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Policy: Waste Treatment Facilities 

Updated 20th February 2009
What follows is a written record of a proposed policy to be addressed by the group within a group meeting. The policy remains in place until otherwise replaced, terminated or removed by the Leader of the Group with notice to other members. 
Declaration: The contents and views expressed in this document are consistent with the research conclusion carried out at the time of production. This means these policies are open to change and review as new evidence and information comes to light. The intention of the policy is to guide the practice of the group on key issues not necessarily to dictate a particular course of action. 
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The term ‘Preferred Policy’ is the culmination of the previous sections into a single policy. Amendments to the policy do not necessarily mean changes to previous sections (unless confusing to the overall intention of the Policy).

Section 1: Purpose of Policy

· The purpose of the policy is to clearly define the position of the group with regard to the proposed Waste Treatment Facility (WTF) being pursued by Leicestershire County Council (LCC). 
· The policy will focus upon Municipal Waste but could be amended and extended to include all waste streams. 
· It is hoped that the adoption of this policy will establish a general policy on the environment in terms of waste management and recycling, and encourage the development of other policies in related areas. 

· If adopted this policy could be amended and introduced into the Manifesto for the County Council Elections in 2009.  
Section 2: Discussion of Issue
Section 2.1 Current situation

The County Council is seeking to establish a long term solution to the issue of municipal waste. Under the terms of the Leicestershire’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy (LMWMS) the long term control of waste to landfill is one way to comply with European and Government legislation. There are some statuary consequences to a solution not being implemented by 2014 in the form of fines to the authority. 

According to a report from the Scrutiny Review Panel on Procurement of Waste Treatment Facilities (hereby known as the Panel); the current situation in the County is as follows: 

I. Approx 375,000 tonnes of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) which includes materials recycled is currently managed and disposed of per annum;
II. There is a commitment in the LMWMS to increase recycling and composting levels to 50% by 2010 (58% by 2017 dependant on the success of food waste trials) from a current rate of 42.5%,
III. That in order to meet Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) targets there is no alternative but to divert waste from landfill;

IV. That there is a need to ensure the reduction of waste produced at source;

V. That an interim solution to deliver LATS requirements for the period 2009 to 2014 is required before a long term waste solution becomes operational. 
 This has been developed into an MBT plant
In conclusion, LCC needs to develop a sustainable way to dispose of waste taking into account the impact of current legislation and the prospect of stricter legislation at a later date. 

The political issues are finite at present. There is no real electoral issue in this for the Conservatives but obviously will allow them to trumpet how brilliant they are on Waste issues. At present the Labour group seem to have little if anything to say on the matter. One interpretation of this could be that it is a scheme being sponsored by DEFRA and they don’t want to get in its way. An alternative is that Dr O’Callaghan has yet to realise the importance of this issue and is waiting to see how much leverage he can get out of it later on. 
Update 5/01/2009: following the by-election in Markfield the Tories seem to be making a major issue out of the fact that we ‘lied’ regarding the incinerator site and the technology. Primarily we should remember to use the right information – currently the ‘reference project’ for the PFI money is based around an incinerator, and there are 2 sites under consideration. 
Section 2.2 Review of incineration 

In order to give members the maximum understanding of the proposal, the following section is intended to outline the overall debate over incineration
The process of incineration as a form of disposal is nothing new. It has been a process in use for centuries; however the modern perception of incineration has been largely dominated by the idea that it can unlock ‘Energy’. Incineration of waste in particular is going through a bit  of a renaissance at present with the idea that the burning of waste can be utilised to produce electricity – the process is know as Energy from Waste (EfW). To compliment this idea modern incinerators are portrayed as modern examples of latest technology boasting about the exhaust cleaning technologies etc and the ability to drastically reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. According to Abergavenny Friends of the Earth the technology to control the emissions from the process can be 30-60% of the overall capital costs.

The 5 member Scrutiny Panel established by the County Council has reviewed the idea of EfW and produced the following view of the advantages and disadvantages. 
“Potential Advantages of EfW

a) It can be sited as a single facility and it is able to deal with large volumes;

b) It provides an opportunity to make use of the available heat derived from Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and is best designed to handle easily the residual, mixed and contaminated waste arising that cannot be easily recycled;

c) There is no methane bi-product and no biological waste is required to go to landfill;

d) Electricity (and heat with CHP process) is generated which can be sold to end users
Potential Disadvantages of EfW

e) It has a high initial capital cost to build a facility;

f) It requires a consistent and constant volume of waste in order to be efficient;

g) It can be seen by some as a barrier to recycling as the process can easily remove almost all residual waste from landfill through the incineration process;

h) There is a public perception that emissions are linked with adverse health problems e.g. from dioxins, even though emission level limits are not exceeded through the use of sophisticated clean-up technologies;

i) Additionally, there is normally large opposition to the process and consequently this technology usually has the longest lead-in time for planning and procurement timetables. “

In addition to these views there are some other considerations that do not necessarily fit into the ‘Pro’s & con’s’. 
· If the process of EfW is undertaken it is more efficient to utilise the ‘combined heat process (CHP)’. CHP allows efficiencies potentially up to 80% from the incinerator (compared to around 40% from just EfW). However it should be noted that the incinerator is not guaranteed to reach any of these efficiencies over the period. 

