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WELLINGTON COMMUNITY FORUM STATEMENT REGARDING

WASTE TO ENERGY PROJECT (WEP) SCHEDULED FOR WELLINGTON

The Wellington Community Forum was constituted in a meeting held on 20th May 2015.  The goals of this
body include investigation and action on matters relevant to the town of Wellington, its community and en-
vironment.  Of immediate relevance is the proposed Waste to Energy project proposed for  Wellington.

The Wellington Community Forum duly notes:

1) A recent controversial meeting between members of the Drakenstein Municipality, (DM) Interwaste represen-
tative,  Waste to Energy project officials and the Wellington Community was held at the NG Kerk  Through-
out correspondence with the Community to date, Drakenstein Municipality has failed to disclose important
health and environmental risk facts relevant to the proposed waste to energy plant technology.  At the
meeting of 13 May 2015, none of the Drakenstein Municipality officials, Interwaste or Waste to Energy Pro-
ject team members were able to answer the “Exactly what technology is scheduled to be incorporated into
the WEP.”  This is a serious transgression of citizens’ rights to be fairly and fully informed on matters which
research has linked with increased health risk and environmental damage – and as such also has the po-
tential to seriously impact on the livelihood, industry and property value of the town.  (APPENDIX 1a & b(—
Information leaflet issued by Drakenstein Municipality May 2015).

2) Given the potential serious impact on the Wellington citizens and environment, the Drakenstein Municipality
did not utilise efficient communication options to extend important information as broadly as possible early
in the process. While the DM claims that it has fulfilled its notification requirements per due procedure, this
was completed in such a way as to be relatively unnoticed, and limited information issued drew minimal
attention to the significance of the project.  This in turn compromised residents’ right and opportunity for
comment and opinion until late in the project development procedure.

3) Terminology used by the DM when providing public information regarding the waste to energy project was
carefully selective regarding the proposed technology. In this way, the hazardous and high-risk nature of
the proposed technology was not apparent and passed relatively unnoticed by community members who
viewed it.  This also compromised citizens’ rights and opportunity for comment and opinion until late in the
project development procedure (APPENDIX 1 a & b)—Information leaflet issued by Drakenstein Municipal-
ity May 2015).

4) DM has formally and publically issued factually incorrect information about the proposed WEP business
partner Interwaste.  In a public statement at the meeting of 13 May 2015, DM official stated that Inter
waste has not been subjected to any Green Scorpion of Department of Environmental Affairs investiga
tions, and words to the effect that the Company’s record is in good standing.  This is contrary to readily
available public media statements confirming  serious legal waste processing transgressions by Inter
waste, inclusive of statements issued by Interwaste CEO Alan Wilcocks himself (APPENDIX 2 Business
Day Live report by Samuel Mungadze 12 May 2014   “Waste management company wants rival company
Interwaste investigated for allegedly dumping hazardous waste illegally; APPENDIX 2) Enviroserv March
2014 Client News letter heading “WASTE FRAUD INCIDENT”; (APPENDIX  2)Samuel Mungadze further

reported inBusiness Day Live on  26 May 2014;  (APPENDIX 2) News report by Glen Tancott on May
29 2014 titled: DEA Confirms  investigation into Interwaste;  (APPENDIX 2)Alan Willcocks CEO of
Interwaste “Press Release—Interwaste Update on Media Allegations”;  (APPENDIX 2)An electronic me
dia report by Moyagabo Maake dated 31 March 2013, titled “Interwaste’s profit under threat” ;
(APPENDIX 2) In a September 2011 response to a parliamentary question about prosecutions or arrests
made in 15 criminal investigations by the Green Scorpions, Water and Environmental Affairs Minister Edna
Molewa  said a docket against Interwaste was “still with the director of public prosecutions office fora deci
sion”;



