertaken tofl the cel o the required il height.Placement o gravel aggregate across the entre cell
floor wil present an operational safey isk as i willresul i the forkift driving on op of the coarse,
unstable agaregate. The consequence o thisrisk may resul in spilage of asbestos material from the
pallets being carmied by the forkift potentialy leading o iberation of asbestos fbres f the plastic
‘wrapping is puncured. Anather consequence, albeit less ikely, couid be that the forkift s over on the
unstable surface potentaly leading toinjury o the operator. For a municipal waste landfi, this risk s
less ey to resultn an incdent as waste is commonly spread and compacted across the aggregate.
Grainage layer n a fan armangement across the landil cel n order o avoid heavy pant raffcking directly
onthe layer. Cleary, raficking of asbestos waste s not peritied due to the rsk of asbsstos fiore
beraton.

Eliminating exposure to hazards is universally recognised s the highest or most preferred control n the
hierarchy of hazard control.Eiminating the hazard of asbesios fibres being liberated or a forkift §pping
‘over by providing a stabl platform on which to operate therefore represents a higher contol than puting
in place adminiirativelmanagement cortrol to reduce the fikeihood of these incidents occurting and
hence hazard.

‘Wrile we appreciate that OHAS risk does notfallwihin EPA's jurisdicton, s a key legisiaive
responsiviity or andiil designers. I s this responsibilty which drives e atemative design proposed.

32 Leachate collection system falure

EPA has requested further information on how the bud-up ofleachate head wil be prevented fo avoid
comprising the intecrity o the cel iner leading to failure as it s understood tha over many dcades that
leachate colieton systems could fail. EPA has requested that an explanation i provids on how the
esign requirement for the cell o stil be abie o remove liuid fom the CCL surface through natural
Grainage alone will be me, inthe event o faiure of the drains.

“The WAA outines the leachate collecion, storage and disposal procedures to maintain a maximum
leachate head of 300 mm n the cels during the operation and post cosure stages of the landiil. fthe
leachate coliecton system were f fil over a long period of time the cell loor is soped af 3% i east to
west direction and 1% in south to norh direction towards the leachate sumps. Therefore leachate wil
Grain via ravity o the sumps. As mentioned in section 2, he agaregate piled over the stip drains wil
coninue to effectiely act 2s a conduitto enable leachate to drain to the leachate sumps. Addfonally,
the spacing of the stip crains wil be 10 m, which s less than the Landfil BPEM recommended leachate
pipework spacing of 25 m. Therefore, o sirp crains wil e instaled n each sub-cel, which wil reduce
the isk ofthefalure of the entire leachate drainage system.
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HELP modeling of leachate generation following capping is provided in Section 1, which indicates
following final capping the leachate generation in the andil il be minimal, between 1510 3.0% of
incident ranfall. Considering the smal volumes of eachate that il accumute inthe landfl cel and
thatleachate will continue to be extracted from the leachate sumps n the aftercare period tis expected
thatleachate head wil be maintained at very ow levels and less than 300 mm.

4 ltem 3 - Environmental risk assessment

EPA has requested supporing evidence that demonstrates how the deviation from e best practce.

Gesign that s proposed in the applicaton wil il acheve the abjectives of the BPEM and do not

increase the environmental is.

“The BPEM specifially outines the following inrelation o alermative designs achieving the objectives

‘and required outeomes:

These guidelines are intended to be used as a defaut posiion fo andiil siing, design, operatin and

rehabiltaton. Lancfil operators must mest the objectives and required outcomes by implementing the

relevant best.practice measures, described as suggested measures, contained herein.

Where a andiil operator belives that, for a particuar section of the guidelines, aterative means can

‘achieve the objectves and required outcomes, a risk-based assessment willbe required to support the

broposed atemative measure. Aterativel, f EPA belives that adcitonal requirements are needed to

brotect the envionment, then this willalso be supported by a ik based assessment.

