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Preface
By Richard Ottaway MP

Former Shadow Secretary of State for the Environment

Yet another hurricane recently swept across the Caribbean and
the Gulf of Mexico, causing devastation in Florida, Grenada, the
Cayman Islands, to name but a few. And storms like Ivan cause
serious economic problems, with oil and gas production
interrupted, physical devastation to farmers, businesses,
peoples’ homes and loss of life.

These problems are not just evident in the Americas. In the UK, August 2004 was
one of the wettest on record with farmers able to harvest a fraction of their
produce, the tourist industry damaged and flooding in Devon and in Scotland with
terrible consequences. The danger is that these are not isolated incidents, but part
of a growing pattern of climate change. And there is strong evidence that man’s
impact on the globe’s ecology is to a greater or lesser extent to blame. We
politicians have to act.

Action needs to come from three distinct areas: from the scientific community, from
the individual and from the Government. The scientific community needs to agree, if
not a common position, then at least something approaching a consensus on what
are the main causes of climate change and the impact of environmental pollution.

This then needs to be communicated in a way that increases awareness of the
causes and effects of climate change and dispels myths surrounding the value of
actions such as domestic recycling. The individual needs to be smarter about
environmental decisions, taking positive action over recycling, energy efficiency,
water saving and other environmentally sound lifestyle measures.

And finally, it is government (local, national and international) that creates the
framework in which individuals and business make decisions. Government must
develop a greater consensus over environmental policy now, before it is too late.
We have already seen Michael Howard and Tony Blair both make the kind of
positive policy announcements, backed by Britain’s presidency of the G8, that may
finally make a difference.



But to make a difference, Britain cannot act alone, and historically some of the
world’s largest economies have been some of the most reluctant to make the kind
of tough policy decisions that are required. One effect of Hurricane Ivan could be to
galvanise opinion over one of the few issues missing from the US Presidential

campaign.

This collection of essays comes at a critical time in political and environmental
history and | am delighted to support their contribution to the debate
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Climate change — A lot of
hot air?

By Brian Connell

Brian Connell discusses the issues surrounding climate change
and its impact on Britain and its population, linking positive
environmental policies to the future of the Conservative Party,
the country and the planet.

Introduction

In the 1960s, Kubler-Ross, a Swiss psychiatrist tracked the responses of people on
hearing very bad news about their health or well-being. The conclusion was that
whilst people’s ilinesses or misfortunes were different and their ability to recover
vastly variable — most people went through the same cycle of responses. Briefly put,
they are denial, anger, sadness and then acceptance. In medical circles, only when
the patient reaches the stage of acceptance are they likely to respond to the
treatment required and start to improve. The aim of this article is to replicate the
process — to persuade angry, dismayed and disbelieving colleagues to a position
where we too can start addressing the long term treatments required to deal with a
threat to the global community — climate change.

The symptoms

Predicting weather is of course, a complicated subject — forecasts in the UK were
the butt of jokes long before Michael Fish calmly and infamously told us ‘not to
worry’ about storms in 1987 shortly before |5 million trees were blown over and
hundreds of thousands of people lost their power. That said, the data collated on
weather records shows that something very strange, worrying and long term is
indeed occurring.

The concentrations of some key atmospheric gases have altered. So called
‘greenhouse gases’ are particularly important since, in principle at least, an increase
in their concentrations will result in increasing temperatures on the Earth’s surface.
Since 1750 the major greenhouse gases have changed thus: Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
in the atmosphere has jumped by around 3 1%, Nitrogen Oxide (NO2) by around

1 7%, and Methane (CH4) by around 151 %.



Sir David King, the Chief Scientific Adviser to the Government has confirmed that
the ten hottest years on record have all occurred since 1991. It is believed that the
average surface temperature of the earth has already increased by 0.6% during the
20th century, and that as a consequence there has been a |-2mm p.a. increase in
average sea level.

Finally, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), (the inter-
governmental response to global warming established to pool knowledge and
experts) predicts a move in global surface temperatures of between 1.4° and 5.8°C
by 2100, together with continuing glacial retreat and associated sea-level rises.

All predictions made about future weather patterns rely on complex computer
models that take historical data and assumptions about future behaviours. Making
predictions, 100 years out, about global weather patterns is, of course, a difficult
task — and predicting how human behaviour will alter over the same time period
even more challenging.

False diagnoses

Around 50 years ago, scientists began to postulate the notion of a link between
smoking tobacco and assorted diseases — most notably lung-cancer. Only in the last
five years have tobacco giants finally admitted these links as part of the settlement of
legal cases brought against them, and astonishingly, there are still those who dispute
the harmful effects. The 50 years were taken up with a good deal of scientific
research, made more difficult and complicated by the fact that (as with global
warming) experimental scientists were unable to isolate the patient and alter just
one variable at a time. In both human populations and global weather patterns,
many variables are in a constant process of change.

