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1. Introduction

1.1 Water UK welcomes the opportunity to responth&Defra and
Welsh Assembly Government “Stagee consultation on the
transposition of the revised Waste Framework DivedDirective
2008/98/EC)”.

1.2 Water UK represents water and waste waterceproviders at UK
and European level. Our members provide the UK wéife, clean water
and contribute to the protection and enhancemeptiblic health and the
environment.

1.3 We support the principle outlined in the Wagtematic Strategic
and the long term vision to make Europe (and tloeegthe UK) a
recycling society that decouples economic growtimfincreased waste
generation. We therefore believe that the revisedté&/Framework
Directive, the most important legislative instrurnér the delivery of
this policy, must facilitate rather than hamperdédivery.

1.4 We are encouraged that this consultation ikiisgaevays and views to
develop and deliver the requirement to “apply gsi@rity order in waste
prevention and management legislation and poliogvgntions,
preparing for re-use, recycling, other recoveryg.(energy recovery) and
disposal”.

1.5 We would like to see current waste managenegndlation and
policies in England changed where they do not appl§ priority order,
the new waste hierarchy.

2. Subjectsnot covered by the consultation

2.1 We have limited our responses to questionsatfegparticularly
important to the water industry and within our areacompetence. We
have therefore not answered questions 7, 8, 12,7120, 21 and 24.

3. Responseto specific questionsin the consultation document

We respond to the specific questions in the coasait document as
follows.

Article4: The Waste Hierar chy (paragraphs 2.5-2.33 above)
Q1: What steps do you consider Defra/WAG should (akaddition to
the legislative steps set out in paragraph 2.25ply the waste
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hierarchy set out in Article 4(1) of the revised Wé&s a priority order in
waste management legislation? For example:-

(@) How should producers of waste — other than bbaklers — be
required to apply the waste hierarchy as a priootger when
taking their decisions on the treatment optionstifi@ir waste —
either before the in-house treatment of their wastbefore its
transfer to another person for treatment. Pleag@ar how you
consider the requirement would operate and howoitlal be
enforced,;

Waste producers should have duty of care to demaiaghat they
have applied the waste hierarchy and retain reted@ruments for
inspection if necessary. Deviations from the wastearchy should
be allowed if justified by Life Cycle Analysis, GdBenefit

Analysis, Carbon assessment, risk assessmenevargtlassessment
where appropriate.

In addition to the legal requirements we thinksitrucial that steps
are taken to promote the waste hierarchy. Thes@alclude
measures to raise awareness on waste preventmoyrage
recycling and re-use by removing the stigma of easid
encouraging the growth of recycling/recovery congsan

(b) What other measures, if any, should be adojptége spatial
planning system to apply the waste hierarchy asaity order;
Spatial planning systems should encourage fagilitiat are higher
up the waste hierarchy. Planners should be engegjedd so that
planning decisions relating to the waste hieraiateyapplied
consistently.

(c) How should establishments or undertakings apglyor permits for
the treatment of waste under Article 23 of thesediWFD be
required to demonstrate that they have appliediaste hierarchy
as a priority order in reaching their decision alidhe type of
treatment operation for which a permit applicatisrbeing made;
No comment

(d) How should competent authorities be requiredpply the waste
hierarchy as a priority order in making their deiciss on permit
applications for the treatment of waste; and
Competent Authorities should carry out permit ahdrges reviews
to reflect the waste hierarchy. They should constakkeholders on
proposed changes and commit to take into accowamges
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highlighted during the consultation. The reviewsgd take into
account, Life Cycle Analysis, Cost Benefit Analystarbon
assessment where appropriate.

(e)How should the waste hierarchy be applied to wasi@ment
operations already authorized and in operation loa tlue date for
transposition of 12 December 2010?

It should be possible to implement a phased programf permit
reviews but accepting that some operations mapaa@menable to
change due to potential infrastructure and asséifioation that
may be disproportionately costly.

There should be requirements for CBA and carboesassent
requirements for the review that could be inclugted
Environmental Permits at the time of applicatiommmdification
l.e. the permit and the process stays "as is" amigw application
Is made.