‘The atematve leachate collection system design proposed in the WA does not meet the following

required outcomes of the BPEM:

+ Drainage layer to be atleast 0.3 metres tick with a ydrauic conductivity of not ess than 1 x 10
.

+ Drainage layer extending over the entre base of the andfil.

Therefore sk assessment has been conducted folowing the general method in Appendix 2 of EPA

Publcation 13233 Risks have been assessed for both a Type 3 BPEM compiiant leachate collction

‘system and the aemative design proposed in the WAA. The methodology of the isk assessments.

ouined below and result ofthe rik assessment are presented in Table 7.

41 Likelihood descriptors
Tabe 4 ststhe likelinood categaries devised for assessing rsks fo the envionment for the landfl. The:
‘Gescriptors adopted for this isk assessment are simiar to he descrptors setout in EPA Pubiication
132122, with the revisions having th intention of providing greater claity with regard o this assessment
‘and reducing the potentia or overiap.

“The fikelivood rankings are fimited to “highly uifkel’; where it i considered implausible that an adverse:
effect would occur the situation s not consider fther.
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Table 4 Quaitative measure of ikelihood
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42 Consequence descriptors
The consequence descriptors in EPA Publication 1321.2 are generic and applicable o allEPA ficensed
sies, including actiities or operations cther than lands. Forthe purposes of assessing isk for e
preject site and the sumounding area, the descriptors have been revised to beter consider the range of
impacts that can occur rom the landfl, wit referenc to the various most relevant segments of the
‘environment and patfways for impact, and the various regulatory requirements, policies and guidance.
‘ocuments. The later include:

« ASINZS IS0 31000:2008 — Risk Management Principles and Guidelines:
- EPA Publication 13212 Licence Assessment Guidelines
+ Victorian State Environment Protection Policy for Ambient Ar Quaity (SEPP AAQ), 1998

+ EPA Publication 783 3 Best Practce Environmental Management Siting, Design, Operation and
Rehabiltation of Landflls, 2015

“The revised descriptors adopted for tis risk assessment are listed in Table 5.

Table5  Qualitative measure of consequence /impact

i (atastophic  SianiScant impact o the wider commurity  serious ide ffecs o persons, or lorg-
1o anviormerial damage / seious afecs o benafida uses wih nviormenial
mpact witin and bevond ste-boundary; e suidown andlceimmense fancial
oz

2 Sgnifcant  SigniScantmpacton ocalcommurity | evacuation of ocal populace | medial
‘raaimentreaired, o medium 1 ong-iem enirormental amage or serious
Sect on bansfsl as wih emironmantal mpact fthn and beyond Ste
boundary: extensve clean-up with extemal assistance requred and major fnancia
o

3 Moderste ‘Some impact upon st or shot term emironmentsl damge on it or minor shat
e envionmenial damage of sie:extemal complaints (grester nan 3 par year
miimal clean-up required an large fnancil 055
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43 Risk matrix and risk ratings

Table 8 presents th risk matix adopled for ths assessment. The matrix has been based on the EPA
risk matie presented in Publication 13212, and has been revised to result i risk rankings that refiect the
level of isk expected foresultfom the various combinations of ikelibood and consequence relevant o
the landri.

In reviewing and adjusting the EPA matix, the ollowing considerations appiect

+ Where thelikelivood of an event consequence) occuring i considered to not be plausibe, this wil
ot be considered

+ Where consequences are considered to be "negigibie®, the risk is ranked as low” regardess of the:
fikeihood

« Wnere consequences are considered {0 be “catastrophic”, th rsk s ranked as “very high f s is
judged to be “certain® o “ikely’ high” i tisisjudged to be ‘possible” or unlikely” and “mediunt”if it
s judged o be “highly uikely” (bt piausibl)

Table®  Risk Matrix

“The following definitions of isk ratings are appiied

V.~ Very high rsk, immediate acton required involving evacuation ( residential properties are
estabiished) and invoking state emergency response

« H— High risk, immediate action required by site management
M= Mediumrisk, management action required

s et resee s
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+ L Lowrisk, manage withstandard operationl provedures.

