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9.5 RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY - PREFERRED TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS 
 

REFERENCE: COMMITTEES-12849 
 
 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To advise Council of the outcome of discussions with the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) in 
relation to the Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) and a suggested change to the preferred 
technology options for the Resource Recovery Facility to be located at Red Hill Waste Management Facility. 
 
 
KEY ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATION(S) 

• Development of the Public Environmental Review (PER) has been progressing, a key aspect of 
which is the modelling of emissions data in order to compare this with ambient air quality standards.

• Obtaining environmental emissions data from the acceptable tenderers has been a lengthy 
process. 

• The draft Environmental Scoping Document which is the precursor to the PER has been submitted 
to the EPA. 

• On Thursday 21 July 2011, the CEO, Manager Project Development and Mr John King of Cardno 
met with the EPA to make a short presentation on the proposal and discuss the ESD. 

• The direction suggested strongly by the EPA was that they would not want to assess four 
technology options within the PER and recommended that the EMRC consider reducing this to two 
options, namely anaerobic digestion and gasification. 

• Pyrolysis technology was not offered by any of the acceptable tenderers at the Expressions of 
Interest (EOI) stage and obtaining detailed environmental emissions data on commercial scale 
pyrolysis reference facilities using Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) has been difficult and only partly 
successful. 

• Based on analysis to date, combustion technology is likely to be a more expensive option than 
anaerobic digestion or gasification, due to the scale of operation and the cost of the emission 
control equipment and it is perceived as the most controversial with the community. 

Recommendation(s): 
That Council confirms the technology options for the Resource Recovery Facility at Red Hill Waste 
Management Facility as anaerobic digestion and gasification. 

 
 
SOURCE OF REPORT 
 
Manager Project Development  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Following the Expressions of Interest process in mid-2009, Council resolved on 24 September 2009 that: 
 

"1. THE FOLLOWING PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE RESOURCE RECOVERY 
COMMITTEE FORM THE BASIS OF CONSULTATION BETWEEN THE EMRC AND THE 
MEMBER COUNCILS AND THE COMMUNITY WITH THE INTENTION OF REPORTING BACK TO 
COUNCIL IN APPROXIMATELY MARCH 2010 WITH A FINAL RECOMMENDATION. 

A RED HILL WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY IS THE PREFERRED SITE FOR THE RRF 
BASED ON ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC AND PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS, 
COMMUNITY RESEARCH AND THE POTENTIAL VALUE OF THE EMRC HAZELMERE SITE 
AS A RESOURCE RECOVERY PARK. 
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Item 9.5 continued 
 
 

B THE DESIGN & CONSTRUCT CONTRACT OWNERSHIP MODEL IS PREFERRED TO A 
BUILD OWN OPERATE CONTRACT MODEL. 

C THE RRF TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS INCLUDING ANAEROBIC DIGESTION, GASIFICATION 
AND PYROLYSIS ARE RANKED HIGHER THAN COMBUSTION AND PLASMA AT THIS 
STAGE BUT MORE INFORMATION IS REQUIRED BEFORE A FINAL PREFERENCE CAN 
BE DETERMINED. 

D A THIRD BIN FOR HOUSEHOLD ORGANIC WASTE COLLECTION IS CONSIDERED IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH ANAEROBIC DIGESTION TECHNOLOGY.” 

 
Following visits to reference facilities in January 2010 and consultation with member Councils, Council 
resolved on 20 May 2010 that: 
 

"1. THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS ARE CONFIRMED AS THE PREFERRED OPTIONS FOR THE 
RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY: 

A) RED HILL WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY IS THE PREFERRED SITE FOR THE RRF.  

B) THE DESIGN & CONSTRUCT CONTRACT OWNERSHIP MODEL IS PREFERRED TO A 
BUILD OWN OPERATE CONTRACT MODEL AT THIS STAGE OF THE PROJECT. 

C) THE RRF TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS INCLUDE ANAEROBIC DIGESTION, GASIFICATION, 
PYROLYSIS AND COMBUSTION.  PLASMA TECHNOLOGY WILL ONLY BE CONSIDERED 
IF IT IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF ONE OF THESE TECHNOLOGIES. 

D) A THIRD BIN FOR HOUSEHOLD ORGANIC WASTE COLLECTION BE CONSIDERED IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH ANAEROBIC DIGESTION TECHNOLOGY, OTHERWISE A TWO BIN 
SYSTEM IS RECOMMENDED FOR THE THERMAL TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS. 

