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Submission on behalf of Colchester & North East Essex Friends of the Earth against the proposed Waste Management Facility at Rivenhall Airfield

We are particularly objecting on the grounds that: 

1)  there is a long history of opposition to incineration in Essex including pledges from the county council leader and the ruling Conservatives that there will be no incineration in Essex and a referendum will be held if it is proposed;

2)  there is no need for these major facilities at Rivenhall Airfield including an incinerator for Solid Recovered Fuel which will destroy valuable materials and increase pollution and climate change gases; 

3)  the site and access routes are not suitable for massive industrial plants with hundreds of HGV movements daily; 

4)  they will inhibit rapidly increasing recycling and composting in Essex which must be  increased urgently to save resources and cut climate change gases; 

5)  there is a need for flexibility over the next decade with funding invested in separated kerbside collections of valuable recyclables, garden waste and foodwaste, with local baling and composting and local AD plants in each district. 

________________________________________________________________

1.  Background - there is a long history of opposition to incineration in Essex including pledges from the county council leader and the ruling Conservatives that there will be no incineration in Essex and a referendum will be held if it is proposed.

1.1     We have been involved with the Essex Waste Plan since the 1996 draft, with local Friends of the Earth individual campaigners involved with all three Area Liaison Groups in 1997 with councillors and community leaders, visiting facilities including in France.

1.2     In June 1998 we held our first waste conference 'Is Waste a Burning Issue?', with local, national and international expert speakers in Colchester.  Our two local MPs, local and county councillors attended.  The county LibDems immediately reversed their previous support for incineration, followed by the county Labour group.  

1.3     Both groups on the county council voted against the draft Essex Waste Plan which included incineration, but it went through in November 1998 for consultation by just two votes.  The large number of public objections to incineration by mid-January 1999 caused a delay to the Waste Plan inquiry until November 1999.

1.4     The district councils had meanwhile formed the Waste Consortium of District Councils to fight incineration and commissioned recycling consultants Ecologika from autumn 1998 to run seminars for councillors.  They then commissioned Ecologika to draw up individual recycling strategies for each district.  Ecologika had just completed a three-year study 'Re-Inventing Waste' for the London Planning Advisory Committee.  Directors included two economists, internationally-renowned Keith Collins and Robin Murray, author of 'Creating Wealth from Waste' (Demos 1999) and Zero Waste (Greenpeace 2002).

1.5     We held a large 'No Incineration for Essex' rally supported by cross-party MPs and councillors in March 1999 in front of the County Hall at Chelmsford, followed by our second conference.  One month later the Conservatives joined the other two parties in signing a new policy 'Working Together' for 40% recycling and composting by 2004 and 60% by 2007.  

1.6     The Waste Consortium of District Councils commissioned Ecologika to represent them to oppose incineration and the Essex Waste Plan in the public inquiry in November 1999.  Economist Robin Murray proved that a high recycling policy with local baling and composting, with no longterm contracts or incineration, would comply with all Directives and be two-thirds the cost of longterm contracts for major centralised facilities.  The county council had to accept these figures were accurate.  Waste expert Alan Watson proved that - far from 'running out of landfill' - the county council had miscalculated the approved landfill allocations and had permitted fifteen years' of landfill capacity, five years more than regional planning guidance permitted.  

1.7     Three recycling trials were set up starting in 2000 to test the feasibility of 60% recycling.  The most successful one was the Mersea area trial, which reached 60% recycling in 2002 with separated recyclables and garden waste collected at the kerb and sorted into suitable vehicles.  (See the Mersea trial Case study in Friends of the Earth September 2008 briefing:  Recycling collections - source separated or commingled?  

www.foe.co.uk/resource/briefings/recycling_collections.pdf)  (The Mersea trial is also featured in the Campaign for Real Recycling background briefing paper) 

1.8     Unfortunately the Inspector was not convinced that 60% recycling was feasible and left incineration in the Plan as an option.  When I subsequently appeared as a witness at the East Sussex Waste Plan inquiry at Lewes - with the same Inspector - he was clearly surprised and delighted at my presentation about the Mersea 60% recycling and my own 98% recycling at Mersea using the kerbside collection and including home composting!

1.9     By 2001 the Essex & Southend Waste Plan had had 25,500 objections lodged against incineration.  Colchester's MP hosted our Parliamentary meeting 'No Incineration For Essex' attended by MPs of all parties, with a colourful rally outside Westminster.

1.10    In 2001 the Conservatives had a vociferous anti-incineration county election campaign and manifesto.  They won a landslide victory at the county council election.  They promptly unilaterally approved the Waste Plan at their first three meetings, saying they were legally required to include incineration.  All LibDem and Labour county councillors voted against the Waste Plan in named votes.  