44 Resurs

Fisks are assessed i Table 7for 3 Type 3 BPEM lner and leachate colection system and the
Stemstie dasign proposed in the WAA.
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Table7  Risk assessment of non-com

compliance

Relevant BPEM required
outcome

1 Design and construction of
the best liner and leachate
collection system practicable
to prevent contamination of
groundwater

2 Type3lneruses best
available technology to
conirol seepage to an
‘amount not exceeding 1000
Unaiday

3 Implementation of the best
practicable measures to
‘meet all groundwater quality
objectives contained in
SEPP (Groundwaters of
Victoria) below the fandfil
liner

4 Design and construction of
the most robust finer and
leachate collection system to
ensure that the system will
continue to achieve the
objective in the event of
several components of the
system failing

‘3135300-LET-522 Notice Response.

Potential pathway and impact
to receptors (if required
outcome is not achieved)

Liner and leachate system not fit
for purpose leads to excessive
leachate seepage through cell
liner impacting groundwater
beneficial uses

‘Seepage greater than 1000
Unalday leads to impact to
‘groundwater beneficial uses

Best practicable design
measures for cell liner and
leachate collection systems are
ot implemented, which leads to
impacts to groundwater
beneficial uses

Failure of components of the
finer and leachate collection
system or failure of the enire.
‘system over several decades
leads 1o a build-up of leachate
head on the cell liner or in
‘extreme cases finer failure
resulting in increased leachate.
‘seepage and impact to
‘groundwater beneficial uses

Control measures

“The landil wll only be
licensed to accept asbestos
(Class 1and Class Il)

To minimise the risk of non-
Scheduled wastes being
disposed in the fandfl, an
spection protocol will be
implemented to ensure only
scheduled wastes are
disposed of at the landfil
PIW other than asbestos or
putrescible waste wil not be
disposed in the landfil
Asbestos gaskets that contain
residual hydrocarbons wil be.
cleaned in a bunded area
prior to disposal in the fandfil
“The landill wil have a
‘compacted clay liner and
leachate drainage system
‘minimising the potential for
seepage of leachate o the
‘groundwater beneath the
Tandfil

Leachate will be managed in
accordance with the Landfil
'BPEM, as described in
‘Section 4.85 of the WAA
‘Groundwater and leachate
‘monitoring wil be underiaken
as described in Section 4.14
of the WAA.

nce with BPEM required outcomes for liner and leachate collection system

BPEM WAA | Alternative design comment
design design

WAA concept design is compliant with the BPEM
required outcome. Risk is equivalent.

WAA concept design is compliant with the BPEM
required outcome. The Type 3 liner wil meet the
‘seepage requirement to not exceed 1000 Lihalday.
Risk is equivalent.

WAA concept design is compliant with the BPEM
required outcome. Risk is equivalent.

‘The most important period for the leachate collection
‘system to operate at maximum capacity is during the.
‘operational period of the landiil. The maximum
‘operating lfe of the landiil s estimated to be two
years. As mentioned previously the fiter sirp drains
will provide better drainage than HDPE pipes during
the landfil operational period as the open area for
‘water collection fs 65-80% compared to 3-5% in
perforated HDPE pipe. At the end of the operational
I, the last cell wil be capped and the enire cap will
then be vegetated. Following final capping the.
leachate generation in the andl il be minimal as.
discussed in Section 1

‘Additionally, the spacing of the sirp drains (200 mm x
40 mm) have been included within the design of each
‘sub-cell at 10 m spacing, which is less than the

10
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Relevant BPEM required
outcome

The maximum leachate
head on the finer surface not
toexceed 03 m

Drainage layer to be at least
0.3 metres thick with a
hydrauiic conductivity of not
less than 1 x 10-3 mis
Drainage layer extending
over the enire base of the
fandfil

‘3135300-LET-522 Notice Response.