A fin24 news report by Marc Ashton on 30 March 2009 titled New law 'benefits' Interwaste ):
(APPENDIX 2) News24 electronic media article dated 24/10/2013 titled “Municipal Demarcation Board
Claims DA undermines its Decisions” also refers to Interwaste: `(APPENDIX 2) Several accounts of liti-
gation involving Interwaste are also listed in electronic media.  This includes the Supreme Court matter
between Transnet Limited and Interwaste (First and Second Appellants) and SA Metal Machinery Com-
pany (PTY) LTD (Respondent).  Reportable Case No 147/05.  Date heard 2 November 2005; This mat-
ter related to the Access to Information Act 2 of 2000 where SAMetal Machinery Company as the un-
successful tenderer requested details of the successful tenderer’s price composition—information in
possession of the public body that awarded the contract.  In summary, this information was refused by
Transnet, and only under pressure later partially issued with deletion of aspects of Interwaste’s tender
costing:

The issue of such misleading information has further compromised the public information process.  The
fact that this information was not transparently disclosed in the public information process raises ques-
tions of either   i) lack of due diligence, or ii) deliberate misrepresentation of information on the part of
DM officials.   Necessary good ethical standing of the proposed private partner has specific bearing to
safety factors, in terms of adherence to due procedure, regulations and compliance with the law.  As
such this information is fundamental to the rights of the Wellington community in a decision making
process.

5) Members of the Wellington Community formally objected and unanimously disagreed with Inter-
waste’s appointment of an environmental expert/s to conduct the pending specialist impact assessment
investigations, on the grounds of conflict of interest.

The following details health and environmental risk information relevant to the proposed
Waste to Energy Plant technology:

The proposed “Waste to Energy” project is linked to a Government Policy titled: “National Policy on
Thermal Treatment of General and Hazardous Waste” (Government Gazette No 32439,  Dept Environ-
mental Affairs No 777, 24 July 2009 ) . This policy approves the following as preferred methods of waste
technology across regions of South Africa: i ) incineration of general and hazardous waste in dedi-
cated incinerators, and ii) the co-processing of selected general and hazardous wastes as alter-
native fuels and/ or raw materials (AFR) in cement production .

It is noted that the reference to this technology is “preferred”, and elsewhere this policy refers to the in-
vestigation of alternative methods of waste technology .  This government policy was also aligned with
other amendments to the Waste Act including:  changes in the terminology of categories of waste, as
well as provision for the incorporation of a Private Partner in the proposed National Waste Policy pro-
jects.

It is to the above policy that the DM refers with reference to the Drakenstein Integrated Waste Manage-
ment Plan (WMP 2009), and on which basis has also incorporated Interwaste as a Private Partner
(APPENDIX   2c).

3.2.9 Drakenstein Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP) (2009)

The purpose of the Integrated Waste Management Plan to address the challenge of Waste Manage-
ment in Drakenstein in line with the National Waste Management Strategy. The IWMP contributes to the
IDP strategy by ensuring that the residents of Drakenstein live in a clean and healthy environment.



Drakenstein Municipality further motivated its support for the Waste to Energy project in terms of Pg 40 of its
Draft Scoping Report

“The increase of 9.7% for the 2014/2015 to 2017/2018 financial years has to do with the envisaged waste to
energy public private partnership project that will ensure the extension of the useful life of the Wellington
waste disposal site. If the public private partnership does not materialise the Wellington waste disposal site
will reach its useful life in the 2016/2017 financial year and then needs to be rehabilitated and closed. Waste
will then have to be transported to the City of Cape Town’s waste disposal site and to cover these transport
and disposal costs refuse removal tariffs will have to increase by 41.3% and 30.5% in the 2016/2017 and
2017/2018 financial years. This financial impact won’t be sustainable over the long-term.”

Accordingly, the DM has proposed a Wellington property as its preferred venue for the WTE plant:

Following from this, the Drakenstein Municipality cell of the Government “Waste to Energy” policy has speci-
fied one location in Wellington as its preferred site of 3 options for the erection of the waste incinerator and
associated anaerobic and co-processing cement kiln production plant.