1.11    Lord Hanningfield pledged that they would not permit incineration and that they would hold a referendum if it was proposed.  He has repeated this pledge time and time again, including it being recorded in Hansard.

1.12    The LibDem and Labour groups, seven district councils and 'an unprecedented number of letters' from the public were received by the Minister for Waste, Michael Meacher, asking for the decision to be called in.  These were sent to GoEast, where the waste advisor was none other than Geoff Gardner, the Essex County Council waste chief and author of the Waste Plan.  He refused.

1.13    We had been meeting with senior county and district LibDem and Labour councillors and lawyers since the Waste Plan had been approved and the only course now was to challenge it at the High Court.  We took legal advice, supported by national Friends of the Earth.  We were advised we had a good case and two councillors and I took the county council to the High Court in March 2002 to try to dislodge the Waste Plan.

1.14    We proved that there was no legal requirement to include incineration in waste plans - there has to be a plan to deal with waste, but it does not have to include incineration.  However, Justice Sullivan decided in his wisdom that the Conservative county councillors knew when they rubberstamped the Waste Plan that they could include or exclude incineration;  therefore the Plan was valid and he refused to dislodge it.  

1.15    In June 2002 our group launched the Zero Waste Charter (1) at Westminster on behalf of many groups and politicians at a Parliamentary meeting hosted by the national LibDem waste spokesperson, MP Sue Doughty and attended by MPs of all parties.  Speakers included national recycling experts and campaigners against incinerators.

1.16    By August 2002 Braintree District Council and Chelmsford Borough Council were the first two UK councils who had formally adopted the Zero Waste Charter.

1.17    In October 2002 Essex County Council launched its only comprehensive waste consultation 'War on Waste' (WoW) over two months.  It offered six MBT (Mechanical Biological Treatment) and incineration options.

1.18    Together with councillors and campaigners we drew up 'Option 7' (2) - an alternative option which gave a real alternative and reflected the Zero Waste Charter which had been adopted by two major district councils.  This was offered on street stalls, on amended response sheets together with the six official options.  The ECC consultant agreed to count Option 7.  The official result published in early 2003 showed 76% of formal responses opposed all six official options and 69% supported Option 7.  

1.19    In 2008 Option 7 was given a new lease of life when Colchester Borough Council's new coalition administration opposed the Essex Waste Strategy and adopted Option 7 in its place.  Colchester's new adminstration also formally rescinded the previous administration's support for the Essex PFI bid and Outline Business Case.   

1.20    The Waste Consortium of District Councils commissioned Robin Murray of Ecologika to review the six options.  His damning report considered by the Consortium at their meeting on 13th January 2003 said there should be a seventh option.  They asked the Waste Management Advisory Board to cost out Option 7.  Unfortunately the Consortium was disbanded soon afterwards and their request was not acted upon by the WMAB which meets in private.

1.21    The county council has run two 'consultations' since then to try to show public  support for their waste strategy in order to gain PFI funding.  One included MBT but didn't include incineration of the MBT residues.  The second one was widely accepted as a misleading trick simplistic questionnaire in a glossy brochure covered with green fields and butterflies, which manipulated well-meaning respondees into ticking the 'fuel for energy' box.

1.22    When confronted with our colourful anti-incineration demonstrations pictured in the Essex press, Lord Hanningfield and the current Cabinet member for waste, Cllr Tracey Chapman have repeatedly denied that any proposals include 'incineration'.  More recently they have had to amend their stance and have said repeatedly they are against 'massburn incineration', which members of the public would take to mean 'incineration' per se.  

1.23    The front page of the Yellow Advertiser (16th July 2008), has a colour picture of some of us on the steps of County Hall (3).  It says 'The group also claimed that incineration was still an option, although Mrs Chapman denied it.'  

1.24    But the Essex Chronicle (30th April 2009) has a colour picture of campaigners on County Hall steps (4) with the headline 'County's first ever incinerator wins go-ahead after knife-edge vote in council'.  The article (see 3) says 'only the Government can save the Essex countryside now from its first ever incinerator'. 

________________________________________________________________

2.  There is no need for these major facilities at Rivenhall Airfield including an incinerator for Solid Recovered Fuel which will destroy valuable materials and increase pollution and climate change gases.

2.1     Essex recycling and composting for 2008/9 reached 43%, rising 5% in one year.  County council waste recycling centres (formerly Civic Amenity sites) are recycling an average of 58.5%, with the top one recycling 69%. 

*  Uttlesford is collecting food waste and has reached 54%, while Rochford has risen to 65% - 70% during the summer - since it has started collecting food and garden waste free (ENDS Report 416, September 2009, pp 17-18).  

*  Food waste collections:  www.foe.co.uk/resource/briefings/food_waste.pdf      

2.2     Colchester now collects mixed plastics as well as plastic bottles.  It also collects paper, card, glass, cans, foil, textiles and garden waste (free) separately at the kerbside.  We held demos at the local supermarkets three years ago asking for them to collect Tetrapaks and these are now collected at all the major stores.  This means I only have half a black bag of rubbish every year using my home compost bins.

