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SWARD is a residents’ group mainly drawn from villages surrounding the waste sites at Wingmoor Farm, Bishop’s Cleeve.

SWARD’s aim is to safeguard the health of residents and the environment by ensuring Safety in Waste And Rubbish collection, treatment and Disposal in Gloucestershire

We are opposed to incineration as a method of dealing with residual waste because it is harmful to health, the environment and the economy.

Information about the negative health impacts of incineration can be found via UK WIN, the national anti-incineration network www.ukwin.org.uk
Public concern about health risks of burning waste is deflected by reassurances that incinerators are “tightly regulated” by the Environment Agency.  SWARD’s experience, and that of others who live close to waste sites, tells us that in practice the Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) Permit system places responsibility on operators to self regulate. Even when Environment Agency inspections do find problems – and none of the UK incinerators has fully complied with the conditions of their permits -, the Agency rarely takes any formal action.  

SWARD’s major concern is the toxicity of the residues produced by incineration.

Approximately 30% of what goes in to be burned is left as residues. Up to 5% of this is fly ash collected from the boilers and residues from the air pollution control devices. The flue gasses are full of fine particulates, heavy metals and a large range of ‘products of incomplete combustion’ including dioxins and furans – these latter compounds are ‘Persistent Organic Pollutants’ (or POPs) that are harmful to health
.  By law, these must be filtered and our obligations under the Stockholm Convention
 are to minimise and, where feasible, to eliminate these compounds. Lime is used to reduce the acidity of the flue gasses and carbon is used to adsorb the dioxins and furans.  This mix is known as Air Pollution Control (APC) residues. In a perfect world not one harmful particle or chemical would leave the chimney; they would be contained in the APCs, making these more hazardous.

At Wingmoor Farm APCs are “treated” by mixing them with leachate and contaminated water from garage forecourts.  This is dumped in open topped landfill cells, capped off only when the whole cell is full. (See pictures at SWARDBishopsCleeve.co.uk) In 2004, at least 2 tonnes of this ‘talcum powder’ fine ash was spilled in just 15 seconds when a seal on the “treatment” plant failed.  Dust has been seen blowing across the hazardous landfill cell on several occasions
. 

The following extract from an EA audit of the APC plant on 28th Sept 2007 clearly states that the “treatment” does not change the hazardous nature of the ash: 

The treatment facility treats Air Pollution Control residues (APC) from waste
incinerators. These residues contain calcium based compounds and are considered hazardous waste. Under the European Waste Categorisation they are absolute entries and as such remain hazardous waste without regard to the Calcium Oxide content. In addition the treatment plant also uses contaminated water during the process. The facility consists of four silos that are filled with APC. The APC is discharged from tankers directly into the hoppers via pipe work. From the silos APC is discharged and mixed with liquid (contaminated water). The mixture is then discharged to dedicated vehicles that transport the conditioned APC to the hazardous waste landfill. The treatment process does not change the material from being considered hazardous waste.  [Our emphasis]

In fact, the process of wetting the APCs at Wingmoor does not even reach the standard specified in the European Waste Acceptance criteria for landfilling. Grundon have had to apply to the Environment Agency for a derogation to landfill waste that exceeds the criteria by three times the limits for lead, chloride and total dissolved solids.  
About 25% of the residues from an average incinerator is the ‘bottom ash’. This too can be hazardous waste because it often contains lead, zinc and other heavy metals in dangerously high concentrations.  Incredibly much of this waste is currently allowed to be used for aggregate or use in construction materials. However, it is increasingly likely that much of the bottom ash will in the future have to be classified as hazardous
. 

A 170,000 tonne incinerator produces around 56,500 tonnes of ash each year.

SWARD believes it is irrational to consider incineration as an acceptable method of dealing with largely recyclable waste when it produces such a high percentage of hazardous residues.

Supporters of incineration claim that the benefit is Energy from Waste (EfW).  But electricity only incinerators are extremely inefficient (normally around only 20%); this can be improved if both electricity and heat are produced and used.  However this requires a large user of heat close to the incinerator and we do not have the infrastructure or the heat demand to make this a possibility from Gloucestershire’s strategic Waste sites, including Javelin Park and Wingmoor Farm.