Another parallel is with the legitimate interest of sometimes huge and wealthy
businesses, to defend both their industry and their own financial well being from
legal actions and external interference. In the case of global warming there is great
interest from the oil industry in how the debate develops, and ExxonMobil has been
the particular focus of attention from environmental groups for their public support
for Republican politics and their perceived influence on US energy policy.

However, those accused of being the most hostile to action on global warming are
more realistic than some pressure groups might publicise, or at least need to appear
more sympathetic. As Esso have themselves said “We..agree that global climate
change is a serious issue and the current lack of scientific..certainty is not a reason
for inaction.”



Sadly, the hopes of smokers, the tobacco industry and those scientists who were
sceptical 50 years ago could not overcome the truth: there was then and remains a
causal link between tobacco consumption and a range of illnesses. All the
prevarication and posturing in the world couldn’t stop the evidence building up, and
had greater efforts been put into resolving the problem at that time, thousands of
people would have lived longer and healthier lives. The parallels with global
warming are obvious.

The consequences

The difficulties of predicting changes in the weather are dwarfed by the challenges
of assessing their consequences for human life and its impact on the UK. After all, if
the human condition has been one of innovation in the face of adversity from the
days of hunter-gatherers, can meteorologists really predict how 6 billion people will
respond to the planet warming and sea levels rising? It is at this point where
politicians need to pick up the reins from meteorologists: both in predicting future
trends and, of course, by influencing them.

Personal mobility is one of the key ways in which the UK could be affected by
climate change: as areas devastated by its consequences become politically and
physically unstable, populations will move and the UK will play its part. To give but
one example, Bangladesh has been highlighted by Kofi Annan of the UN as being an
area of the world most likely to become unviable: much of the land area is only at
sea-level, and the country has a history of flooding already. With an integrated and
substantial Bengali community already in the UK, it would be surprising if this was
not a location for some of those seeking and needing genuine asylum — yet with a
population of 130 million, the consequences of this would be huge.

If, in other areas, through changing weather patterns, subsistence agriculture
becomes even more difficult, the challenges to self-sustaining populations may
become insurmountable. At one level, the impacts back in the developed world are
that starvations such as Ethiopia last year and in 1984 will be seen on our televisions
more frequently, and be numerically even more devastating. We should not though,
draw the conclusion that populations will (as | witnessed in rural Ethiopia last year)
simply become more highly reliant on Western aid handouts. After all, it is estimated
that around 90% of the heroin that pollutes British society originates in Afghanistan.
There can be huge consequences in the UK when local people seek their own
solutions to local problems.

If the idea of political instability, population movements and starvation seems a way
away for ‘middle-England’ then domestic insurance certainly doesn’t. It is estimated
that in the UK alone, the number of people at high risk of flooding is expected to
double to nearly 3.5 million by 2080. Insurance though is a global business, where



premiums do not only reflect the risks locally. The * extreme weather events’
(typhoons, floods etc.) which the IPCC predict will occur more frequently have a
direct impact on insurance premiums world-wide and the industry itself believes
that economic effects of global warming could double in 10 years to $30bn - $40bn.
Swiss Re’s publication * Opportunities and risks of climate change’ provides a
fascinating insight into the subject from the commerecial standpoint of the second
largest insurer in the world and confirms how important the subject is to their
future plans.

At micro-level, some species may prosper — but inevitably there will be extinctions
too. As in life, so in society — the teetering Scottish ski-industry is already
blaming climate change for its demise ; but no doubt other industries
(perhaps improved English viticulture) will take up the slack.

The enormously different impact that climate change has in
different parts of the globe is mirrored both in the political
attitudes expressed and actions taken: and the biggest example
is * Kyoto’. The Kyoto protocol was agreed in 1997 as an annex
to the ‘UN Framework Convention on Climate’ which in turn
had been held in 1992 and ratified by 171 countries. The
Kyoto protocol contains the targets for reduction in CO2
emissions broken out by country: and so far the biggest
producer, the US has failed to sign. However, even in the EU
most countries will not hit their targets this year — and despite
a global political consensus acknowledging the need for

action, as much hot air has been spent in talking about Kyoto as
has been saved by it.

If the Republican led USA, for domestic reasons, continues to ignore
the Kyoto protocol, why should British politicians, still less
Conservative politicians, pay much attention? Two reasons stand out. The
first is that the US is by far the largest producer of greenhouse gases in the
world —and without its influence and personal contribution to climate change,
progress to mitigate climate change will be substantially reduced. Few countries will
feel that they should ‘go the extra mile’ when the biggest single threat is still arguing
about the science — even more so if the country concerned is relying on increased
industrialisation (and CO2 production) to raise the standard of its own domestic
GDP in the short term.

The second concern s if this rejection of Kyoto by President Bush is portrayed as
international isolationism by the US. Such a concern would not only have an impact
in the willingness of countries to accept US driven policies in foreign affairs (such as



participation in rebuilding Iraq) — but also in fields such as the deregulation of
agricultural subsidy and in the development of international courts. President Bush
recently referred to ‘stateless networks’ in the context of international terrorism:
rightly seeing them as a risk to the US and other freedom loving nations. In the
world of CNN and the Internet, it is not just American attitudes to the Middle-East
which will come under such scrutiny.