2.3     Defra says that Colchester has the highest usage of home compost bins in the UK - we were one of the first councils to promote them after our group supported them.  We also have the lowest waste per household in Essex apart from Tendring which doesn't collect any garden waste.

2.4     The top ten UK councils were over 55% in 2008/9, with the top three over 60%.  Rates are rising fast as more materials and food waste are starting to be collected.  We have only just begun to get serious about recycling in the UK and we must give it time.

http://www.letsrecycle.com/do/ecco.py/view_item?listid=37&listcatid=217&listitemid=52221&section=local_authority

2.5     A new report by Friends of the Earth shows the UK is throwing away over £650 million every year by dumping and incinerating waste which, if recycled, could save 19 million tonnes of greenhouse gases annually "equivalent to taking around six million cars off the roads" a new report by Friends of the Earth shows [7 October 2009].

2.6     Research by the green campaign group reveals that if material currently being landfilled or incinerated was recycled instead, it would slash emissions, reduce the need to import materials from abroad, and create new UK green jobs across the waste management industry.   www.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/gone_to_waste.pdf. 

2.7     Friends of the Earth is calling for a ban on the landfill and incineration of recyclable materials, an approach that has worked well in the Belgian region of Flanders which recycles over 70%. This issue is high on Britain's political agenda.  Environment Secretary Hilary Benn has indicated support for banning certain materials from landfill and Defra will shortly announce a public consultation on landfill.  (see http://www.defra.gov.uk/News/latest/2009/waste-0908.htm).

2.8     Research shows that recycling is better than incineration or landfilling from a climate point of view. The climate benefits associated with recycling come from the energy saved from not having to extract, process and transport raw materials across the globe.  This saved energy far outweighs any energy that might be inefficiently generated through incinerating waste.

2.9     Materials use including extraction of raw materials, transport and manufacturing make up 34% of greenhouse gases.  We have to reduce, re-use, repair and recycle, not shred and dry these valuable resources to turn it into Solid Recovered Fuel or Refuse Derived Fuel to burn and turn into toxic emissions and toxic ash.

2.10    Burning RDF or SRF is particularly polluting.  An example was the Byker incinerator which burnt RDF from MBT.  The toxic ash was illegally spread on allotment and park paths for six years before it was closed down.  This ash proved to have some of the highest levels of dioxins and heavy metals in the world.  There were also recurrent fires in the MBT and RDF plants.

2.11     The Crymlyn Burrows MBT and RDF incinerator near Swansea has been a costly disaster, with the plant closing for two years for rebuilding after a fire while being commissioned.  It has reportedly been unable to burn much of the RDF which has been landfilled.  The council had to take over the plants when the company went bankrupt.

2.12     Two Friends of the Earth briefings show some of the emissions and ash issues with burning our valuable resources.  

*  Dirty Truths - the climate impacts of energy from waste and residual waste treatment:  www.foe.co.uk/resource/briefings/dirty_truths.pdf

*  Up in Smoke - why Friends of the Earth opposes incineration

www.foe.co.uk/resource/media_briefing/up_in_smoke.pdf

2.13     There have been assumptions of a mythical 3% per annum increase in MSW.  It has only risen by an average 0.4% p.a. in Essex since 2000, but has been falling recently.  In 2008/9 Essex total waste dropped to 673,094 tonnes.  

2.14     If we in Essex recycled only 60% by 2020 about half of the remaining 40% could be biodegradable materials such as paper, card, garden waste and food and we would still comply with the 2020 Landfill Directive requirement for reduction of biodegradable waste sent to landfill by around two-thirds.  We can do much better than that during the next decade.  Indeed, the Government is now planning to ensure we don't waste these valuable biodegradable materials by landfilling them.

2.14     Defra's INFORMATION BULLETIN:  Ref: 129/09, 12 June 2009, Nobel House, 17 Smith Square, London SW1P 3JR:  'Municipal waste management statistics for 2007/08 in England were published by Defra on 6 November 2008. The total amount of collected municipal waste has decreased from 29.1 million tonnes in 2006/07, to an estimated 28.5 million tonnes in 2007/08, a decrease of 2.2 per cent. The average annual change in municipal waste over the five years to 2007/08 was a decrease of 0.6 per cent.'

_______________________________________________________________

3.  The site and access routes are not suitable for massive industrial plants with hundreds of HGV movements daily. 

3.1     HGVs:  The Climate Change Act means we have to cut climate change gases by 80% by 2050.  In Essex traffic makes up a third of our climate change gases.  We have to cut traffic, especially polluting HGVs, not increase HGVs by 30% as set out in the Rivenhall proposal.  

