
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 19 June 2014] 

 p4239b-4240a 
Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Albert Jacob 

 [1] 

PROPOSED PYROLYSIS PLANT — HAZELMERE 
Grievance 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [9.40 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Environment. He is aware of 
this matter, which is in connection with a proposed waste wood-to-energy plant, known as a pyrolysis plant, for 
Hazelmere. I want to make it clear first up that I understand there are clear pressures on the waste stream in 
Western Australia. Indeed, I was part of the Select Committee on Recycling and Waste Management in this 
house back in 1995 and we did quite a lot of research on the waste management stream. People might be familiar 
with the kinds of slogans that were about in those days—reduce, re-use, recycle. I think that kind of hierarchy 
really should still stand; it is better not to create the waste in the first place, to reduce the output, to re-use when 
possible and then recycle. But it seems at the moment that there is considerable pressure, in not only 
Western Australia but also Australia generally, to move to waste-to-energy technology. These technologies have 
been around for some time and primarily revolve around incinerators and the like. There is a lot of argument 
about whether a pyrolysis plant is in fact an incinerator. I do not necessarily want to get into that. I understand 
that the decision is not before the minister at this stage, but in time it appears that it will be put before him. 
I want to use this grievance to make him aware of some of the concerns of the communities around Hazelmere 
so that he can take them into account when and if a decision comes before him. 
Some people who are absolutely opposed to the trialling of this new technology have really genuine concerns 
about the pyrolysis process insofar as it is largely unproven technology; it is not operating in any widespread 
way anywhere else around Australia or indeed the world. If the minister has other information on that, I would 
be interested to know it, but my particular concern is that this plant has been proposed for Hazelmere. Hazelmere 
is located just 14 kilometres from the CBD; it is also on the doorstep of the Midland railway workshops in the 
Midland town centre. Both governments have put a lot of effort over the last 10, 15 years or so into redeveloping 
that railway workshops site. Housing has been built there, as the Minister for Planning is only too aware, and 
there has been a real lift in expenditure to bring that area ahead. Indeed, as part of the whole regeneration of 
Midland, the Midland saleyards were moved out of the area between the workshops and the proposed plant site 
in Hazelmere. Abutting that are some residential areas. There is pressure for residential development and I think 
there is room for some level of infill development such as that at the workshops site where hundreds of people 
now live, when previously there was no-one. What happens in Hazelmere will certainly affect the people of 
Hazelmere. Within about a five-kilometre zone are suburbs such as Helena Valley, Midland itself, Guildford, 
South Guildford, High Wycombe and probably even Bellevue and Koongamia. It concerns me that this 
technology is proposed for a site that I think is unsuitable. Even if people support looking at waste-to-energy 
technology, I do not think it should be supported at this site. I note that the Environmental Protection Authority’s 
report 1468 has a number of recommendations, one of which is that only proven technology components should 
be accepted for commercially operating waste-to-energy plants. I do not see this as proven technology. My 
argument would be that if people are absolutely keen to trial this technology, it should be trialled at somewhere 
other than Hazelmere and that is much further away from residents than this proposed site. 
I am concerned about the Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council’s lack of consultation. I do not have much time 
to get into that today, but it has made claims that are not true. Its representatives said they offered to brief me 
about this matter ahead of them putting forward their first proposal to the EPA; they did not. They offered to 
brief me only in a generic letter, as they had with all MPs, about their overall operations, with no mention of the 
pyrolysis waste-to-energy plant. Indeed, I think there had been previous discussions about the gasification plant 
proposed for Red Hill. The consultation with me as the local member was precisely zero before the EMRC 
embarked on this proposal. In my view, it is a breach of faith because when the site was originally purchased, 
there was a lot of controversy because there was talk about an incinerator being put on that site. The local 
community, including people in High Wycombe and Hazelmere, received assurances that there would be no 
incinerator; the site was being purchased and used by the EMRC only for waste recovery. Although the 
community supports the site being used for waste transfer and waste recovery, it is very concerned about this 
technology. 

The principal concern is with potential air quality issues. The minister may be aware that Hazelmere is a low-
lying area. There are concerns about inversion layers and that a sea breeze will not whip through there to move 
on whatever comes out of the plant. These are very real concerns. In the actual hierarchy for getting rid of waste, 
this is supposedly clean wood waste; therefore, I fail to see why some better use could not be made of the clean 
wood waste other than a pyrolysis process for that wood waste. 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef — Minister for Environment) [9.47 am]: I thank the member for Midland for 
raising this issue. As the member for Midland outlined, the Environmental Protection Authority has previously 
provided strategic advice under section 16(e) of the Environmental Protection Act on a broader review of waste-
to-energy operations around the world. It has also reported on variances in technologies used, facility designs, 
emissions and regulatory frameworks. That advice is available on the EPA’s website and it provides a very good 
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framework for how it will consider waste-to-energy technology proposals. Waste to energy is a recognised 
recovery option in the waste hierarchy. Forms of waste-to-energy technology are used around the world and it is 
likely to play an important role alongside other waste management options in contributing to Western Australia’s 
resource recovery targets in the future. Irrespective of that section 16(e) advice, individual proposals will 
continue to be considered on their own individual environmental merit. 

I will give some information about the process for the Hazelmere waste-to-energy plant. The Eastern 
Metropolitan Regional Council proposal for a three-megawatt wood waste-to-energy plant was referred to the 
Environmental Protection Authority for it to decide whether an environmental impact assessment was required. 
The EPA sought public comment on that proposal to inform its decision. It is a decision of the EPA whether the 
proposal requires assessment. The EPA published its decision to assess the proposal on Monday, 31 March 2014, 
and it decided to assess it at the public environmental review level. The proponent’s public environmental review 
document was released for public review on 5 May 2014, and the closing date for public submissions on that was 
3 June 2014. In addition to this, a parallel process began on 24 December 2013 when the Department of 
Environment Regulation received an application from the EMRC for a works approval to construct the facility. 
The Department of Environment Regulation advertised in The West Australian on 3 February 2014 the 
application for a works approval for a 21-day public comment period. However, under section 54(4) of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986, the Department of Environment Regulation cannot issue a works approval 
prior to the minister making a decision through that EPA process and the ministerial decision will have to be 
based on the EPA’s assessment of the proposal, and that assessment is ongoing. In assessing the proposal — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Minister, can I just clarify with you that there is an appeal period intervening before it 
comes to the — 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes, I will get to that, but we are not at that point yet. 

In assessing the proposal, the Environmental Protection Authority will absolutely have due regard to the 
significance of the environmental impacts, including the performance of the technology, its emission standards 
and also the appropriate human health criteria.  

Ultimately, as I have a further decision to make on the Environmental Protection Authority’s assessment and its 
recommendations about the proposal, I cannot comment any further on the particular proposal. It has already 
been through the first round of public consultation and is receiving the highest level of assessment. The public 
environmental review period has recently closed. Similarly, when the EPA releases its recommendations there 
will be a two-week public appeal process, and at the end of that process the job of the minister is to rule on the 
appeals, if any are received, and then consult with other decision-making authorities and make a decision. 

In conclusion, I assure the house that the project is subject to thorough environmental assessment by the EPA 
and will be approved only if it is demonstrated that the plan will not have any adverse effect on people’s health. 
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