· Incinerators still require fossil fuels in order to maintain a base temperature before the waste can be burnt. Therefore consideration with regard to the type of fuel needs to be weighed against the economic and environmental impact.

· The incinerator will require waste that is of a high calorific value. These include plastics, and other oil based products- the process will therefore require either a ‘mixing’ approach where each tonne is balanced against the calorific value to maintain burning efficiency, or will require a variable temperature in the incineration chamber to account for fluctuations in the rate of burning. 

· The use of CHP has its own issues – firstly the extra piping/cable needed to move the energy and heat will need to be installed. This will add capital costs. Secondly the CHP process cannot be ‘stopped’ therefore heat will be produced all year round thus will need a facility to deliver the heat too when demand is low. 
· Incinerator ‘down time’ is the period when an incinerator chamber needs to be shut down for repair/maintenance. Because of the extreme heat involved it can take nearly two weeks for the incinerator to reach a safe temperature. 

· In addition there is a substantial cost to decommissioning and the responsible partner in a PFI will need to be clear as this could make the process economically unviable in the long term.
All in all incineration is still a viable option that has been utilised all over the world. The specific problems relate to the consideration of the above points with regard to the information detailed in the ‘Expression of Interest’ (EOI) to DEFRA. The EOI called for an Incinerator to deal with 191,000 tonnes (this has now been reduced to 180,000 tonnes) to cover a period of 25 years. Aside from the emissions the only other by-product is an inert ash that can be buried in landfill. 
At present the cost of the project has gone from £100 million to £140 million
. It is expected that PFI credits will be repaid up to 50% of the cost of the facility, the rest of the money would come from the council.  Update – LCC got £86 Million from DEFRA which if it corresponds to the 50% stipulation is equal to £172 Million.
Section 2.3 Statement of Understanding

Leicestershire County Council is the Waste Disposal Authority for the County, the Borough/District Councils act as Waste Collection Authorities. In order for the procurement of the facility to be successful a contractual agreement between the County and the Boroughs needs to be reached.

The Statement of Understanding (SoU) is an extension of a Memorandum of understanding and lays out clearly the relationship between the County, PFI contractor and the Borough Councils in relation to the disposal of waste. The statement covers all areas of the relationship to include grievances, commitments from wither party, publicity and information protection. 

As we do not know the exact content of the SoU it is difficult to cover exactly what the out come of this process will be. However there is some concern that the SoU will act as a precedent for future statuary relations between the County and Borough. If this is so it is essential that the nature of this document gives balance to the overall powers and responsibilities of each of the associated parties and includes fair barriers to prevent one party becoming the overall arbiter of relations. 

Specifically in relation to waste this has been expressed in a concern that the SoU will set a limit on the rate of recycling being pursued in the districts. The main reason for this assumption is the fact that the Project will need a certain tonnage to be profitable for the PFI contractor. At present the proposal includes the cost being covered by the application of a gate fee on the waste. Some believe that if the rate of recycling increases quickly the amount of waste going to the facility will decline therefore the gate fee will be increased. 

LCC has assured that this is not the case and that recycling rates can increase – the LCC has set a target of 58% recycling by 2020.
 Yet there is some suspicion that LCC will not support (consent to) the Borough/Districts pushing the recycling rate up, thus consequently inhibiting the recycling rate and preventing the districts supporting there own waste management structure. Update: we also believe that they can lay the blame squarely at the Borough/Districts if this where to happen. Accordingly there is little information about what happens to the SoU if the bid should fail. As it sets very clear guidance for how the respective authorities are to work it would be a useful document if LCC pursues its own option.  
Section 2.4 Recycling issue

The main foundation of any policy regarding waste is the concept of the Waste Hierarchy. The purpose of which is to reduce the overall amounts that require disposal in the first place. 
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Figure 1 Taken from www.wasteonline.org.uk
Recent environmental campaigns have seen the concept of ‘prevention’ becoming more important. It is anticipated that legislation will emerge regarding plastic bags and packaging at some point in the 2008/09 Parliament. Doing so will start an entire review of the production of packaging and re-establish the concept of ‘Producer Responsibility’. 