3.2     Wildlife, landscape and heritage:  The arguments have been well made by many others about the value of safeguarding our wildlife, rural landscape and historic heritage.  It is a completely unsuitable site.

3.3      Paper-pulping plant:  It is a most unsuitable site for a paper pulping plant, which would be better placed with a plant making the recycled paper.  I have made enquiries and it does not seem that there is such a plant in the UK so it would presumably have to be exported.  They would be better placed close to the coast such as the Sittingbourne plant in Kent or a rail line for transporting the paper.  

3.4     AD plant:  These should be close to the source of food and agricultural waste and local to each district.  A farmer in Tendring is keen to have an AD plant.  An AD company has a site in Witham.  The Halstead AD proposal sounds interesting.  

3.5     It is far more efficient to use the biogas from AD for heating homes rather than producing electricity, and if so should then be sited near to the gas pipelines.  The National Grid has forecast that the development of anaerobic digestion (AD) infrastructure and biogas production has the potential to be a significant source of fuel for the UK, heating almost half the homes in the UK - http://www.nationalgrid.com/corporate/Media+Centre/Press+Releases/Global+Press+Releases/020209.htm  

3.5     Central MRF:  Recyclables should be collected separately and sorted at the kerbside for local baling, not mixed (commingled).  WRAP has proved that this is much cheaper than commingling recyclables in a sack or wheelie bin and taking to a central MRF (Materials Recycling Facility) to be sorted out again, wasting energy in doing so.  The materials become contaminated and degraded, with as much as 10%-15% being dumped.  Separately collected recyclables receive much higher prices and can provide our UK reprocessors with clean recyclate.

*  Recycling collections - source separated or commingled?

www.foe.co.uk/resource/briefings/recycling_collections.pdf

3.6     The Campaign for Real Recycling have been explaining the benefits of source separated collection systems to produce quality recyclables which retain strong markets - see http://www.mrw.co.uk/page.cfm/action=Archive/ArchiveID=2/EntryID=4964

and http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/jan/08/response-waste-recyling

________________________________________________________________

4.  These massive MBT/SRF/incinerator plants will inhibit rapidly increasing recycling and composting in Essex which must be increased urgently to save resources and cut climate change gases. 

4.1     MBT/SRF/incinerator plants:  These massive plants with 25 or 30 year contracts would shred and burn our valuable resources which should be collected at the kerbside increasingly over the next decade and recycled and composted.

4.2     C & I waste is more easily recycled as it is generally less mixed.  Some companies are developing Zero Waste policies.

________________________________________________________________

5.  There is a need for flexibility over the next decade with funding invested in separated kerbside collections of valuable recyclables, garden waste and foodwaste, with local baling and composting and local AD plants in each district.

5.1     No longterm contracts should be entered into.  No contracts longer than five or ten years are needed for the infrastructure we need to set up kerbside collections of separated recyclables and food, sorted at the kerb and baled or composted locally.  

*  Long waste contracts - The key risks of signing up to a long waste contract, and 10 key questions to ask if your council is considering doing so

www.foe.co.uk/resource/briefings/long_contracts.pdf 

5.2     There is sufficient landfill space to take the rapidly-reducing residual waste while we concentrate on taking out the biodegradable materials at the kerbside - mainly paper, card, garden waste and foodwaste - which rot down in landfill creating methane.  There may be a ban on landfilling these in the future.

5.3     As landfill is less used it will take longer to fill the voids.  The current Stanway Belhouse Pit permission has been extended to 2022.  

5.4     Essex County Council has permitted Cory to use the Stanway Hall quarry on the opposite side of Warren Lane to build an MBT plant for 250,000 tonnes p.a., landfilling the 200,000 tpa of treated black bag waste (destroyed resources) in this new landfill site for 25 years.  It will still require landfill liner, methane and leachate controls as the MBT residues reactivate to a lesser degree when landfilled. 

5.5     After the MBT plants - which are the size of six Titanics, or seven football pitches - have been removed, permission has been granted to fill the void for a further twelve years.

5.6     There are many quarries around the Stanway area.  A presentation by Tarmac at Stanway village hall a few years ago said that at the then current rate of landfilling there were a potential fifty years availability of landfill.

5.7     It is clear that shortage of landfill availability is not a reason to build huge and polluting MBT, RDF, SRF plants and incinerators to burn these MBT residues, nor an excuse to build massburn incinerators.  The rising cost of landfill will help to encourage more recycling and composting.  

5.8     We must stop wasting and destroying our valuable resources, to save mining and other environmental damage, cost, transport, energy and cut climate change gases for the future of our planet.

________________________________________________________________

Paula Whitney (Mrs)

Co-ordinator, Colchester & North East Essex Friends of the Earth,

4 Shears Crescent, West Mersea, Essex, CO5 8AR.

01206/383123