2. COUNCIL PROCEEDS WITH THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND PLANNING APPROVALS TASK FOR 
THE RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT BASED ON THE PREFERRED SITE AND 
TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS.” 

 
 
REPORT 
 
Under the EMRC Expression of Interest (EOI) process, acceptable tenderers are required to provide 
information required for the environmental impact assessment process. The process of gathering data from 
acceptable tenderers began in March 2011 and is still incomplete at the time of writing this report, although 
enough information has been gathered to allow specialist consultants to commence modelling and 
discussions are continuing to collect the outstanding data. 
 
EMRC officers including the Chief Executive Officer and the Manager Project Development and Mr John 
King of Cardno met with the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) Board members and officers on 
Thursday 21 July 2011 to make a presentation and take questions on the draft Environmental Scoping 
Document (ESD) which was submitted earlier this year and subsequently revised in June 2011.  
 
Members of the EPA raised concerns about having to effectively assess four technology options – 
anaerobic digestion, pyrolysis, gasification and combustion in the one report and stated that this would 
create a lot of work for the EPA. They queried the economics of combustion at the scale we are proposing 
and asked for the details of technology suppliers for the combustion and pyrolysis technology options. One 
of the EPA members had good knowledge of the gasification/pyrolysis technologies available and 
understood the issues with access to the technology and technical information. They also strongly 
suggested that it would be easier from an EPA assessment viewpoint and a community understanding point 
of view to only have to explain two options – such as anaerobic digestion and gasification. They suggested 
that if four technology options were presented in the PER then they may decide which options were 
available to the EMRC. 
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Item 9.5 continued 
 
 
The EMRC has stated previously that commercial scale pyrolysis and plasma technologies processing 
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) have not yet been observed by the EMRC (refer Resource Recovery 
Committee report item 9.1, 6 May 2010). There are some commercial scale examples of these technologies 
but access to the technology and detailed technical information is difficult to obtain. There were no 
submissions in the EOI process offering pyrolysis technology. Attempts to get emissions data from a 
pyrolysis facility processing MSW in Germany were partly successful but not sufficient to use for 
comparative purposes in the PER. Accordingly, it is recommended that pyrolysis technology be withdrawn 
from the list of preferred technology options for the RRF at Red Hill Waste Management Facility at this stage 
of the project at Red Hill. 
 
With plasma technology, Council’s resolution of 20 May 2010 was that “PLASMA TECHNOLOGY WILL 
ONLY BE CONSIDERED IF IT IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF ONE OF THESE TECHNOLOGIES.” Plasma 
technology has mainly been used in conjunction with combustion technology in commercial applications but 
there are still questions about the cost and net energy produced with the technology with MSW. 
Accordingly, it is recommended that plasma technology be withdrawn from the list of preferred technology 
options for the RRF at Red Hill Waste Management Facility. 
 
From the financial analysis presented to member Councils in 2010, based on information gained from the 
EOI process, anaerobic digestion and gasification were shown to be the two lower cost options. Whilst 
combustion technology is one of the most proven technologies world-wide it is also potentially the highest 
cost option and perceived as one of the most controversial from a community perspective. The high cost is 
partly related to the cost of the emissions control equipment required and the scale of operation of the 
facility. At a scale of 100,000 to 200,000 tonnes per annum in an EMRC application, this is at the high cost 
end of operation for a combustion process and with this type of facility, Build Own Operate contract or a 
Design, Build Operate and Maintain contract would most likely be recommended. Accordingly, it is 
recommended that combustion technology be withdrawn from the preferred technology options for the RRF 
at Red Hill Waste Management Facility. 
 
Therefore it is recommended that the list of preferred RRF technology options for evaluation in the PER and 
then for inclusion in the tender process (subject to the outcome of the environmental assessment process) 
be limited to anaerobic digestion and gasification. 
 
Preferred Options 
In summary, the preferred options on the RRF site, technologies, contract ownership model and bin 
collection systems are as follows: 
 
Options Preferred Option 

RRF Site Red Hill Waste Management Facility  

RRF Technologies 1. Anaerobic Digestion 

2. Gasification 

RRF Contract Ownership Model Design & Construct and Design, Build Operate 
and Maintain (at this stage of the project) 

Bin Collection System Three bin system for Anaerobic Digestion 
technology, otherwise a two bin system is 
recommended for the gasification option. 