“This Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) is located in the North western corner of Erf 34. West of the ac-
cess road leading from the R44 to the entrance of the Wellington Landfill site, east of the Wellington Golf course and
bordering the Wellington landfill site to the south.The existing Wellington landfill site operates along Champagne Street
in the Wellington area east of the R44. The nearest residential areas are Mbekweni and Newton, which are lo-
cated approximately >1 km east of the site. It is also located approximately >3 km from the Berg River.The
preferred site is also located within the proximity of the Wellington Industrial Park (Light Industrial).”

Waste to energy plant proposed Technology

This proposed technology incorporates incinerator as well as cement kiln and anaerobic plant processing,
which can collectively process a wide range of household and hazardous waste.  Incinerators have been
used by many countries around the world, but the last two decades has seen incineration and cement kiln's
popularity decline due to the serious associated health and environmental risks. For some time cement kilns
have been used to incinerate eg discarded tyres or used oil, and thus replace fossil oil—justifying the term
“thermal recovery”. Historically as landfills are used less, items like eg discarded tyres, pvc piping, and other
bio degradable and non biodegradable mixtures of substances from household and other hazardous waste
can be processed through such incineration plants.  The theory underlying incineration is reduction in waste
volume to generally 30—50% of the  original waste material, and that by burning some hazardous chemical
compounds at sufficiently high heat, their toxic nature is substantially “denatured” rendering them less harm-
ful to human health and the environment.

The extent of the health and environmental  incineration risks relates to many things, such as: exactly what
waste is processed, incineration temperature, the percentage of its hazardous composition in the
waste mix, volume of waste burned, interaction of different chemical compounds incinerated together,
conscientious and ethical processing, high quality filtration and efficient monitoring and regulation of
the waste plant, proximity to the incinerator—just to name a few factors.

Incineration of hazardous waste produces a range of chemical compounds which have their own individual as
well as compounded effects. In addition to these highly toxic emissions, incineration produces ash byprod-
ucts (in the form of fly or air borne and more dense base ash.  Co-processing plants then utilise the ash as
one component of the mix in the manufacturing of concrete products.  Although safety technology has im-
proved in newer generation incinerators, these risks are still dependent on the factors listed above.



Research conducted on modern incinerator emissions shows that toxic fly ash is extremely difficult to regu-
late, control or remove as this is readily wind borne.   The 2013  World Health Organisation Review on health
aspects of air pollution confirms evidence for the serious short and long-term health risks from exposure to
the smallest amount of toxic emission, and smallest particle size, and makes a statement to the effect that
there is no known threshold below which these waste processing Particle matter (PM) compounds
are not considered toxic. In other words, these particles have been found to be toxic at the most min-
ute level measurable to date.

Ash inevitably increases in enormous volumes.  Even 40% of the
proposed 450 tons of waste processed per day will rapidly accu-
mulate, resulting in ash “mountains”, exposed to wind transmis-
sion, or rain leach which can further contaminate water re-
sources. TITLE OF THIS PHOTOGRAPH : TOXIC INCIN-
ERATOR ASH FROM CITY OF PHILADELPHIA. Basel Net-
work Action Newsletter 2015.

Left:  April 8 , 2009.  Incinerator ash moun-
tain AVR Rijnmond, Rosenburg, Nether-
lands.



As health risk and environmental damage statistics have informed international policy around the world, the
use of incinerator technology  in waste processing has dramatically declined in the past two decades.  This is
clearly demonstrated in the graph below, which shows that United States incineration has decreased by half
between 1990—2012.  Yet, despite this, incineration is  still being “sold” as a viable waste alternative in third
world countries—specially in the form of “waste to energy” projects with proposed co-processing benefits—as
is evident in our South African situation.  It is noteworthy, too that Incinerators have proved problematic within
our South African situation too, namely Ixopo which was finally closed following Supreme Court litigation by
residents who suffered serious health and environmental effects, and Olifantsfontein which burnt down fol-
lowing a similar problematic history.