Potential pathway and impact
to receptors (if required
outcome is not achieved)

Failure of leachate collection
‘system in the sub-cells leads to a
build-up of leachate in portions of
the sub-cels exceeding 0.3 m
Leachate is not extracted from
the sump resulting in a build-up
of leachate in the sumps and
sub-cells exceeding 0.3 m

Failure of the leachate collection
system leads to a build-up of
leachate head on the cell iner or
in extreme cases liner failure
resulting in increased leachate
‘seepage and impact to
‘groundwater beneficial uses.

Control measures BPEM
design

risk

A separation distance of 11 m
‘exists between the base of the.
landfil and the groundwater
table.

Asbestos and the other soiid
inert materia to deposited
have a very low leachabilty.

c|L|waa
design

risk

5DI
5DI

Alternative design comment

Landfil BPEM recommended leachate pipework
‘spacing of 25 m. Therefore, installation of two strip
drains in each of the sub-cells which will reduce the
‘environmental isk in the event of several components
of the system failing.

To prevent clogging and to prevent trafficking directly
‘over the sirp drains, the drains will be covered by a
150 mm layer of aggregate. Additionally, the landfil
will only be accepting asbestos and other inert
material such as bricks and steel adhered to asbestos.
‘gaskets and therefore leachate generated in the.
Iandfil will be low in suspended solids further
minimising the fisk of the drains clogging.

Risk is equivalent.

‘The WAA outiines the leachate collection, storage and
disposal procedures to maintain a leachate head of
03 m in the cels during the operation and post-
closure stages of the landil.

‘The leachate collection strip drains have been
designed and spaced to ensure there is adequate
capacity to accept the leachate flow.

Risk is equivalent.

No drainage layer s to be placed over the entire cell
base. Instead, leachate collection strp drains (overiain
by protection agaregate) wil be placed at 10 m
intervals Two sirip drains of 200 mm x 40 mm have
been included within the design of each sub-cell

‘The following Iandiil design features and operation
measures will be implemented to minimise leachate
generation:

 Construction of an earthen bund around the
perimeter of the asbestos landfl to prevent
stormwater runoff from adjoining land entering the
cells

 The primary landfil (Cell A) to comprise four cells
with a very small footprint

 Each cell will be separated by an internal bund. All
rain falling in a non-active cell (L. a cell which

1
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Relevant BPEM required
outcome

Notes:
C - Consequence, L - Likelihood

Potential pathway and impact
to receptors (if required
outcome is not achieved)

Placement of gravel aggregate
across the entire cell floor
results in the forkift driving on
top of the coarse, unstable
‘agaregate potentially leading to
spillage of asbestos material
ffom the pallets being carmied by
the forklft and liberation of
‘asbestos fibres if the plastic
‘wrapping is punctured. Another
consequence, albeitless likely,
‘could be that the forkit tips over
on the unstable surface
potentially leading to injury to
the operator.

Control measures BPEM | C|L |WAA | Alternative design comment
design design
risk risk

has not been landiiled) is considered
uncontaminated and will be managed accordingly.
Each cell will be filed to final height and capped
before landiling of the next cell commences
‘The final cap wil be sloped o achieve the
‘minimum slope recommended by the Landfil
BPEM
Following final capping the leachate generation in
the fandfill will be minimal between 1.5 t0 3.0% of
rainfall

« The final cap will be fully vegetated

Risk is equivalent.

EBACwilbeemployingan 3 D A variation to placing drainage aggregate over the.

ocewatorarygenisi o entre cell base s sought s s considered the
oversee the removal posed design wil provide a safer and mote
asbestos flom the Power B 5

practicable solution for operation of the fandill
‘compared to BPEM. The forkift driving on the soil
protection layer and compacted layer base undemeath
wil provide a more stable base then driving on a soil
protection layer with 0.3 m of drainage agaregate.
undemeath

Alternative design provides a reduced risk.

