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We broadly support the use of identified sites in 'Zone C' on the basis that they are near to the larger conurbations and major roads. 

We also support the provision of sites outside 'Zone C' in order to minimise the transport requirement from larger towns elsewhere in the county. This is consistent with the Regional Waste Strategy principle of disposal of waste as close as possible to where it is produced.

We would like to see further consideration being given to other uses for the sites for renewable energy production. In particular Javelin Park is one of a very few viable sites, under current planning restrictions, available for development of a wind farm. This should be considered in light of the county’s commitment to renewable energy targets, for example the Gloucestershire Renewable Energy Strategy 2007-2017 identifies a target of 40 MW installed capacity by 2010.

We strongly oppose a single large waste incinerator at Javelin Park or any of the other sites for the following reasons.

·  Incineration contracts typically last 28 years and would lock Gloucestershire into continuing to supply high levels of 'residual waste' of for this entire period.

·  It will be a disincentive to improve recycling rates and is inconsistent with targets for higher percentages of  recycling and composting.

·  It is more cost effective to reduce the residual waste stream than commit to fixed volume supply contacts for mass burn incineration.

·  It will be difficult to make effective use of the heat generated from a single large installation and this significantly reduces the overall efficiency in utilising the energy released by burning the waste.

·  This is not renewable energy since much of the residual waste, plastic packaging for example, is fossil fuel derived. The CO2 emissions from electricity-only mass burn incinerators have been shown to be significantly higher, per unit of energy produced, than conventional gas power stations.

·  There are still significant public concerns over the toxicity of emissions and fly ash and its safe disposal.

·  In addition to fly ash there is a large amount of bottom ash, at least 20% of the original waste volume, that will still need to be disposed of. It is likely much of this will still go to landfill as the volume is far in excess of that which could be safely reused for building materials etc.

We would strongly support a more flexible solution with a range of appropriate facilities on multiple sites near to where the waste is produced. This would:

·  Allow for a scaleable solution to suit the volume and composition of the residual waste.

·  Could also provide soil-conditioning products (MBT with AD or composting).

·  Reduce transportation required which will reduce transport costs.

·  Provide resilience in the case of plant failure.

We note the positive reports on the use of Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) and are encouraged that other local authorities in the country are installing this technology.  The residue from MBT can go to distributed, small thermal gasifiers where the heat and power can be fully used. The residual ash could be used as filler for concrete, with only very small amounts going to landfill.

We also highlight the advantages of methane production from anaerobic digestion and its potential use as a transport fuel or feed in to the gas grid.
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