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Pembrokeshire Friends of the Earth Consultation Response 

to

South West Wales Regional Waste Plan

Pembrokeshire Friends of the Earth is dedicated to protecting the environment and promoting a sustainable future for Pembrokeshire. It is the local branch of one of the UK’s most influential environmental campaigning organisation and part of an international network that is active in over 60 countries.
Summary

Pembrokeshire Friends of the Earth welcomes the opportunity to comment on the South West Wales Regional Waste Plan Consultation Document (First Review). Friends of the Earth fully supports the high levels of recycling / composting which underpins this Plan but events have overtaken the document and the Welsh Assembly Government is now aiming for 70% recycling/composting
 instead of the 50% target used in this document.  

However, we are not in agreement with the document’s conclusions on treatment of residual waste.  Firstly, we feel that the growth in waste arisings has been over-estimated. Secondly, we feel the residual waste “Options for Consultation” are overly prescriptive, failing to take account of changes / advances in technology and being based on a flawed WRATE analysis. The result of these failings is to narrow down the options, when these should have been kept more open (as in corresponding England and Scotland Waste Strategies), to close off such options as Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) with residues to Landfill, and in effect promote what the document  terms the “proven and bankable” solution of incineration. 

Finally, the review of the Welsh waste policy document, Wise About Waste, planned for next year will almost certainly alter the parameters for land use and development planning in Wales.  We would, therefore, recommend that all Development and Land Use Plans dealing with waste are put on hold until after the policy review.

Detailed Comments

1. The need for waste facilities (Theme 2)

The residual waste processing and land take required is too high because an annual growth in waste arisings of 4% is assumed.  Over the past two years municipal solid waste in Wales has actually fallen by a total of 4.9%, as shown in Appendix I. In addition, the newly announced Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) target of 70% recycling by 2025 should be taken into account.

Friends of the Earth would recommend planning for a yearly ‘worst case’ increase of 1% in waste arisings and also plan for year on year reduction in waste. This implies that waste treatment facilities need to be flexible - able to downsize or reduce their hours of operation - as there is every likelihood that WAG’s waste reduction policies will have the desired effect and waste arisings will continue to fall.  Large incineration plants are among the least flexible of alternatives.  Their high building costs can only be recouped by being locked into long term contracts (typically 25 years) and the maintenance of a high level of waste intake –  500,000 tonnes per annum being mentioned in connection with the proposed Cardiff Bay plant.

2. The Technology options (Theme 3)

There appears to be a lack of balance between the coverage of ‘Incineration with Energy Recovery’ and that of one of its main rivals, ‘Mechanical and Biological Treatment’ (MBT). Incineration is presented as ‘a proven and bankable technology’. By contrast, MBT and other options are characterised as unproven – we are told that ‘there are only a few [such] plants operating in the UK’. We are not told that the number is rapidly growing.

It is stated without caveat that incinerator ‘bottom ash’ is ‘inert’, that it ‘can be used as a construction material’
 etc, whereas in fact the situation is not so clear.  Incinerator bottom ash does not meet the definition set out in the EU Landfill Directive for inert waste.
   Levels of lead and zinc in over 10% of monitoring samples have been found to exceed hazardous waste thresholds.
  By contrast, the situation with regard to MBT residues is depicted in almost entirely negative terms, which do not take account of recent developments. For example, residues have been certified as meeting LATS biodegradability requirements for landfilling at Poole and Newcastle MBT plants, and the market for Refuse Derived Fuel from MBT (described in the Consultation Document as ‘uncertain’) is firming up with statements from the cement industry that ‘there will soon be a strong, long-term market for refuse derived fuel‘.
 Better environmentally might be a plant planned at Rainham in Essex that will use gasification to generate electricity from the RDF residue of the East London MBT plant next-door at Frog Island. 

Then, in the section on Incineration the reader is told that gas emissions ‘pass through a filter that captures any particles before release to atmosphere’. 
 The next sentence, “Air Pollution Control residues are disposed to landfill as hazardous waste” betrays the potential toxicity of such emissions. We do not feel the statement ‘captures any particles’ can be justified.  Filtering mechanisms do not work 100% efficiently all the time. They break down and become less efficient with age.   Serious concerns have been raised about toxic ultra-fine particles produced during incineration which these filters do not catch. 