 
 
STRATEGIC/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 
Key Result Area 1 – Environmental Sustainability  
 

1.3 To provide resource recovery and recycling solutions in partnership with member Councils 
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Item 9.5 continued 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
All costs covered within this report are accounted for in the annual budget approved by Council. 
 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
The Resource Recovery Facility will contribute toward minimising the environmental impact of waste by 
facilitating the sustainable use and development of resources. 
 
 
MEMBER COUNCIL IMPLICATIONS 
 
Member Council Implication Details 

Town of Bassendean 
 

City of Bayswater 
 

City of Belmont 
 

Shire of Kalamunda 
 

Shire of Mundaring 
 

City of Swan 

 

Nil 

 
 
ATTACHMENT(S) 

Nil 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENT 
 
Simple Majority 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
That Council confirms the technology options for the Resource Recovery Facility at Red Hill Waste 
Management Facility as anaerobic digestion and gasification. 
 
 
 
Discussion ensued 
Cr Lindsey queried whether the cost analysis undertaken on combustion technology had been on the whole 
of life span of the facility and whether the comparisons between technologies had been on net costs. The 
Manager Project Development explained that economic life comparisons (nominally 20 years) had been 
undertaken and the cost per tonne for combustion was significantly higher.  
 
In response to Cr Lindsey’s query on whether the effect of the carbon tax had been considered when 
analysing the chosen technologies, the Manager Project Development advised that the financial models 
presented last year took into account the proposed Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (CPRS), which was 
similar in its effect on the project to the carbon tax. 
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Item 9.5 continued 
 
 
RRC RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
MOVED CR FÄRDIG SECONDED CR PULE 
 
That Council confirms the technology options for the Resource Recovery Facility at Red Hill Waste 
Management Facility as anaerobic digestion and gasification. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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9.6 RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY PROJECT – FINANCIAL COMMITMENT 
 

REFERENCE: COMMITTEES-12853 
 
 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To advise Council of the implications of a possible deferment of the member Council financial guarantee 
obligation on the Resource Recovery project as a result of the State Government’s local government reform 
process. 
 
 
KEY ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATION(S) 

• At its 21 July 2011 meeting, Council discussed the possible impact of the Local Government 
Reform process on the ability of member Councils to make a financial commitment in relation to the 
Resource Recovery Project. 

• The final cost for the Resource Recovery Facility will not be known until completion of the tender 
process in 2013. 

• The tender price sets the amount for a loan facility after consideration of the Secondary Waste 
Reserve and the contract ownership model being used. 

• The loan amount (for a Design & Construct (D&C) or a Design Build Operate and Maintain (DBOM) 
contract ownership model) sets the member Council guarantee requirement. 

• The member Council financial guarantee obligation would be apportioned based on population at 
an agreed point in time and the net EMRC borrowing requirement from Western Australian 
Treasury Corporation. 

• Deferring confirmation of the financial guarantee objective from the member Councils would delay 
the project from around December 2012 until such time as the impacts of the local government 
reform processes are known and would add to the on-going project costs and uncertainty for the 
acceptable tenderers and the community engagement process. 

• Probity advice is that delay to the tender process beyond December 2012 may pose a risk to the 
current tender process. 

Recommendation(s) 
That the report be received. 

 
 
SOURCE OF REPORT 
 
Manager Project Development 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
During 2010, EMRC officers briefed all member Councils on the outcome of the financial modelling for the 
different technology options and the financial guarantee implications. 
 
On 21 July 2011, under New Business of an Urgent Nature Approved by the Chairman or Person Presiding 
or by Decision of Meeting, and in the context of the Local Government Reform process currently being 
undertaken by the Minister for Local Government and the uncertainty that this brings to the EMRC and its 
member Councils, Council resolved: 
 

“THAT A REPORT BE BROUGHT BACK TO THE NEXT MEETING OF COUNCIL ON THE 
RAMIFICATIONS OF DEFERRING THE FINANCIAL GUARANTEE OF THE MEMBER COUNCILS IN 
RELATION TO THE RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY PROJECT.” 
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Item 9.6 continued 
 
 
REPORT 
 
At its 21 July 2011 meeting, Council discussed the possible impact of the Local Government Reform 
process on the ability of member Councils to make a financial commitment in relation to the Resource 
Recovery Project. The Local Government Reform report is expected to be completed by June 2012 but 
there is no timetable for consideration and implementation of the recommendations of that report. 
 
