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Statement to the Joint Waste Oversight & Scrutiny Panel Jan 21, 2008

I would like to express a lack of faith that this consultation actually set out to discover the best possible option for our communities.  The direction from the beginning has been industry-led and has highlighted financial risk and value for money as the main drivers. Though the Jacobs report does present a somewhat confusing set of percentages that theoretically manage to weight the various considerations, discussions and responses from WoE officers feel as though the options were derived by one overriding mechanism. I quote:

It should be borne in mind that the market will offer the Partnership what it believes is the best value for money solution in each phase through competitive tendering.

I would like to suggest that the real driver behind this process is saving money and not best practice and that best practice hasn’t even been looked at that carefully.  In one of my questions at an earlier stage, I asserted that small and diverse facilities offer a better solution for the environment, for the community responsibility (and hence aiding in reducing waste) and for a lower risk in case of failure or technological advance.  The response was:

The conclusion that the impacts on the environment are less (for smaller and more diverse facilities) has not been tested in detail by the Partnership as yet.
So if environmental impact isn’t centre-stage, what are we examining here?  Yes, there are many considerations, social as well as technical involved, but the whole process starts with an environmental question about landfill and climate change. What I would ask a consultation to do is to first establish best practice.  And start with the environment: 

--which combination of facilities actually assists the zero waste hierarchy and encourages reduction of waste and promotion of recycling. 

--which solutions give the least road travel, thereby keeping CO2 emissions, local pollution and congestion at a minimum.

--which facilities give off little CO2 in the process

--which facilities allow us to easily adopt better practices and technologies as they are developed

Having determined a favoured environmental solution, then we should proceed to examine the possible pluses and minuses in terms of social, economic and technical.

Were small and diverse facilities the right, the best answer for this area?  As this procedure rolls along we may never know, since our chance for government funding, which is due in a few months time, means we will be locked into incineration for perhaps 30 years to come.  The “industry representatives” who play a large role in this strategy all “agreed that the choice of EfW as the basis of Phase 3 was a rational, deliverable, and low risk choice that offers value for money.”

This is a technology whose CO2 output is double its closest competitor and over 3 times more than the average for the other technologies.  Transport CO2 (and cost) has not been figured in to the equation because locations are not decided, but unquestionably the larger facility solution will be the worst one in terms of pollution, congestion, noise and travel cost. Multiple facilities obviously give us a better back-up insurance; the lower technology generally, means that complete shut downs are unlikely and that should one occur, we have other facilities to help out. Incineration will, in fact, ease the pressure on communities struggling to reduce, recycle and reuse; this is exactly the opposite of what we want to achieve if we are serious about working towards a zero waste policy.
If my arguments fall on deaf ears, let us remember that B&NES doesn’t need to be here. We have been doing very well with our recycling targets and keeping the landfill targets at bay.  We could use much smaller and less damaging technologies to achieve our goals: keeping our CO2 emissions lower, our pollution lower, while maintaining sharp attention on reducing waste and recycling.  A look at the map of waste arisings in the recent “rubbish or resource” report shows that B&NES has 3 obvious pockets of waste density. A modest sized facility mid-way between Bath and Keynsham and a smaller facility near Norton Radstock might be all we need to carry on with our zero waste strategy, free from Landfill tax.  Our association with the other three councils could well be making our situation unnecessarily complicated and put us at greater financial risk.
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