Concluding political implications

It was once said that if you laid all the economists in Britain down end-to-end, you

still wouldn’t reach a conclusion , and in the arena of climate change there are many

who would advocate a ‘wait and see approach’. Yet the experience of tobacco

smoking, a parallel drawn on in earlier paragraphs, indicates that early

diagnosis and action can produce positive outcomes: fewer lives lost
and better health for those remaining.

In a world where there are still (apparently) physicians willing to
dispute the link between tobacco consumption and diseases, it
is the courage of politicians making value judgements which is
setting the policy context for individual choice. The case for
climate change, and man’s contribution to it, has already been
widely accepted: the only matters in dispute are what actions
should be taken and by whom?

In Conservative circles, it is sometimes argued that the
‘Green agenda’ is owned by the Left or by the Green Party.
Even worse, it is sometimes left open to the Liberal Democrats
— whose solutions to international environmental issues seem to
depend on whatever they believe a constituency most wants to
hear. In any event — even when Conservatives do come up with a
compelling environmental dialogue , there is sometimes a belief that a
@ g Conservative solution will gather few electoral friends as a result. The
S . truth though is more promising for Conservatives: the British public is split
over which Party can best represent ‘environmental issues’.

A second reason for not focusing on the issue is that other subjects appear higher in
the concerns raised by the electorate . Whilst this is true in its simplest form, it is
also the case that, at present, links are not being made between health and the
climate ; between insurance claims and CO2 emissions; nor between international
migration and the effects of climate change in other countries. As public awareness
of these relationships grows in the UK, so will the electoral consequences. Similarly,
awareness of environmental concerns plays a higher priority in ‘pre-voters’ and
there is everything to suggest that climate change will become a bigger rather than



smaller issue as this generation becomes adult.

The policies used to address climate change will continue in two parallel strands:
continuing the UK’s progress in meeting climate change objectives, and
encouraging international partners into this multinational agenda. Domestically, the
UK has been able to make progress through shifts away from coal-fired electricity
generation: yet under a free market in power production, domestic renewables
and nuclear provision would only exist through state support. If Kyoto fails then the
progress made so far in the UK will become even more important; our historic ties
with both developing and developed nations should enable us to fulfil a vital role in
establishing a new international framework. What is without doubt is that market
led solutions, and a Conservative voice at these debates, is in the medium-term
interest of our Party, our Country and our Planet.



Environmental legislation:
Delivering real world
Improvements

By Caroline Jackson MEP

Caroline Jackson MEP explains some of the problems
associated with bringing in and enforcing EU measures to tackle
environmental issues, and offers a mechanism for addressing
the situation.

EU environmental legislation has been successful so far because the strategy has
been very simple: deal with environmentally damaging pollutants and practices by
setting common imperatives in the form of targets, reinforced by penalties, or at
least notional penalties. This approach originated in the 1970s when there was clear
and urgent need to deal with pollution problems either dating from before the war
or generated by increasing prosperity. The approach has been reflected in a very
large number of EU laws — to such an extent that 80 per cent of national
environmental legislation now has its origin in EU initiatives. This has happened with
widespread public support, even in the most EU sceptical countries. The
impression is one of heroic progress, with EU citizens enjoying cleaner air and
water, and more sustainable waste management as a direct result of EU
environmental protection legislation.

This is true up to a point but as we examine future route maps, we need to take a
closer look at the road travelled to date, and see what lessons we can learn from it
about the type of intervention that actually works.

First, there is a gap between intention and action. The adoption of a directive does
not necessarily lead to its rapid and timely incorporation into national law, still less
to a situation where we can claim uniform enforcement everywhere in all EU states.
This not only perpetuates unfair competition between states, but it also means that
EU citizens lose faith in the system of EU law as a whole. Instances of neglect of the
law are piling up. Currently one third of all infringement cases investigated by the
European Commission concerned environmental laws where either the reporting



requirement had been neglected, had been transposed incorrectly, not enforced
properly or not been transposed into national law at all. Lack of co-operation from
member states in reporting to the Commission means that the Commission itself
can have no idea of what has happened in defaulting states. Two thirds of the
infringements of environmental law investigated by the Commission are triggered
by complaints from members of the public, a rather random way of directing the
Commission’s efforts.

Secondly, we cannot see the whole picture because we have no reliable means of
taking real-time snapshots of what is happening in all the member states as they
implement environmental directives. We get travellers tales of countries where
laws are neglected. We cannot get up to the minute reports from the European
Environmental Agency in Copenhagen because it has no investigative or verificatory
role. For example in two recent agency reports, the latest information cited for
Ireland is in the form of policy statements dating to 1997 and 1998, and for Greece
dating from 1998. | am glad that the new director of the agency is aware of the
urgent need to tackle this, but there are constitutional limitations on the agency’s
ability to actively investigate the situation in the member states.