At the end of ‘Technology Options’, the document lists ‘4 main options’, with 19 sub options. The categorizing of ‘main options’ is misleading. The reader may suppose that only Option 2 may yield ‘energy from waste’, whereas in fact all the sub-options in Option 3 can do so, and even Option 1 can when, as at the Avondale Landfill Site in Scotland, sites are specifically designed to capture the methane gas produced. Moreover, the energy efficiency of incineration (“higher than conventional coal and gas-fired power stations”) is exaggerated. Calculations are based on CHP models and it is asserted that there are “many of these plants operating in the UK.” In fact, there are few because the economics of building incinerators favour larger plants where it is difficult to find local outlets for heat produced. Furthermore, insufficient emphasis is given to the ‘energy from waste’ potential of anaerobic digestion, as a treatment of food waste, which is to gain double subsidies under the government's Renewables Obligation Certificate scheme. 
3. WRATE Analysis Input Parameters

Based on the results of the WRATE analysis, the Consultation process has narrowed the proposed solutions down from 19 to 7.  All include some form of thermal treatment, while incineration, rated as the 5th preferred option by consultees (unitary authorities, national park authorities, Countryside Council for Wales, Wales Environmental Trust et al) is elevated to number two.  Friends of the Earth feel, firstly, that the narrowing down to such ‘a short list’ is overly prescriptive in view of the fast-changing technological situation and, secondly, that the input parameters have severely prejudiced the WRATE analysis in favour of incinerators and against Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) plants.  

1. The modelling is based on there being roughly 50% more Municipal solid waste than we would expect, based on current trends.

2. The capital expenditure cost of an ‘Energy from Waste’ incinerator is put unrealistically low at £44million for a 216,000 tpa plant.  Based on current plants of a similar capacity elsewhere in Britain, this should probably be in the region of £120million
.

3. The running cost of the incinerator is too low, it being assumed that a market will be found for all residues and that the cost of hazardous waste landfilling will be avoided.  It would be more realistic to assume 25% of this waste will need to be landfilled. There exists a massive excess of ash in the industrial waste stream. While it is true that ash from incinerators could be made use of, it would displace the use of other industrial ash.  The modelling has also failed to cost the production of CO2. Each 216,000 tpa plant will produce around 200,000 tonnes of CO2 per year. That would have a cost of £2.4 million per year if CO2 emissions were priced at the same £12/tonne as used to model the expansion of Heathrow.  If the more up to date figure of £25.50/tonne is used, the cost more than doubles to £5.1 million per year.

4. The running cost of the MBT plant is too high, it being assumed that there would be virtually no reduction in biodegradability of the output and only a marginal reduction in tonnage.  Unlike incineration, MBT  processes can trade off the cost of processing with the extent to which they reduce biodegradability and weight. The analysis seems to have modelled a very poor MBT process at a very high cost per tonne. Much of the cost is also spent on drying the combustible fraction for use as a fuel. This is only applicable if the plant is designed to produce RDF.  Many large municipal waste contacts that have been designed to meet the English Landfill Allowance and Trading system are based on other models of MBT. A figure of 75% stabilisation by weight would be more realistic
.

5. The CO2 emissions for “EfW” incinerators are very low because it is assumed all these plants will be Combined Heat and Power (CHP) and all residues will be “recycled” as aggregate replacement.  FoE understands it is WAG’s intention to favour CHP but this is not spelled out in the Consultation document.  The modelling should be adjusted to reflect a mix of CHP and incinerators that generate power only. If CHP is to be mandatory, the use of waste incineration should explicitly require the full use of excess heat in addition to the simple generation of electricity.   This would require the location of CHP plants alongside facilities which could use the heat they produced.

6. The CO2 emissions for MBT are put too high.  They do not seem to take into account the energy recovery and greenhouse gas reduction achievable from biogas production during an anaerobic digestion stage or the CO2 savings resulting from the recyclate recovered by the mechanical stage.  In addition to modelling a poor MBT process, the amount of methane projected has been exaggerated. Inherently, any biodegradable material remaining after biological treatment will not breakdown easily into methane.  