Station and disposal of
‘asbestos in the landfil
Implementing the asbestos
wrapping and landfiling
procedures described in
‘Section 4.122 of WAA
Implementing the asbestos
fibre monitoring program,
which entails conducting
random background fibre
‘counts wil be conducted by an
independent hygiene auditor
‘when fling of the landfil is
being undertaken

12
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5 Conclusions
In assessing the WA, EPA has requested further information from EBAC in the form of a Section 22(1)
Notice dated 8 May 2018 relating to the altemative design proposed for the leachate collecton system.
‘GHD has performed calculations, assessments and provided further information {o document why we
believe the altemative design can achisve the relevant objectives and required outcomes of the Landfil
BPEM and in some aspects is superior o the BPEM compliant design.

In conclusion:

+ Toassistin responding to the Notice HELP modeling of leachate generation following final capping
s provided in Section 1. The results indicate that following final capping the leachate generation in
the landfil willbe minimal, between 1.5 to 3.0% of incident rainfall

+ EPA has requested further justfication for the use of stp fiter drains in the landiil cels:

— The basis of design for using stp drains has been provided in Secton 2

— GHD considers that in the case of the proposed asbestos landil, stripfiter drains will provide
‘superior long term performance in terms of leachate collection efficiency than the Landfll BPEM
cesion

+ EPA has requested further information on the OHAS risks associated with instaling a BPEM
‘compliant aggregate layer:

— Discussion of the OH&S risks s provided in Section 3

— Placement of gravel aggregate across the entire cel floor willpresent an operational safety risk
‘s tis will sl in the forkit drving on top of the coarse, unstable aggregate potentilly leading
to spilage of asbestos materialfrom the palles andlor beration of asbestos fibres if the plastic
‘wrapping is punctured

— GHD considers that efiminating the hazard of asbestos fibres being liberated or a orkift tpping
‘over by providing a stable platform on which to operate therefore represents a higher control than
puting i place administrativeimanagement controls o reduce the fikelinood of these incidents
occuring

+ EPA has requested that an explanation is provided on how the design requirement for the cel to st
be abe o remove liquid from the CCL surface through natural drainage alone will be met, i the.
event offalure of the drains:

— Discussions of the suitabity and robustness of the leachate collecton system is provided in
Section 3

— Ifthe leachate collection system were to fail over a long period of time the cel loor s sloped at
3% in east to west direction and 1% in south to north direction towards the leachate sumps.

~ The spacing ofthe strip drains wil be 10 m, which i less than the Landfil BPEM recommended
leachate pipework spacing of 25 m, reducing the risk of the failure of the entire leachate drainage
system

~ The aggregate piled over the strip drains will continue to effectively act as a condut to enable.
leachate to drain to the leachate sumpe

T — 1
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— Considering the small volumes of eachate that wil accumulate in the landfil following final
capping and that leachate wil continus to be exiracted from the leachate sumps in the aftercare
period itis expected that leachate head will be maintained at very low levels and less than 300
+ EPA has requested supporting evidence that demonsirates how the deviation from the best practice
design that is proposed in the application wil sl achieve the objectives of the BPEM and do not
inerease the environmental isk:
~ Atisk assessment has been conducted following the general method in Appendix 2 of EPA
Publication 1323.3. Risks have been assessed for both a Type 3 BPEM complant iner and
leachate colection system and the altemative design proposed i the WAA
— The results of the risk assessment indicate for the proposed asbestos landfil an equivalent level
of isk exists for @ Type 3 BPEM liner and leachate collection system and the proposed
alternative leachate collection system
— Lowrisks were identified for proposed asbestos landfl liner and leachate collection system
A single medium risk was identified for the BREM liner and leachate collection system in regards
to placement of drainage across the entire cel flor leading to spilage of asbestos material from
the pallets andlor liberation of asbestos fires if the plastic wrapping is punctured. While this s
‘OHSS related risk, we believ it s relevant to this rsk assessment because landfil designers
have a reguiatory responsbily to consider such isks as part of the Safety in Design process.

Sincerely.
GHD

Ry EW.

‘Senir Envunments Engnesr
o1 38087 0027

Atchment 1 HELP mosel nputs and auput resls
Atschment 2 Aocumuised escrse generaton stmates
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