Q2: Are there specific waste streams where yowebelihat departing
from the waste hierarchy would be justified by-@fele thinking on the
overall impacts of the generation and managemeastiofi wastes, in
order to deliver the best overall environmentalcaume?

There are cases, particularly in urban areas, wamggieultural land is
either limited or not available. In such circunmstes, recycling of
sewage sludge to agriculture would not be pracsoahcineration with
or without energy recovery may be the only prattiqdion to develop.
Departures from the waste hierarchy in such circantes should be
allowed.

Q3: Are there any further steps stakeholders anchb@ss of the public
would like Defra/WAG to take to ensure that theetlgyment of waste
legislation and policy, to apply the waste hieray@s a priority order, is
a fully transparent process?

We think Defra/WAG, EA and WRAP should commit taaalging
existing waste legislation and policy which do nwet the requirements
of the new waste hierarchy. Where stakeholders$ gésernment and
regulators, steps should be taken to effect thesseey change and
remove all respective barriers. For example a tdoefra document on
implementation plan for Anaerobic Digestion hasitfeed a list of
regulatory barriers that should be removed to eragridevelopment of
AD for recycling of the digestate and generatiomerfewable energy
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from biogas. Stakeholders see the willingness gégument to facilitate
change in this area very helpful and good leadperghsimilar approach
to making UK a recycling society with clear inteleiadership and
commitment to apply the principles of the wastednehy will be very
helpful.

Article 8: Extended Producer Responsibility (paragraphs 2.34-2.42
above)

Q4: Are there any specific waste streams whichogmsider should be
the subject of a producer responsibility regime emAlrticle 8? If so,
please explain what the economic and environmeoists and benefits of
such regimes would be.

We suggest producer responsibility should be exddnid all products
containing substances that are known to have aglwasact on the water
environment such as mercury, pharmaceutical pregpeints, solvents,
lead compounds, DEHP, TBT compounds, phthalatesnicen
compounds, nickel compounds, pesticides, etc (faxdnaustive list see
the Directive on Environmental Quality Standardd Besticides and
Biocide Directives). Manufacturers of products thlabuld not be used
for the sewer system must also have extended peodesponsibility.
Examples are wipes, non-woven materials that aréushable, cotton
buds, solid waste materials should not be flusiedthe water closets
etc.

Article 11(1): Re-use and Preparing For Re-use Activities
(paragraphs 2.44-2.52 above)

Q5: Are there any further measures you considesotld be appropriate
for Defra/WAG to take under the terms of Articl¢1)1o promote the re-
use of products or preparing for re-use activiti#d@ase give reasons to
support your answer.

We believe a cultural change is required by regusain the application
of the Article 11 (1) requirements. Our experiefroen PAS100 and
PAS110 appears to suggest more needs to be denedarage positive
recovery of waste into useful resources, both e$¢hspecifications (that
are used to demonstrate “end-of-waste”) specifiatclude sewage
sludge as a suitable feedstock and as a resultequhiential for re-use /
recycling.

Article 11(1): Separate Collections of Waste (par agraphs 2.53-2.68
above)
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Q6: Do you agree with the proposed approach to enm@nting the
requirements of Article 11(1) on separate colletti® Please provide
reasons for your answer including, if possible, thsts and benefits of
your preferred approach.

Separate collection of food waste will provideable source of
feedstock to support implementation of governmetitp on Anaerobic
Digestion. We think this is a critical factor in@uraging proper use
food waste up the waste hierarchy.

Separate food waste collection should also disgmutlae disposal of
food waste and fats oils and greases (FOG) intselager system. This is
especially important were it relates to commerfnall waste, were
producers may be disposing of food waste to sellegiaily which should
otherwise be dealt with under Animal By-productg&ations.