The final cost for the Resource Recovery Facility will not be known until the completion of the tender 
process, selection of a preferred tenderer and type of contract ownership model selected, that is: 
 

• BOO contract ownership model – Gate fee, $ per tonne for the term of the contract (with escalation 
factors and minimum waste quantity requirements). 

• D&C contract ownership model – Capital cost and expected operating cost per tonne. 

• DBOM – Capital cost and Gate fee, $ per tonne for the term of the contract (with escalation factors 
and minimum waste quantity requirements). 

 
Arising from the tender process and the preferred tenderer selection will be a requirement for a financial 
guarantee by the participating member Councils, apportioned in relation to their population at the time, after 
taking into account the offsetting effect of the amount available in the Secondary Waste Reserve, allowing 
for contingencies and potential write-offs on the investments held in the Reserve.  
 
In the case of a BOO contract ownership model, which is the least preferred option at this stage of the 
project, a decision will have to be made on how the Secondary Waste Reserve will be deployed to minimise 
costs to the member Councils, for example by subsidising the expected increase in the gate fee for the RRF 
and/or meeting the cost of an additional household bin. There will still be a requirement for the participating 
member Councils to provide a guarantee to the financier of the RRF. 
 
Prior to calling for tenders from the acceptable tenderers, the EMRC would need an agreement in principle 
from the participating member Councils that they would deliver their waste to the RRF for the term of the 
contract (under a BOO or DBOM) or the life of the facility (under a D&C). This then sets the capacity 
requirement for the RRF in the tender specification. It would also allow the EMRC to finalise preparations for 
a loan facility with the Western Australian Treasury Corporation (WATC), subject to adjustments for the final 
tendered price and the loan offset from use of the Secondary Waste Reserve. 
 
Project Timeline 
Subject to confirmation from the EPA on the assessment timeline but based on the meeting with them on 21 
July 2011, the amended project schedule is as follows (strikethrough items are the previous timetable 
dates): 
 

Task Details Commencement Completion Target 
timeframe 

PER 
Assessment 

Submit draft PER to  

EPA 
July October 2011 July October 2011 Milestone 

 Review by EPA July November 2011 August November 2011 4 weeks 

 Revise PER & Release August December 
2011 

September 2011 
January 2012 1 Month 

 Public Review September 2011 
February 2012 

October 2011 March 
2012 8 weeks 

 EPA provide summary 
of submissions  

October 2011  April 
2012 

November 2011 April 
2012 3 weeks 

 Proponent Response November 2011 May 
2012 

November 2011 May 
2012 2 weeks 
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Item 9.6 continued 
 
 

Task Details Commencement Completion Target 
timeframe 

Appeals Appeals Period February August 
2012 March August 2012 2 weeks 

Minister Minister Consideration March August 2012 June November 2012 3 Months 

Member 
Council 
resolution to 
continue project 

 June December 
2012 July December 2012 1 month 

Request for 
Tender Process  July 2012 February 

2013 
November 2012 June 
2013 5 months 

Evaluation of 
Tender 
submissions 

 November 2012 July 
2013 April October 2013 4 months 

Finalise RRF 
contract  April November 2013 November 2014 May 

2014 7 months 

Development 
Approval / 
Works Approval 
/ Building 
Licence 

 November 2013 
June 2014 February August 2014 3 months 

Complete 
construction of 
RRF 

 February September 
2014 May November 2015 15 months 

Obtain 
operational 
licence 

 February September 
2015 May November 2015 3 months 

Wet 
commissioning  
of RRF 

 May December 2015 August 2015 February 
2016 3 months 

 
The schedule shows a projected date for an EMRC Council decision supported by member Council 
decisions to proceed with the tender process by December 2012, nominally six months after the conclusion 
of the Local Government Reform Panel report. At this point in the process timetable, EMRC would be 
seeking from each member Council: 
 

1. Agreement in principle to participate in the project; and 

2. Agreement in principle to provide a loan guarantee in proportion to population and the expected 
loan requirement (net of available Secondary Waste Reserve). 

 
Deferring the decision on an in principle financial loan guarantee from the member Councils would delay the 
project from around December 2012 until such time as the impacts of the local government reform 
processes are known and would add to the on-going project costs and uncertainty for the acceptable 
tenderers and the community engagement process. The timetable for implementation of the Local 
Government Reform process is unknown and could potentially take several years. 
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Item 9.6 continued 
 
 
The EMRC has sought advice from the probity advisor for the Resource Recovery Project, Stantons 
International, on the effect of a delay of the EMRC tender process. Their advice is that a delay to the tender 
process beyond the end of 2012, with three and a half years elapsed since the completion of the EOI 
process, would be grounds for EMRC to cancel the tender process and start again on the basis of: 
 

• Possible changes to the market conditions; 

• Possible further changes to the acceptable tenderer list through withdrawals or ownership changes 
or consortium changes; and 

• The level of interest of the acceptable tenderers to continue.  
 