Thirdly, the EU’s own enforcement mechanism, the Court of Justice, is very slow
and reluctantly used by the Commission, which may place greater hope in quiet
persuasion. Slowness gives defaulting Member states many months’ grace. For
example, progress on illegal waste dumping shows that a year after being ‘named
and shamed’, Greece had 2,810 illegal landfills, France had up to 9,000 unauthorised
landfills while the UK’s Environment Agency has been acting swiftly to close landfills,
particularly for hazardous waste, to such an extent that there is only one in
operation for the whole of southern England.

If we persist with the method of adopting directives with specific quantitative targets,
closely timed deadlines and reporting requirements, we know that the enlargement
of the EU will make it even more difficult to ensure uniform compliance. The
common complaint of inadequacy of member states’ resources to do the job the
directives required is worst of all in the new member states. Furthermore most of
the new member states are opting for strong forms of regional governments, which
will make it more difficult for the central authority to find out what is happening in
the provinces, and so to report back to Brussels on the state of play.

Simultaneously, we see how the pressures of global competition mean that the cost
of environmental legislation has become a major concern. This has already resulted
in considerable amendment to the original ambitious regulation on chemicals that
the EU’s Environment Directorate would have preferred to drive through. Ina
sense those who have generated environmental legislation in the past have only



themselves to blame for this reaction: future historians will note with interest
that it has taken the EU 30 years to provide comprehensive cost benefit analyses
of the legislation it produces and that an ‘inter institutional agreement’ on such
documents, binding the European Parliament to estimate the cost of its most
significant amendments, has only recently been concluded.

Up until now, environmental proposals have been regarded as an unquestionable
benefit, for which any price that needed to be paid would be paid. This is
changing, as for example those in local government realise that the costs of
desirable waste management policies end up at the local level, with no guarantee
of financial help from central government. One consequence of greater
transparency about costs will be, | suspect, a falling off in enthusiasm for the
adoption of expensive policies, particularly among the 10 new member states,
which are not going to be generously financed by the old EU 5.

Although targeted directives will not be an abandoned route, we can expect
them to develop. We already see some drawing back from short-term targets as
in the 4th directive stemming from the framework air quality directive, where
indicative targets for four heavy metals have been dropped as a result of industry
concerns. The revision of the packaging directive offered further evidence of this
change. The original proposal contained specific targets for recycling and
recovery, identical for each member state. A Court of Justice judgement
complicated the whole question of the directive’s application to recovery, but
there were agonised discussions between the Parliament and the Council over
the delays, or “derogations”, requested by Ireland, Portugal and Greece before
they were able to sign up to it. The new member states have also negotiated
derogations, although for most of them this is only for a year longer than that
negotiated by the existing three members. But while we debated this, we also
read the Commission’s own thematic strategy on waste prevention and
recycling, which states from its ivory tower that "the question is whether this
uniformity of targets is most effective from both an environmental and economic
point of view". But such second thoughts in one part of the Directorate have not
stopped another part pressing ahead with just such targets.

We may need a new route to deal with more complex problems of resource mis-
use and waste in a more sophisticated way.

What role do we see for fiscal instruments as drivers towards change? The
Environment Committee is generally in favour of trying such methods, although
its enthusiasm wanes as elections approach. But taxation issues are clearly not
under Parliament’s control. The Communication on Integrated Product Policy
has raised the possibility of introducing differentiated tax rates to favour



environmentally superior products but enthusiasm for this is not universal even in
the Commission. It is reported that the Taxation directorate has described the
possibility of adjusting the EU’s VAT regime to promote environmentally superior
products as ‘very complicated’ and ‘for the medium term’.

Should we legislators stand aside and let the market do its work? If the Commission
is turning away from universal targets, the same for each Member State, then we
should examine seriously the possibility of tradable recycling certificates. It may be
difficult to ensure that such a system will work in the same verifiable way
everywhere. Recently the UK’s Department of the Environment investigated the
issuing of packaging waste recovery notes in the wood and plastics sectors and
found that recycling rates had in fact been overstated. In the case of wood waste the
rate of recycling claimed was 84%. Investigators found that the true rate was 57%.

The Commission has issued some thoughtful papers on the way forward including
the Communication on Integrated Product Policy, the thematic strategies on waste
prevention and recycling, and on the sustainable use of Natural resources. Even as a
politician much involved in environmental policy one approaches such documents
with a heavy heart and leaden boots.

So let me suggest some shorter ways forward:

First, let us make absolutely sure that what we have got works, and works in a
broadly similar way everywhere. If that means having a moratorium on the adoption
of new legislation, then so be it. If we need to revisit the mandate of the European
Environment Agency, and strengthen its powers to get at good up to date
information, then let us do that too.

Secondly, we need to be honest about the cost of what is
proposed from the EU level, and we need to be much
more upbeat about the likely benefits.