Article 11(2) (a): Household Waste Recycling Target (paragraphs
2.69-2.91 above)

Q9: Do you agree with the proposed approach to enm@nting the
recycling target for household and similar wastquiged by Article
11(2) (a)? Please provide reasons for your answeiuding, if possible,
the benefits or otherwise of your preferred apptoac

We urge the government to make it clear that waisteention
programmes to meet recycling targets do not inctadeeration of food
waste into sewers. Sewers are for sewage andgasthat lead to
increased risk of sewer blockage are not acceptatitee water industry.

Q11 (England only): If you think the Governmentwdtdook to
introduce additional measures to ensure that tloyckng target of 50%
for household and similar wastes is reached by 2@20/ou have views
about what these additional measures should be@, Iplease specify and
give reasons for your answer.

See our response to question 9 above.

We suggest an additional measure to include stipalaegulation of
packaging, such that the content and packagingrenp@ssible, match in
the appropriate waste recycling/disposal route.gxample it should be
possible to have a readily biodegradable packagmipod so both can
be recycled together in an Anaerobic Digestiontplan

Q12 (England only): Do you have views about targgany additional
measures on specific materials? If so, please §pedtiich materials you
consider are high priority and give reasons for yanswer.



Stage One: Consultation on the transposition®fdélvised Waste Framework
Directive

See our response to question 9 above.
Article 21 : Waste Oils (paragraphs 2.122-2.124 above)

Q18: Do you agree with the proposed approach tg o#l the measures
adopted to transpose and implement the waste hibyafand related
measures) and not to prescribe under Article 218} waste oils must
be regenerated if technically feasible? If notaske provide reasons for
your answer and, if possible, explain the econanit environmental
costs and benefits of your preferred approach.

We would like to see more encouragement givendowery and
recycling of fats, oils and greases (FOG) from ateand households
for beneficial uses. We believe this will redule tisks of sewer
blockages from FOG.

Article 22 : Bio-waste (paragraphs 2.125-2.132 above)

Q19: Do you agree that sufficient measures areaglyebeing taken in
England and Wales to encourage bio-waste treatmenas envisaged in
Article 227 If not, please (i) explain your reas@rsl (ii) the measures
you consider need to be taken in England and Walescourage bio-
waste treatment etc as envisaged in Article 22?7

We believe government can do more to encouragevi@stie collection
particularly for anaerobic digestion. Please r&dghe Defra document
on “Developing an Implementation Plan for Anaerdbigestion”
published in July 2009 for recommendations for ioy@ment relating to
food waste.

Article 29: Waste Prevention Programmes (paragraphs 2.139-2.145
above)

Q22: What are your views on the merits of either (igg®@nding national
waste prevention programmes in England and Wal€s)a more
dispersed approach which would involve introducangquirement for
local authorities to draw up their own waste pret@m programmes?
Please give reasons for your answer.

We will support a national waste prevention progranthat is
coordinated throughout local authorities.

Q23: What are your views on the integration of waste/prngion
programmes into the waste management plans reqbyetticle 28 of
the revised WFD, their integration into other emvimental policy
programmes or their functioning as separate progmas?
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We believe integrated waste management plans melste waste
prevention programmes with their contributions Amutations clearly
acknowledged in the plan.

Initial Impact Assessment (paragraph 2.146 above)

Q25: Do you consider that the costs and benefits ofrdresposition and
iImplementation of the provisions of the revised VW@ are the subject
to the Stage One consultation exercise have beamraely assessed in
the initial Impact Assessment at Annex 3 (pagedit)e consultation
paper? If not, please provide whatever evidencecgmuto enable a more
accurate assessment to be made in the Impact Assesthat will form
part of the Stage Two consultation exercise.

We do not believe the impact assessment captuegsolity costs and
benefits implications which are both estimatedexs at the moment. If
the waste hierarchy is applied as a priority otlen a change in the
level in the hierarchy could lead to substantifdastructure and asset
modifications and costs. For example a recenervewf the implication
of change in water industry sludge treatment asssitg) regulated as a
recovery operation under IPPC (Industrial EmissiDiiective) was an
additional cost of about £400-500 millions/yeareTdpposite could also
be true and potentially results in benefits if tight incentives are
developed for the implementation of the waste hatna