The probity advisor indicated that there will be an obligation to inform the acceptable tenderers, before 
going to tender, of possible changes in the member Councils of the EMRC due to the Local Government 
Reform process and the possible consequences of this change on the project.  
 
 
STRATEGIC/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 
Key Result Area 1 – Environmental Sustainability  
 

1.3 To provide resource recovery and recycling solutions in partnership with member Councils 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
All costs covered within this report are accounted for in the annual budget approved by Council. Delaying 
the Resource Recovery Project activities scheduled for 2012/2013 may have financial implications for the 
project. 
 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
The Resource Recovery Facility will contribute toward minimising the environmental impact of waste by 
facilitating the sustainable use and development of resources. 
 
 
MEMBER COUNCIL IMPLICATIONS 
 
Member Council Implication Details 

Town of Bassendean 
 

City of Bayswater 
 

City of Belmont 
 

Shire of Kalamunda 
 

Shire of Mundaring 
 

City of Swan 

 

Additional project costs (staff salaries, consulting fees) and potential 
uncertainties for acceptable tenderers and the community 

 
 
ATTACHMENT(S) 
 
Nil 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENT 
 
Simple Majority 
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Item 9.6 continued 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
That the report be received. 
 
 
 
Discussion ensued 
The Manager Project Development summarised the report. 
 
The EMRC’s probity advisor explained the issues to be considered in relation to any potential delay to the 
tendering process beyond 2012. The issues were discussed at length and the Committee agreed that the 
process needed to be transparent with tenderers being kept informed. 
 
Cr Färdig raised concerns on the possible impact of the Local Government reform process on the ability of 
member Councils to make a financial guarantee in relation to the Resource Recovery Project, in particular 
the City of Swan. 
 
The Chief Executive Officer advised EMRC was pursuing supplementary funding opportunities to reduce the 
amount of borrowings and therefore reduce the financial guarantee from the member Councils. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION 
 
MOVED CR FÄRDIG SECONDED MR PUMPHREY 
 
That the EMRC seek funding opportunities for a guarantee from the State Government Waste Authority or 
State Government Treasury due to the fact that the Member Councils would not be in a position to provide 
any guarantee on the Resource Recovery Project until the State Local Government reform process was 
resolved. 

MOTION LOST 2/10 
Cr Färdig & Mr Pumphrey for 

 
 
Cr Färdig advised that the City of Swan supported the Resource Recovery Facility Project but had concerns 
related to providing a financial guarantee due to the uncertainty relating to the Local Government Reform 
process. 
 
Cr Lindsey stated that he understood the City of Swan’s concerns but advised that if Council allowed itself 
to be paralysed by uncertainty into not making decisions nothing would ever be achieved. 
 
POST MEETING NOTE 
Further advice - A copy of a letter received from the City of Swan to the CEO, EMRC is attached for 
information in relation to the discussion about the City of Swan’s position on the Resource Recovery 
Facility. 
 
 
RRC RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
MOVED CR LINDSEY SECONDED CR RADFORD 
 
That the report be received. 

CARRIED 10/2 
Cr Färdig & Mr Pumphrey against 
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10 CONFIDENTIAL MATTERS FOR WHICH THE MEETING MAY BE CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC 
 
Nil 
 
 
11 GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
Nil 
 
 
12 FUTURE MEETINGS OF THE RESOURCE RECOVERY COMMITTEE 
 
The next meeting of the Resource Recovery Committee will be held on Thursday, 8 September 2011 
(if required) at the EMRC Administration Office, 1st Floor, Ascot Place, 226 Great Eastern Highway, Belmont 
WA 6104 commencing at 5.00pm. 
 
 
Future Meetings 2011 
 
Thursday 8 September (if required) at EMRC Administration Office
Thursday 6 October at EMRC Administration Office
Thursday 17 November (if required) at EMRC Administration Office
 
 
13 DECLARATION OF CLOSURE OF MEETING 
 
There being no further business, the Chairman closed the meeting at 7.00pm. 