Thirdly, and specifically in the waste sector, before
we make any further moves to raise recycling
rates, let us find out what happens to the
increasing amount of recycling said to be going

on. Recycling has everything going for it - the
involvement of the public, the visible evidence

of more sustainable behaviour, the easy
identification of targets that can be raised higher
and higher, and the enthusiastic support of active
local environmental groups and NGOs. Yet we



have no EU-wide evidence of what happens to the material collected: how far it
travels (unsustainably), what products it ends up as (if it does) and how sustainable
their production is, and so on. This is important because in many member states,
including the UK, local authorities are spending increasing amounts of taxpayers’
money, often with insufficient help from central government, in the promotion of
recycling. But is it actually adding up to ‘smarter resource use’?

Fourthly, we should move more swiftly, by voluntary agreements or whatever
means we can find, to promote flagship examples of European best practice. We
know from bitter experience that unless we are careful pilot projects float for a
while on the sea of EU subvention and then sink when such money is withdrawn.
The Commission now needs to be much more active in working with business on
specific ideas for flagship projects which really will lead the way, rather than
spending yet more time producing yet more paper of dubious value. And when the
Commisison does produce a potential winner, as with the eco-labelling idea, let’s
make a success of it, so that everyone hears about it, and looks for the EU eco
label. Far better that than letting the thing whimper onto the market and nearly
die in its tracks.

Finally, we should remember that there is an army of EU citizens who have a lot of
goodwill towards the idea of using more sustainable resources. But that goodwill is
being alienated rather than enlisted. Citizens are paying for changes, for example in
waste management practices, without being told why these are desirable. And
some policies are handled so badly that all hope of putting them in a good and
reasonable light is lost - as in the case of the mountains of abandoned fridges that
grew in the UK when we made a mess of implementing the ozone depletion
regulation. We now need to tell our citizens what our strategy is to implement
better resource use through a realistic achievable programme, we need to be
honest about the costs, honest about the limitations of the EU’s capacity to ensure
that everyone does exactly the same thing at the same time, and if we believe in
what we have done, we should be upbeat about the long term environmental needs
and advantages that our strategy addresses. Unless we do that we risk repeating in
this sector the same error that the EU makes in the much bigger constitutional
picture: that of going ahead without the co-operation of those who are most vital to
future success — the people of Europe.



New improved “mota
energy!” (or why nuclear
power needs rebranding)

By Jonathan Gough

Jonathan Gough introduces some fresh thinking into the
nuclear debate, arguing for a fundamental revisit of the way in
which the UK plans its energy requirements for the future.

The year is 2017. The independent Republic of Siberia has just elected a China-
looking Marxist Government, whose pre-election anti-West rhetoric made North
Korean foreign policy pronouncements look mild. Plans for the celebration of the
fiftieth anniversary of the Peacock Revolution have been entrusted to Ayatollah
Mortazavi, the hardest-line cleric who was catapulted to notoriety as the man
behind the crushing of the secular resistance three years previously. The Islamic
Territory of Algeria remains locked in its decade old civil war. In all three countries,
the national representatives of the newly nationalised British gas company,
accompanied by Foreign Office minders and military security, urgently try to secure
appointments to meet each country’s energy Minister. For without their co-
operation, the UK’s dependency upon the burning gas imported from those
countries could quickly become an economy- and life-threatening vulnerability.

The blame lay with the Government Energy Review that reported way back in early
2003. The results of that review saw the Government of the day decide that 60-
65% of our electricity by the year 2010 would be supplied by burning gas (it was
40% in 2003). A further 10% was to be supplied by renewables (basically wind —
2% in 2003), 15% by nuclear (22-25% in 2003) and 15% by coal (33% in 2003).
There was an apparently honest motive for this seemingly foolhardy over-reliance
on gas — namely the commitment amongst many nations at the time to honour the
Kyoto Treaty on climate change. Coal and oil power were "dirty", gas was cleanish
and efficient, nuclear was clean and efficient (but politically unpopular) and wind was
clean and inefficient (but idealistically popular). As all gas used in 2003 was
domestically produced, there was little indication at the time that such a
straightforward decision might lead to the greatest threat to the prosperity of the
UK since the World Wars of the preceding century.



It soon became apparent however that a strategic error had been made. In 2010,
the UK became a net importer of gas and now in 2017 virtually all cost-effective
fields in the North Sea have been mothballed. In periods of little wind, the nation’s
dependence on gas rises on occasion to as much as 72% — the most dependent
state of all EU countries, and the exact opposite of the situation that existed in
2003. The negligence of the governments of the first decade of the 21st century
was revealed when the International Chamber of Commerce declared that
security of supply should be primary. The 2003 Energy Review failed to identify
security as a priority.

It could have been very different
Such a reliance on gas has come about largely because of the political difficulties of
talking honestly about nuclear power.

Talk to a member of the public about nuclear power and the association is clear.
They talk of radiation, Chernobyl, Three Mile Island, allegations of cancers around
sites and Sellafield. In the face of such instinctive hostility, any Energy Minister
would be tempted to take the clearly easier path of promoting a fuel that carries
none of the negative baggage.