At present ‘producer responsibility’ is fairly ill-defined within British Environmental Law. Section 93 of the Environment Act 1995 was the first statuary expression of producer responsibility
. Fundamentally it required manufacturers to commit to the reuse and recycling of products through the production process to lessen the waste produced. But it did not put any extended responsibility upon the manufacture to bear any responsibility for the products environmental life cycle
. Subsequent legislation up to the Governments Waste Strategy 2000 (WS2000) has made the voluntary nature of the manufacturer’s commitment more ‘enforceable’ through other litigation (such as Commercial Waste Charges). However the criteria means that many smaller manufacturers are allowed to get away as the financial commitment to the process could affect economic progress. This is however changing; the current legalisation covering waste electrical products is creating a market for specialist recycling of such components (this is especially lucrative as electrical goods have valuable materials such as copper and silicon which is in short supply). 

Minimisation is also becoming more ‘fashionable’ the ‘green’ credential has also become a strong marketing ploy forcing many manufacturers to offer reuse and recycling services that improve year on year. The logical impact of this should be an overall reduction in the volume of waste entering into the waste management stream. In addition there is some evidence to suggest that more and more waste is becoming recyclable (about 93%)
. 

Taken together the natural development of minimisation and extended producer responsibility, with the increasing efficiency of recycling there is a lot of evidence to suggest that the largest component of any long term waste strategy should be based around a progressive recycling rate. At present LCC has a recycling rate of 42.5% with a target of 50% by 2010
. According to a report from the Department of Environment, Sustainability and housing October 2007 titled ‘Future Directions for Municipal Waste Management in Wales – A Paper for Discussion’ it should be possible to meet EU landfill directives with a progressive recycling rate of 40% in 2009/10 to 64% in 2019/20. Even if we adjust this for Leicestershire, bearing in mind that the County has limited funding and powers, we could still hope to achieve about 60% by 2019/20. Consequently there should only be a need to produce a facility to cope with 40% on a gradually declining scale. Of course some the current government policy dictating housing supply will increase the amount of waste produced through population. At present the LCC considers this to be in the region of 2-3% per year growth
with a prediction that the household numbers will increase by roughly 14% by 2016
. This could be set against a reduction in the amounts being recycled and processed anyway but there are few figures for this.

There is a real risk that the increase in population, if not matched by suitable increases to minimisation, reuse and recycling, will result in a large deficit in terms of disposal capacity. This will form one of the main arguments FOR an incinerator. However the fundamental reasoning against incinerator forms on the basis that, burning waste should be a last resort.

By way of a conclusion the essential consideration of recycling is the fact that it is the next logical step to a long term strategy for waste. The LCC’s target of 58% is commendable but our policy should target the necessary elements needed to ensure that both the all Local Authorities and stakeholders are integrated to create a high level recycling target to assist with provision for a deficit in Municipal waste disposal.   
Section 2.5 Mechanical & Biological Treatment

The Scrutiny review panel defines MBT as: “a generic term for an integration of several processes. Mechanical processes are used for physical segregation of the waste while biological processes are used to facilitate the decomposition of the organic materials. Over fifty different combinations of mechanical and biological processes are marketed as MBT.”

Because there are so many combinations this tends to create a higher capital cost and life time cost for implementation. However because of the mixture of processes there is an inherent flexibility in the facility and it could be better conceived as modular. 

As modular process there is the potential to have multiple sites across an area match in with an integrated transport program for the waste. It should be stated within such a strategy that alternative transport models be included and considered (such as rail freight or Canals). If all sites comprised the same technology there is the benefits of standardised processing but equally the possibility of designating one site for specific processes should the needs arise at a later date.
Another reasonable consideration with MBT is the continual development of technology regularly improves established processes and establishes new ones. This does of course affect the economic scoring of such a process as the unknown doesn’t compare well with the established efficiencies and processes of an incinerator. However the added benefit of the flexibility can be aligned with the fact the capacity can be increase or decreased with the forecasts of waste production. In addition the active separation of the waste treatment into two distinct processes allows the creation of a third level of recycling or re-use. Thus the waste does not become destined to become a fuel but retains it inherent value all through the process. 

In particular MBT with ‘Bio-Drying’ is one process that cerates a High Calorific fuel (known as Refuse Derived Fuel RDF) at the end of the process which could be utilised in a smaller incinerator either to power the waste treatment facility or to provide CHP to local communities. 