7. We recommend that the higher recycling rate of 70% now proposed by the WAG is adopted and modelled in the study of land use options. The best option is to produce less waste, after which we should be reusing and recycling. Packaging is being redesigned and often eliminated by retailers and producers. We should be planning for a Wales in which all packaging is recyclable or can be composted. The modelling is looking backwards to the 1990s and not forward to the 2010s.

4. Summary Table of Options

The Summary table on page 20 of the Consultation Document does not list any landfill amount in the Site Area/Landtake row for options 2a through 4d, despite the fact that all 7 options will have their final residue sent to landfill.  As the purpose of this document is to identify land use requirements, this figure should be included.

It would also be helpful when comparing these options if an indicative amount of the energy produced was given.  Although the gas from Anaerobic Digestion and Refuse Derived Fuel produced by MBT plants is portable, the heat produced by CHP plants is not. A suitable recipient for that heat would therefore need to be sited nearby. 

5. Areas of Search for In-building Facilities Map

The Plan does not stipulate that all “Energy from Waste” plants should be Combined Heat and Power (CHP), which we understand to be WAG’s policy.  This should be spelled out, as CHP is most effective when located near facilities which require a constant source of heat and power, namely an energy/heat –intensive factory.  Residential demand for heat and power fluctuates too widely over the course of a year to provide the environmental benefits claimed for the “EfW” options in the WRATE modelling.  The In-building Facilities Areas of Search map does not take this into account adequately. The map seems to treat all industrially-zoned areas as First Areas of Search and most rural areas as Third Areas of Search.  While these areas would be suitable for MBT, Anaerobic Digestion, autoclaving or pyrolysis plants, CHP has more restrictions on where it should be sited. 

6. Timing of Land Use Planning Review and Waste Policy Review

The Consultation Draft Regional Waste Plan 1st Review explains at para 7.2.4, page 32 [1] that the 50% recycling rate was chosen not on the basis of any assessment that it represented the optimal practical or environmental level, but simply because that reflected the “likelihood of the new target of 50% recycling and composting of Household waste by 2020 set in the English Waste Strategy 2007 soon being reflected in new Welsh targets”.  Whilst this may have been an accurate reflection of the circumstances at the time the consultation documents were drafted, it is now out of date.  It is now more likely that the revised Welsh recycling target will be significantly higher.  The proposals are targets of 52% in 2013, 58% in 2016, 64% in 2020 and a long-term target of 70% in 2025 
,
.  The Environment Agency assessment 
 of these targets, which uses a more realistic 1% growth rate projection, says “Modelling studies of the carbon emissions of different types of waste management indicate that most types of recycling have significant climate change benefits over energy from waste and landfill, and that the anaerobic digestion of source separated food wastes is more beneficial than incineration or landfill”. Not surprisingly the environmental impacts of these higher recycling scenarios are therefore significantly lower than the options proposed in the current draft Regional Waste Plans. The costs of the higher recycling options are also lower, so there can be no serious argument that they do not represent the Best Practicable Environmental Option compared with the scenarios in the consultation. 

It is clearly important that the Development Plan should properly reflect the policy of the Welsh Assembly Government in relation to recycling and other targets – as had been the intention in the draft.  The change to a much higher level of recycling means, however, that the options currently included and assessed in the draft waste plan are unlikely to be relevant by the time the plan is completed.  In these circumstances it is far better that the plan process should be delayed until after the revisions of ‘Wise About Waste’ when the new recycling rates and the much lower growth rate projections  – plus any associated policy changes, can be incorporated into the plan.   Failure to do this would be likely to result in the Development plan being inconsistent with National waste policy.  That would inevitably lead to increased uncertainty and confusion together with associated delays in the land use planning system.   That would be an unfortunate outcome of a process that is designed to achieve just the opposite. It is therefore strongly recommended that all Development and Land Use Plans dealing with waste development should be put on hold at this time. 

Appendix I
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source: annual monitoring reports up to 2006 data
2006/7 update source http://dissemination.dataunitwales.gov.uk/webview/index.jsp?language=en
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