Incineration is not sensible from a greenhouse gas perspective. Eunomia Consulting Ltd, consultants to Gloucestershire County Council, have published various reports showing, for example, that the carbon costs of incineration, generating electricity only, are 22% higher than those of Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) plants producing stabilised output for landfill.  An incinerator producing only electricity emits 33% more CO2 than a gas fired power station.  Most models, including those used by the Environment Agency, do not take into account the carbon sequestration benefits of landfilling stabilised material from MBT plants. Of course it is important that this is treated to the level where no methane or leachate is generated from the wastes but this largely an issue of ensuring that the biological treatment is continued for sufficient time.
SWARD believes Gloucestershire County Council should make major investment into recycling, assist the districts councils to provide kerbside separated recycling collections.  This separation at source is vital to maintain value of the product – and there is a shortage of good quality, uncontaminated recylate in the UK as demonstrated by the open letter to Jane Kennedy from a round table of the materials’ reprocessors who handle more than 90% of the tonnage processed for recycling within the UK. 
.  

The National Waste Strategy advocates that wet recyclables, the biodegradable elements that we need to divert from landfill to meet the European targets, are best composted by Anaerobic Digestion (AD).  The gas from an AD plant can be captured and used to generate electricity, an example of sustainable energy from waste.

If all of this were done, we would be left with less than 10% of our waste to be dealt with via Gloucestershire County Council’s residual waste facility(ies). SWARD believes this small percentage should be treated in a number of small scale Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) plants.  This is in fact a combination of technologies that combine to extract any remaining recyclable materials, break up, dry and compost the residual waste until there is only a stable, dry and non-hazardous residue. Depending on the quality, this can be landfilled, used for restoration or compost.

Even if the MBT residues were landfilled, this should not incur fines as they should be well within the EU regulations for biodegradable content. The cost of landfill tax would be offset by the lower cost of the whole system when compared to that of building an incinerator and the higher gate fees
.

MBT is a flexible system that can be adapted to changing waste streams. Capital costs are much lower and so contract periods can be much shorter than those for incinerators.  Authorities do not have to guarantee constant waste levels to keep a facility burning 24 /7 for decades. There are many worrying examples of councils, such as Kent and Hampshire which face decisions about how to avoid financial penalties for failing to provide enough waste. Some authorities are now importing waste from other counties to feed their incinerators.

SWARD calls on Gloucestershire County Council to choose a scheme that:

· invests heavily  in kerbside separated recycling 

· will not produce harmful emissions

· will not produce hazardous residues

· has low carbon costs

· is scaled to meet local needs

Additional documents :
Dirty Truths: Friends of the Earth Briefing, September 

Up In Smoke: Friends of the Earth Briefing,

Mechanical and Biological Treatment: Friends of the Earth Briefing, Sept 2008

ENDS Report 410, March 2009, pp 23-24
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Confusion over status of incinerator bottom ash

Incinerator operators could have to treat bottom ash as hazardous waste because of doubts over its ecotoxicity. This could substantially increase the costs of incineration. The Environment Agency has admitted it does not "have 100% confidence" in its classification of incinerator bottom ash (IBA) as non-hazardous waste.

Martin Bigg, the Agency’s head of industry regulation, told ENDS he had "mixed feelings" about whether current tests of ash provide"anything of… value".

Over 710,000 tonnes of IBA was produced by incinerators in England and Wales in 2007. About 55% was sent to non-hazardous landfills, with the rest being ‘weathered’, through exposure to air and rain, before being used as an aggregate.

If tests show that some IBA is ecotoxic, it could all have to be treated to make aggregate, thereby increasing incineration costs. It would also call into question the classification of IBA as ‘inactive
waste’ by the Treasury. Inactive wastes only pay £2.50 landfill tax per tonne, compared with £40/tonne for ‘active’ materials.

IBA has been a controversial issue since 2000, when it made front-page news. It was discovered that mixed IBA and fly ash was contaminated with dioxins and heavy metals from an incinerator in Byker, Newcastle, which had been spread on local allotments (ENDS Report 304, pp 17-18).

Concern over its ecotoxicity dates from October 2005 when the Health and Safety Executive reclassified zinc oxide, a potential compound in ash, as ecotoxic, joining zinc chloride and all lead compounds. At the same time, the Agency drafted new guidelines for testing ecotoxicity. These said ecotoxic compounds could not make up more than 0.25% of wastes. If a laboratory cannot determine what compounds are present or it is unclear from scientific literature, the "worst case" should be assumed.