However there are some problems/unknowns with the process. Aside from the cost there is some uncertainty about the way RDF can be used. There is some evidence to such that it could be sold as a fuel/construction material, but equally it may need a purpose built incinerator for the task. Some MBT processes can take some time to work and require more processing, because of this the overall waste treatment process becomes elongated.  In addition if RDF is not used the left over waste is not classed as inert under EU directives and so still counts against the Landfill targets. 
What is clear is that MBT is the next best option after incineration (bearing in mind efficiencies but not considering social/political factors), considering the massive changes in Waste treatment in the last 10 years there is a lot to suggest that MBT processes could improve greatly with the inclusion of Anaerobic Digestion and/or Gasification. The modular nature of such an investment now could see the long term waste treatment remaining capable of meeting demand in excess of the 25 year assumed period. Alongside this the process would require a legislative approach to prior stages of waste management with local emphasis on minimisation, reuse and recycling with ever more progressive rates.

Section 3: Preferred Policy Updated
The policy states that the Liberal Democrat group believe that with regard to the Long Term Procurement of a Waste treatment facility in Leicestershire, it is essential that the following be actively pursued:

· That the Group commits itself to negotiate a higher recycling target (at least 60% in 14 years) into the long term procurement of a waste treatment facility;
· That the group demonstrated the need for more research is needed to assess the impact of more housing upon municipal waste streams;

· The group expresses the view that the composting of organic waste be incorporated anyway into any waste solution utilising the latest technology to see if such composting could be of benefit to local agriculture or business;

· The group expresses the view that incineration is not an inherently negative idea and does offer some advantages over alternative technologies. However, the desire to build a large scale incinerator may undermine efforts to produce a waste strategy that is flexible to unknown factors such as population and technological change;

· The group believe that the use of Combined Heat and Power from incineration has some issues (such as heat storage) which need to be considered separately and not simply part of a package solution;

· The group believes that an MBT with ‘Bio-Drying’ is a better solution offering the flexibility needed to meet the demands of providing a viable solution for waste including a possible use of Anaerobic Digestion for food waste;

· The group adopts the view that multiple, smaller sites across the county will underpin this inherent flexibility.

· The use of MBT to produce a Refuse Derived Fuel is a sensible process that could allow for the creation of a small incinerator to provide power to the MBT plants creating a self-sufficient process;

· The transportation of waste must look to the use of all available infrastructures and consider the merits of using the railways and canals as opposed to Lorries;
This policy was written on 10th April 2008 by Mr B Odams Political Assistant for Mr G. W. Boulter Group Spokesman for the Environment. 

Updated stance 5-01-2009
Following changes and policy progression a review of this document has taken place. Consequently the stance and policy of the group will need to be reviewed. 

A proposal is as follows:

“it is the position of the Liberal Democrat group that large scale ‘Mass-Burn’ incineration (as proposed in the outline expression of interest by LCC) is wrong as it undermines efforts to maximise recycling. 

The group believes that a multi-site MBT system with ‘Bio-drying’ allows sufficient capacity and flexibility to a waste treatment system to ensure that the ‘Waste Hierarchy’ is properly followed and that minimisation, reduction and reuse are pursued before recycling and processing. However the group realises that any MBT process leaves a residue that will need processing further. Due to the fact that the best use of a resource depends ultimately on its wider impact we feel that an MBT process that produces a refuse derived fuel is the best attempt to balance the environmental/resource concerns with a practical and effective approach towards maximum waste treatment. Therefore the group accept that there may be a need for a small scale incinerator (<50,000 tonnes) to utilise the refuse derived fuel (if it cannot be sold to already established incinerators) to produce electricity whether to offset our use of the national grid or to supply the MBT processes directly.”  
� Taken from the ‘Report of the Scrutiny review Panel on the Procurement of Waste Treatment Facilities’ 03/03/2008


� Waste Management: Incineration Vs Anaerobic Digestion by Rod Walters, Abergavenny Friends of the Earth


� Taken from the ‘Report of the Scrutiny review Panel on the Procurement of Waste Treatment Facilities’ 03/03/2008


� Ideas presented verbally by Mr Kondakor from Friends of the Earth Nuneaton.


� The £140 Million is related to DEFRA’s need to have an assumed price for the project starting 2015/16 


� Any cabinet paper on the waste issue contains this information. 


� Pg 478 Environmental Law 5th Edition by S. Bell & D. McGillivray, Blackstone Press 2000


� Environmental life cycle is defined as the period that the product goes from once produced to becoming a ‘waste’ product. 


� Welsh Assembly Paper from the Department of Environment, Sustainability and housing October 2007 titled ‘Future Directions for Municipal Waste Management in Wales – A Paper for Discussion’. 


� Scrutiny Review Panel report 03./03/2008 


� Leicestershire & Leicester WASTE Development Framework, ‘Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (Submission Draft) up to 2021. Page 5


� Leicestershire & Leicester WASTE Development Framework, ‘Core Strategy & Development Control Policies (Submission Draft) up to 2021. Page 12


� At present B Odams is producing some models about waste growth that will be circulated later.


� Scrutiny Review Panel report Point 16
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