The same is true of CHP (combined heat and power) stations. The incineration of
waste has some potential to become a relatively efficient means by which energy
can be created, but local residents opposed to the incinerator in their backyard
oppose the creation of a wider network. They suspect that the emissions created
must somehow be worse, dirtier and nastier than other emissions. CHP has, like
nuclear, got other benefits not associated with the simple creation of energy - in the
case of CHP it is the reduction in the need for landfill site and the removal of waste
from the domestic and business cycle. It can also reduce the distances waste needs
to be transported to be disposed, but without a clear exposition of the case for
CHP stations, the chimneystack bogeyman remains one of our urban legends.

Can nuclear energy be made appealing?

The simple economics are clear. It is clean, it is safe, it is cheap, it is efficient, and it is
flexible. Where concerns with safety exist, they are as a result of the perception of
decaying and aged power stations in place from 20-30 years ago. The paradox lies in
that newer stations would reduce the negative perception, and that only a few new
plants need be built — perhaps 10 over the next 10 years. All would remain sited on
existing sites, and would ensure that nuclear power could be responsible for
generating up to 20% of our future needs.



The political will to bring this state about has been lacking for years. Necessary Acts
would have to be driven through Parliament; executive action would take place in
the face of furious opposition. No local authority would sanction the granting of the
necessary planning permissions, and no private developer would take on a building
programme without long-term Government support.

The difficulties do not stop there. No emerging engineers will consider a career in
the industry with no obvious long-term security in it. No local population would
consider working in the industry with the existing stigma. There is little evidence
for the domicile radius dangers evoked by many Greenpeace activists — indeed
both Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth are split on their attitude to nuclear — but
while there remains that lingering doubt, images of Meryl Streep’s fate in the film
Silkwood remain.

Whilst it remains the Government from whom the necessary force of will must
come, allies could be found from two unlikely sources.

The first supporter of a modern nuclear energy programme might be from an
independent panel. The Conservative Party has the opportunity of opposition to
establish the lead in debate on energy without having to overtly identify themselves
with any one technology. The establishment of an Energy Crisis Committee (like the
James Committee on government waste) would hammer home the severity of the
threat looming only a few years ahead, whilst at the same time create an intellectual
debate that might be able to be removed from the short-term political debate.

The Energy Crisis recommendations — always assuming that they found in favour of
a greater role for nuclear, of course — would need more than just the merit of
academic approval.

Bluntly put, nuclear energy needs a rebranding. And here is where the second set of
supporters might be found. Advertisers and PR experts would relish the task of
introducing and winning round the British public to a “new, improved form of
energy”.

They could rely on reiterating the documented data — the efficiency of the price of
production per unit, the potential for uplifted capacity. They could highlight its
strategic value — it is defendable, domestically produced and secure.

They could describe how the cost of generating electricity, estimated by The
Royal Academy of Engineering, sees the cheapest as gas-fired stations, but that gas
is the only method cheaper than nuclear. (This cost is with no cost of CO2
emissions included. If this were added, nuclear would become the cheapest by
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some margin —and that is with the cost of decommissioning nuclear plants
included). Nuclear is little affected by a change in fuel prices - whereas all the
fossil fuel burners are affected.

Most of all, they could set themselves the target of returning sanity and logical
thought to the energy debate.

And while it is being rebranded, supporters of nuclear have to be
bold. The energy debate should be placed outside the
Parliamentary time span. Legislators must ensure that
conditions are benign for new nuclear build. In other
words, planning authorities must be prepared to be
unpopular. Power pricing arrangements must not
favour other means unfairly - otherwise cross
subsidies distort the true price of electricity
generation. Waste management decisions must
facilitate nuclear disposal. Greenpeace and Friends of
the Earth must be challenged to declare why they
oppose green and clean fuels. Supporters must
commit to 10 reactors on five of the existing sites -
these will last for 50-60 years. Government must
encourage financial investment in research and
development into the hydrogen fuel cycle and encourage
personal investment in students attending nuclear engineering
courses at British universities.

A new policy mix must be set with a more balanced set of priorities - 25% nuclear,
30% gas, 25% clean coal, 10% renewables and the balance from other sources
(hydro, CHP). The policy mix should consider more than just emissions control - it
should consider security of supply, environmental impact, national competitiveness
and social concerns. Otherwise, the British economy will stand hostage to
misfortunes in the future.



Waste not, want not?!

By Kay Twitchen O.B.E., Hon.FCIWM.

Kay Twitchen discusses the challenge for local authorities in
dealing with household waste and calls for political leadership,
ongoing firm relationships with European environmental
initiatives and an increased clarity of responsibility.

Until quite recently, household waste was very far from being a political issue.
People put out their rubbish — it was collected by the Council — end of story. They
were not asked to think about where it went, how it was disposed of, or what it
consisted of.

Now, suddenly, household waste is in the political spotlight, and there are several
reasons for this. | think it is interesting to explore some of those reasons, and to
consider the increasing awareness of waste as an environmental issue.

