CA8E - page 2

	Division(s): N/A


ITEM CA8E
Supplement
CABINET– 15 JANUARY 2008
 

OXFORDSHIRE WASTE TREATMENT PROCUREMENT – SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS TO BE INVITED TO SUBMIT DETAILED SOLUTIONS
 

Supplementary Report by Cabinet Member for Sustainable Development
Introduction

1. On 19 June 2007, Council passed the following Motion:

This Council:

(a) notes the need for the public to be informed about the progress of the procurement process for waste treatment facilities to meet European Landfill Directive requirements;

(b) asks the Cabinet to present a full report on this process to Council at the time of the Invitation to Submit Detailed Solutions (ISDS) and thereby to give elected members an opportunity to participate in the debate about how best to dispose of Oxfordshire’s municipal waste.

2. At its meeting on 8 January 2008, Council considered a report (CC8) from the Director for Environment & Economy, which he was instructed to prepare by the Cabinet at its meeting on 18 December 2007.

3. In order to allow a free and wide-ranging debate, and not be tied to a form of words on the agenda, Council agreed to allow the Motion at Item 8 to be withdrawn, and then suspended Council Procedure Rules 11 and 13 for the duration of the item.

4. At the start of the meeting, David Cullen (Oxford Brookes University, People and Planet) presented a petition against incineration; Jill Haas (Oxford Campaign against Climate Change) and Sam Clarke (Friends of the Earth) both addressed Council against incineration and asked the Council to consider alternatives.

5. I introduced the debate, making the following main points:

· New legislation means we must reduce dramatically the amount of waste we send to landfill.

· The Oxfordshire Waste Partnership (OWP) has agreed a Joint Waste Management Strategy

· Even with higher recycling rates (currently 41%) there is still a need to find an alternative way to dispose of our waste.

· The E & E scrutiny committee produced a report entitled “Waste not want not” in which they recommended incineration with Combined Heat and Power as the most sustainable option for the future of Oxfordshire’s waste

· The Council received outline solutions from five companies all of whom proposed Energy from Waste solutions.

· This number will be reduced to between 2 and 4 at the Cabinet meeting on 15th January.

6. Council then proceeded to have a long, informed and productive debate on the subject.  I have set out below what I believe were the main issues raised, with a short summary of the points made underneath each heading.

Procurement

There was some disquiet that the procurement process itself might have discouraged or ruled out other technologies.  The main concern expressed was that the strength of companies bidding might have discouraged some solutions, but the point was also made that smaller companies could work in partnerships with larger ones.

Several Members regretted the procurement process had resulted in energy from waste being the only solution offered by the remaining companies.  That being the case, they urged the Cabinet to choose the most environmentally friendly option form of Energy from Waste. They also asked that account was taken of possible future changes to Government financial incentives, especially through any possible changes to landfill tax and the introduction of carbon trading.

There was concern that responsibilities at the end of the contract (e.g. for clean up and for staff) were clear.

There was general acknowledgement that it was both too late and wrong to re-start the tendering process.

Consultation

Some Members expressed concern about the perceived lack of consultation and, therefore, public awareness of this issue.  Others referred to the work of the Oxfordshire Waste Partnership and felt the public involvement and consultation had been sufficient.

Landfill

It was generally accepted that current volumes of waste being sent to landfill could not be sustained, and two Members referred to landfill sites within their Divisions; one was of the opinion that incineration would be welcomed by local residents in preference to the litter, pollution, smell and vermin problems resulting from landfill operations.

Technology

Energy from Waste (EfW)

Some Members were in favour of EfW solutions, which involved incineration of waste, using the energy from this process to generate electricity.  A further by-product of which could be hot water; this process is known as combined heat and power (CHP).  Conflicting views were expressed on the impacts of EfW and CHP on greenhouse gas emissions relative to other options.  One issue mentioned was the possible future impacts of carbon sequestration.

Although one or two Members expressed concern about any level of dioxins, in the atmosphere, other Members felt that technology had progressed to the point that this was no longer a health issue.

It was noted that this technology was used by several European countries, including those noted for their generally positive approach to environmental issues.  There was some concern from Members about future EU policy, and a worry that emissions might be strictly controlled and that the ‘bottom ash’ residue from this process might one day be deemed to be ‘hazardous waste’.

Mechanical & Biological Treatment (MBT)

Several Members supported the call by Friends of the Earth and other environmental organisations, local and national, to consider MBT as a method of treating waste.  Other Members pointed out that the by-products from this process either had to be burnt or landfilled, with carbon implications.  One Member also expressed concern about re-hydration of the residue in landfill giving rise to methane emissions

It was noted that this technology was used by several European countries, and in several places in Great Britain.

Length of Contract

A number of Members were concerned that a contract period of 25 years was too long, particularly given the rapid pace of change in technology.  Some Members called for a ‘break’ clause in the contract at the five year point; others felt a mutual break clause at 15 years was appropriate.  It was pointed out that investors would look for reasonable certainty if they were to make major capital commitments.

Waste Hierarchy

There was some concern that any solution involving EfW would result in a change the attitude of the public, and they would consequently recycle less, knowing that their waste was going to be incinerated and not sent to landfill.

Several Members made the point that the Oxfordshire Waste Partnership (OWP) has a clear waste hierarchy (reduce, re-use, recycle) and also targets to meet for increased reduction in waste and increased recycling.  One Member in particular expressed concern about larger scale waste (e.g. kitchen and bathroom fittings, carpets, etc.) arising from home improvements.

Members were informed that the companies involved were aware of the reduction and recycling targets, and had taken these into account in their solutions; some Members had expressed concern about being tied into a contract which would mean guaranteeing levels of waste.  It was stated that the proposed solution (EfW) would not interfere with the OWP’s intention to lobby Government and others about reducing packaging.

Planning

There was some confusion about who would be the planning authority in respect of any proposed EfW treatment facilities, and I confirmed that the County Council would be the planning authority for this type of application.

One Member in particular was concerned about traffic movements increasing in the areas where proposed treatment facilities might be located.

7. In summing up the debate I made the following main points:

· Waste from a Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) plant would still have to be incinerated.

· OCC is the planning authority with regards to waste disposal sites.

· We cannot restart the bidding process as Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) fines start to take effect in April 2009.  as it is any EfW plant is unlikely to be operational till 2012.

· Short contracts of either 10 or 15 years would be unacceptable to the industry with a project costing £100m.

· Members have been kept informed throughout the process with opportunities to attend seminars, visits to EfW, MBT and IVC facilities and finally quarterly reports (3 so far) from Frankie Upton.

Roger Belson

Cabinet Member for Sustainable Development
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