
 

 
 
17 February 2015 
 
 
Ms Tanya Hobbs 
Assistant Director 
Adjudication Branch 
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 
GPO Box 3131 
CANBERRA ACT 2601 
 
 
By email: tanya.hobbs@accc.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Tanya 
 
Re: N97609 - Coal Reuse 
 
Thank you for your email of 6 February 2015 regarding the above notification. We understand that the ACCC 
are assessing the outcome of the Coal Reuse auction process as part of the overall review of the Coal 
Reuse Notification. In this regard Cement Australia makes the following comments: 
 

1. As at 25 July 2014 Coal Reuse stated that they intended to create an open market for CCPs. To 
date, our understanding is that: 

a. There appears to have been no sales whether by auction or the so called "spot market" 
approach.  

b. Coal Reuse is selling run of station ash from the Tarong North silo to Sunstate and 
Transpacific but this is not occurring via an auction process and is a continuation of previous 
arrangements between those companies and Stanwell Corporation. Coal Reuse is simply a 
"middle man" interposed for the sale of this ungraded material. 
 

2. Further to the commitments made by Coal Reuse we believe there has been no investment in the 
assets, systems and processes required to: 

a. Collect, process and distribute cement grade ash, nor 
b. Assure the quality of the products sold which underpins the use of cement grade ash in 

concrete used for structural applications. 
 

3. We draw to your attention that when assessing the relative merits of the proposed/recently 
completed auction process Cement Australia believes it is important for the ACCC to consider that 
the market, demand profile and commercial requirements for different CCPs vary significantly. For 
example: 

a. Run of Station (ROS) ash is a low quality product used in applications that do not require a 
particular structural specification to be met. Should the ash availability fluctuate the 
purchaser may be able to easily substitute alternative products and or run of station ash 
from an alternative supply point. 
 

b. Cement grade ash must meet a certain quality specification for inclusion in a tender process. 
Large multi-year projects require a commitment to a supply of a particular product which, in 
the normal course of business, cannot be substituted or in unusual circumstances may be 
substituted however typically at a prohibitive cost and increased commercial risk. This is to 
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provide the downstream customer certainty in terms of supply, product quality and 
performance in structural applications. The storage of additional cement grade ash is cost 
prohibitive so supply interruption is felt immediately in the market. In addition the demand 
profile for large projects is impacted by decisions outside of the control of the purchaser – for 
example the infrastructure funding process and so committing to defined short term, (e.g. 
monthly), volume off takes is not representative of the market demand profile requirements. 
 

c. We understand cenospheres are used in various industrial applications including paints and 
epoxies as light weight filler. They are extracted from the ash dam, processed and stored 
prior to sale. In contrast to cement grade fly ash, storage may be used to smooth out the 
demand/supply volatility. Further our understanding is that Coal Reuse has stated they are a 
reseller to the market, not a market participant. However for cenospheres we are aware of 
only one customer for the unprocessed product and it is unclear to us how an auction 
process with one customer would work. 

 
To date Coal Reuse has failed to meet their timetable regarding an auction of cement grade fly ash.  As a 
consequence we are unable to provide any comments directly in regard to the auction process. 
 
However our underlying concern is that the ACCC may draw positive conclusions regarding the current ROS 
ash auction process and incorrectly extrapolate those findings to the other products.  
 
At our meeting on 3 November 2014 we understood that the Notification process differs from the 
authorisation process previously used by the ACCC in the Tarong Authorisation. As such the ACCC are 
unable to place conditions on the Notification submitted by Coal Reuse.  
 
The current situation continues to support Cement Australia's view that there is no public benefit to outweigh 
the anti-competitive arrangement proposed by Coal Reuse and accordingly the Notification should be 
revoked. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

 
 
Cement Australia Pty Ltd 
Sophie Evans 
Group General Counsel and Company Secretary 
 
 
 

 