Many major European Countries, previously extensive supporters of incineration such as Denmark, have
radically changed their policies in favour of more environmentally friendly options .



Waste is a huge industry.  Waste processing corporations also “market” incineration and its by-products as
“green” and “environment friendly”,by using the terminology of recycling to refer to the incineration of
hazardous materials and incorporation of toxic by products in a new energy or product form (eg electricity,
concrete products). This “greening” of the term, is inevitably aimed to validate and support the waste in-
dustry, and sadly avoids real green and environmental truths, namely that incineration and its by products
are inherently damaging to human, animal and plant life, and their environment. This point is visible in the
DM advertising campaign regarding the proposed WEP. The following articleby the Irish Doctors Environ-
mental Association

Incinerators and their Health Effects, June 15 2005 details many relevant problems:

 Incineration of waste does not solve the problem, it merely reduces the waste volume and in the proc-
ess forms toxic by products such as gas and ash (containing compounds such as dioxins, ferans
and heavy metals) which are far more hazardous than the original waste. The EU Commission have
stated that incineration may be one of the most important sources of dioxins in the future.  The
generation and disposal of this toxic ash is very problematic as pollution from landfill sites have
been known to seep out polluting local water sources, and once they contaminate the water table,
their removal is considered impossible.

 Little is known about the risks of many of these toxic chemicals, particularly when they are  combined.
As the nature of our waste changes, so does the potential for adverse health risks from incinerator
emissions, and these are very difficult to assess.  This is in keeping with the World Health Organi-
sation’s statement to the effect that just because some effects are not yet documented, does not
mean that these risks are not present.

 Research in the past few decades has confirmed the toxic health and environmental effects of Incinerators
and these are well documented in research and literature by the highest  World Health authority, namely
the World Health Organisation, who produced a detailed 2013 report titled: Review of evidence on health
aspects of air pollution—REVIHAAP Project, Technical Report.

 The most important toxic emissions are considered to be particulates, heavy metals, and combustion
products of man-made chemicals. Particulates, often termed Particulate Matter (PM), is a complex
mixture of organic and inorganic particles that can be solid or liquid or both, suspended in the air,
and there is a growing body of research confirming the health dangers presented by PM from in-
cinerator emissions.

Recent research has emphasised the serious health risks of fine particulate matter  (PM).  In short, “particles are
classified by size. Anything of a size less than PM10 um cannot be resisted by humans or animals
and can be breathed in.  When substances are vaporised they can re-condense into much smaller
particles, and these can be absorbed into the body through the wall of the lung.  Tiny particles in
the air which settle onto fruit and vegetables, or which have been absorbed by animals, can be
taken into our bodies when eaten by us. Harley J, The Impact of Cement Kilns on the Environment
NIZA Briefing Paper 2007.

The World Health Organisation’s REVIHAAP Project Technical Report 2013 confirms  that: “fine particles have
the ability to translocate from alveolar space (in the lungs) into tissues and spread systematically
reaching many organs, including the heart, liver, kidneys and brain. “ Dissemination of this fine par-
ticulate matter is difficult to control, limit or regulate by filtering or any other means due to size.



The 2004 World Health Organisation Centre for Environment and Health (Bonn) found that:

* PM increases the risk of respiratory death in infants under 1 year, affects the rate of
lung function development, aggravates asthma and causes other respiratory
symptoms.

* PM 2.5 seriously affects health, increasing deaths from cardiovascular and respiratory
diseases and lung cancer.  The mechanism for cardiovascular impact was identified
Through the processes of systemic inflammation, oxidative stress and alteration of the
electrical processes of the heart.  Long term exposure has further been associated with
preclinical markers of atherosclerosis (Kanzli et al 2005) and progression of this pathol-
ogy with high relevance to cardiovascular disease (Kanzli et al 2010).