The vast majority of waste in this country has been landfilled for many years. The
geology of many parts of the UK has encouraged this. Holes created by the
extraction of sand and gravel, and by quarrying, have offered opportunities for
landfilling as a means of returning extracted areas to beneficial use. Some of this land
has been returned to agriculture, some of it used to create country parks with
public access. We have sites all over the UK, which proves that there is certainly
nothing wrong with properly engineered landfill.

But rubbish which is buried biodegrades, and in doing so it gives off gas, significantly
methane. And methane is a greenhouse gas. Most of it can be captured through
sound engineering, with systems of extraction pipes which are installed at the time
the landfilling takes place. The captured gas can then be flared off, or used to
generate electricity, as a source of renewable energy. Modern gas extraction
systems are efficient and effective in capturing methane, but many of our older
landfill sites are not engineered to modern standards, and some of the gas does
escape into the atmosphere.

This is why we are having to change the methods of waste disposal which we have
been using successfully for many years. The driver for change has been the effect
which methane escaping into the atmosphere has in contributing to global warming.
It is this impact which gave birth to the European Landfill Directive, and it is this
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Directive which is forcing us in the UK to change our traditional practices.

Basically, we are required to reduce the volume of biodegradable waste going to
landfill to 75% of the 1995 level by 2010, half by 2013, and 35% by 2020. These are
challenging targets, and local authorities the length and breadth of the country are
currently struggling with how they are to achieve them. Actually, the Landfill
Directive set these targets for 2006, 2009, and 2016, but because as a nation we
depend upon landfill for such a large proportion of our waste disposal, we are
permitted to apply for a four-year derogation.

Hand in hand with the Landfill Directive driver for reducing the amount of
biodegradable waste which we landfill, | believe there is another emerging change in
attitude towards management of our waste. It is to do with resource recovery. It
cannot be right to throw away and bury materials which in truth can be, and in my
view should be, returned to the manufacturing process.

Take aluminium. The raw material to make, for example, an aluminium can for a soft
drink, is bauxite, extracted from the earth by open cast mining. The scars on the
landscape resulting from such mines can be seen from outer space. The bauxite is
then processed (using energy) and transported across the world (using energy) and
manufactured into a drinks can (using energy). If it is then thrown away and
landfilled, that metal is lost. But if it is recycled, if it is returned to the raw materials
stream, a new can will be manufactured using only 5% of the energy needed to
make the original one.

Personally, | believe a fundamental respect for our environment should make us
stop and think before we throw these things away.

Aluminium is not, of course, the only material which can be returned to the
manufacturing stream successfully. All the newspapers produced now in this
country contain substantial amounts of recycled newsprint. Ferrous and non-
ferrous metals, glass, textiles, plastics, wood — all can be sorted and re-processed
and used again as raw materials.

And as far as household waste is concerned, perhaps the biggest environmental gain
is when biodegradable waste is composted. There can be no doubt that the most
environmentally friendly way for biodegradable green garden waste to be dealt with
is if householders compost it themselves, and many local authorities offer free or
subsidised home compost bins. This way there is no transport involved, either of
the raw material or the end product.

The problem here is that the government has set for each Local Authority a
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statutory recycling target expressed as a percentage by weight of waste collected.
In order to meet those targets — and they are quite tough — many councils are
finding that they need to collect garden waste from householders. It is nice and
heavy, and bulky, and it quite legitimately helps them to boost their recycling figures
and hit their government targets, thus avoiding penalties. The government makes
no allowance against the statutory recycling targets to councils which encourage
home composting, by far the more environmentally friendly process. This is a classic
case of statutory targets which achieve what looks like environmental progress
whilst actually not fundamentally helping us move forward on the longer term,
wider, environmental agenda.

Separate collections of biodegradable kitchen waste are also being undertaken by
some councils, but because of the need to avoid the risk of contamination, and to
comply with the Animal By-products order, the way in which it has to be turned into
compost is more complicated and more expensive. Basically, it has to be done in
sealed vessels under controlled temperatures. But returning to the Landfill
Directive and the need to keep increasing amounts of biodegradable waste out of
landfill, this separate collection and treatment is something which many councils are
having to consider, in spite of the cost.

So if local authorities can no longer continue with the practices of the past, what are
the answers for them? Incineration is one, and in some parts of the country
incineration of municipal waste is a tried and accepted disposal method. It is
interesting to see that in many European countries, notably Denmark, the highest
rates of recycling go hand in hand with incineration of residual waste, with the
incineration generating not only electricity but also providing District Heating.

But in the UK many people are nervous about waste incineration. In spite of the
very strict rules about emissions to the atmosphere of pollutants and particles,
there is a perception that waste incineration is a dirty process and that there are
health risks associated with it.