The guidelines presented a problem for waste companies because it is difficult to identify the zinc and lead compounds in ash. Veolia wrote to the Agency saying "around 40%" of its IBA would become ecotoxic.

The Agency did not publish its final guidelines until May 2008. ENDS reported that ash would now likely be classed as hazardous due to the presence of zinc oxide (ENDS Report 401, p 19 ). But the Agency said this was wrong and asked for a correction. "Although work undertaken has found that zinc may be present in IBA… this is likely to be in the form of a benign complex mineral rather than as ecotoxic zinc oxide," it said (ENDS Report 402, p 19 ).

Following complaints from groups including the UK Without Incineration Network, ENDS asked the Agency for the evidence behind its view. This appears to be shaky. The Agency’s primary reference document, a World Health Organization book on zinc, contains no mention of IBA. And its other references do not provide conclusive evidence that zinc oxide and chloride are not present in IBA.

Other evidence appears against the Agency. An international team of scientists led by Germany’s environment agency will soon publish a book on aquatic and terrestrial tests to ascertain the ecotoxicity of wastes.1 The group tested IBA from a Dutch municipal waste incinerator and found it to be ecotoxic.

When asked about this paper, the Environment Agency said "composition of ash does depend on feedstock". But the evidence it supplied to ENDS does not relate to UK incinerators either.

UK waste industry trade body, the Environmental Services Association (ESA), said it has done direct testing work which shows IBA is non-hazardous. But the Agency disagreed with the methodology used.

The Agency now appears to have made a u-turn. Martin Bigg said he would shortly meet the ESA to discuss how ash can be tested to ensure evidence of its hazardous status is robust and transparent. If there is significant doubt over what compounds are present, the ash should be defined as hazardous, he said.

"We have to realise there may be cost implications," he said. "The operators of incinerators [may] have to go to councils and ask where these hazardous components are coming from. Where is the zinc coming from? Where is the lead coming from? Let’s get the feedstock right so we don’t have this problem."

There are other ways to deal with IBA than removing all metals before incineration. Companies such as Ballast Phoenix already leave the ash outside to undergo weathering. But Greenpeace UK’s chief scientist David Santillo said it should not be assumed that weathered ash is non-hazardous and it should be tested for ecotoxicity before being used as an aggregate.

However, even if the Agency does change its view, it does not appear to be in a position to decide whether companies are actually misconsigning IBA as non-hazardous waste. ENDS asked to see ash
sampling data from LondonWaste for its Edmonton incinerator. But the Agency said the data could not be used to ascertain whether ash exceeded ecotoxicity thresholds.

It is not clear whether the data needs to be adjusted for moisture content, a spokesman said. It is also impossible to tell what form the lead is in. "Although almost all lead compounds are classified as ecotoxic, lead metal is not," they said. "This information cannot be obtained from an elemental analysis."

"For the Agency to leave [classification] to operators is shocking," said Alan Watson of Public Interest Consultants, a body that has worked extensively on this issue. "If the Agency does not take control and do its own independent sampling, operators are likely to carry on consigning ash as non-hazardous. At the moment, the Agency is not putting its eye to the telescope."

The Agency is developing a protocol for IBA to define the point at which it is can be classed as a product and so outside waste controls (ENDS Report 389, p 17 ). A technical working group is assessing IBA’s impacts on water and health when used as aggregate, but is not assessing whether the material is ecotoxic.

Further information

* 1. Ecotoxicological classification of waste, available at 

www.springer.com for £81.50 (http://www.springer.com)
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� International POPs Elimination Network � HYPERLINK "http://www.ipen.org" ��www.ipen.org�


� Home page of the Stockholm Convention chm.pops.int


� EA Inspection reports:  140305, 28904, 25104, 251104, 2004 & 2005


� ENDS Report 410, March 2009, pp 23-24


� www.realrecycling.org.uk


� Waste Resources Action Program (WRAP) (2008). "WRAP Gate Fees Report, 2008 - Comparing the cost of alternative waste treatment options <� HYPERLINK "http://www.wrap.org.uk/document.rm?id=5755%3e." \o "http://www.wrap.org.uk/document.rm?id=5755>." �http://www.wrap.org.uk/document.rm?id=5755>.�"
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