My own local authority has taken the decision that incineration is not an option for
us, and we have taken that decision because people have told us it is not what they
want. As politicians | believe we should listen to their message and try to
accommodate it. So we, like some other councils who have had that same message
from their electorate, are actively seeking other solutions, other technologies which
will deal with residual household waste in ways which are acceptable to our
residents and are at the same time environmentally friendly.

The problem, of course, is a growing one. Household waste is increasing at an
alarming rate averaging 3% a year. There are several reasons for this. One is the
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growth in small households. Four people living in individual households produce
much more rubbish than four people living in the same home. Another is the
increasing reliance on pre-packaged goods, ready-made meals, convenience foods.
Many consumer goods are not manufactured to be mended or repaired, they have
built-in obsolescence, we throw them away when they break or wear out and we
buy a new one.

And packaging! The bane of the waste manager! Everything — from tomatoes to
toothpaste, cat food to cosmetics, comes with several layers of packaging. All this
adds to the volumes of household waste, and much of it cannot easily be recycled.
There are strict targets incorporated in the packaging regulations which direct
manufacturers towards reducing the weight of packaging, but you and | both know
that the plastic, card, and polystyrene packaging which accompanies us home from
the supermarket forms a sizeable proportion of what ends up in our dustbin.

Waste management is inevitably all going to get more complicated, and more
onerous for local authorities. Later this year we enter the first implementation stage
for the Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Directive — known as WEEE. This
will require the recycling and recovery of increasing percentages of electrical and
electronic goods. The environmentalist in me knows it is wrong for the materials in
these things to be destroyed by incineration or lost through landfill. But wearing my
local government hat, | fear that in spite of glib promises from the government
about producer responsibility, the lobby of the electrical manufacturers and retailers
is likely to be a strong one, and the costs of collection and sorting are likely to end
up, in part at least, on the bills of the council tax payer.

To local authority concerns about the WEEE directive, add the impact of the End of
Life vehicles directive. Here the motor manufacturers successfully lobbied this
government for what was effectively a derogation of their responsibility to pay for
vehicles to be disposed of at the end of their lives. The effect is more abandoned
cars, as the last user finds that getting rid of his vehicle will cost serious money and
he is tempted to leave it in a layby. The cost of disposal then falls on the local
authority, and if the dumper sets fire to it (which often happens) then Council Tax
payers also foot the bill for Fire Brigade attendance.

So what should we — as responsible politicians and members of a party justly proud
of its environmental credentials — what should we be doing about this issue of waste
and its impact on the wider environmental agenda.

| think the first thing we need to do is give political leadership. Waste management
has achieved a higher political profile in recent years. Industry is being asked to



change its practices. Householders are being asked to sort their waste for recycling,
and to put things in different bins when they visit the civic amenity site. Waste is,
these days, something people are talking about.

But it saddens me that the wider issue of environmental stewardship is not seen as a
hot political issue, because | believe it is in fact just that. If we cannot sustain a clean
environment, if we cannot offer our people measures which will protect the quality
of their air, the purity of their water, and the integrity of the soils which grow their
food, then we will be failing them both now and for generations to come. Good
management of our wastes is just a part of that environmental stewardship. We
must not only have the courage to face up to some difficult challenges, but we must
apply our energies to finding workable solutions.

Much of our best environmental legislation in recent years has emanated from
Brussels, and | think the record of the European Commission and the European
Parliament is a proud one. How well we engage in this process is up to us. We have
MEPs who make a valuable and forward-looking contribution on these issues. Local
authorities themselves, by engaging directly with the Commission through the Local
Government International Bureau, work hard to try to ensure that European
environmental legislation is workable and practical and will deliver real
environmental gain.

But how much real engagement is there on these issues from the U.K.
government? My answer is not enough. We all know about the fridge crisis — when
simple rules about the capture of ozone depleting substances from fridges were
not anticipated in the U.K., and we found Local Authorities having to store vast
numbers of domestic fridges because there was no industrial capacity to deal with
them under the new regulations. Within a year, British industry had risen to the
challenge and now there are enough plants in this country to deconstruct our
fridges safely and capture and destroy the ozone depleting gases. But simple
foresight, simple monitoring of regulations which were in the pipeline and to which
we had signed up, would have avoided an embarrassing and potentially
environmentally damaging fiasco.

The UK government is part of the European legislative process, and we should
engage with it fully. Everyone who cares about the environment must hope that a
future Conservative government will do just that.

I do not think the capacity to monitor European legislation, or indeed the capacity
to work clearly through the changes which are called for in practice, regulation, and
funding, are helped by the fact that at the moment waste-related issues are
disseminated between DEFRA, DTI, ODPM, and the Treasury. It would help waste
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practitioners enormously if they knew where the buck stopped, which
government department was responsible for managing and leading all the complex
changes which are happening in waste management, both for local authorities and
for industry.

And as politicians at all levels - whether we sit in Brussels, Westminster, or the local
town hall - we must accept the responsibility to engage with our electorate on these
difficult issues. That is what political leadership is all about. If we help people to
understand the consequences of damaging environmental practice, and if we show
them the way towards solutions, | believe they will walk with us.
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