A 2010 German Study further confirmed the association of various markers of athero-
sclerosis including intima media thickness and coronary artery calcification on long term
average PM 2.5 concentration (Bauer et al 2010), Hoffmann et al 2006/7. The overall
mechanistic evidence from animal studies showed enhanced thrombosis / coagulation
potential, elevated arterial blood pressure and enhanced atherosclerosis.

Long term exposure to fine particulate air pollution on diseases other than cardiovascular
and respiratory diseases included:  effects on diabetes, neurological development in chil-
dren and neurological disorders in adults (Rackerl et al 2011).  Evidence for diabetes
has strengthened significantly. (Brook et al 2008).

Other research confirms exposure effects linked to other cancers.Increased PM 2.5 con-
centrations increase the risk of emergency hospital admissions for cardiovascular and
respiratory causes.

* Several of the heavy metals found in incinerator ash contain known potent as well as
suspected carcinogens (cancer forming toxins). These toxins accumulate in the body
over time, and have been implicated in multiple diseases and disorders of childhood
including autism and developmental disorders.  Exposed adults have demonstrated
Cognitive decline, higher levels of violence, dementia and depression than non-
exposed adults. Parkinson’s disease and Immune system effects have also been docu
mented.

* Research suggests that the combined effects of numerous toxins is likely to have an
even more potent effect on immune functioning, than any pollutant in isolation.

* Many PM’s are fat soluble and accumulate in fatty organs and tissue in the body.
They are particularly dangerous to the unborn child because many of these toxins are
actively transmitted to the foetus across the mother’s placenta—as the body mistakes
heavy metals for essential minerals.  The only fatty tissue that the foetus has until late in
pregnancy is the nervous system and particularly the brain, and it is, therefore, there that
they accumulate.

Multiple studies exist confirming the high risks associated with particle emissions
(Appendix 3 a,b,c)



* Certain high risk health groups have been identified by the World Health Organisation,
including pregnant women and the developing foetus, children due to the small body
mass per toxic concentration, as well as the developmental stage of life, lower socio-
economic group who are often diet compromised and have associated lower immunity,
live closer to industrial areas and the incinerator source, walk/ cycle /public transport
to work and are exposed to higher toxic traffic by products, and therefore also higher
combined and accumulated emissions, use fossil fuels for warmth and cooking.  The
elderly are another high risk group, as are the  physically frail and immunologically compro
mised.  Particulate matter also contaminates the food and water chain as is detailed in the
Illustration below, thereby contributing to this compounding effect.

http://laptop.deh.gov.au/settlements/chemicals/dioxins/images/factsheet3.gif

To return to the proposed Waste to Energy project scheduled for the town of Wellington and recent meet-
ing:

The perceived “quiet” planning and notification, together with lack of risk information disclosed has  generated
considerable public mistrust and outrage— framed in the perception that  Wellington, its citizens, animals, wild-
life, environment, industries and assets will potentially be placed at enormous risk and seriously compromised by
the proposed DE Waste to Energy Project.  The public perception is further that this project will literally “Trash”
the town of Wellington as the proposed future  “Dumping Ground” of the Western Cape—forced to process its
own, as well as additional large volumes of hazardous waste belonging to the broader Cape Peninsula.



Where does all this information leave the town of Wellington at this point in the assessment stage of
the Waste to Energy Project?

1. The 300 plus members of the Wellington Community present at the meeting on 13 May 2015 unanimously
agreed that they did not want the Waste to Energy Project to proceed into further environmental impact
surveys due to include:

· Botanical – Freshwater Constraints Assessment;
· Noise Impact Assessment;
· Health Risk Assessment;
· Socio-Economic Impact Assessment;
· Visual Impact Assessment;
· Air Quality Impact Assessment (including odour and dust);
· Traffic Impact Statement – Impact Assessment;
· Archaeological and Heritage investigation; and a
· Major Hazardous Installation investigation.

SUMMARY DISCUSSION:

In short his document presents a summary of risks related to the proposed waste to energy project.

 It was the general opinion at the meeting of 13 May 2015 that further time, effort and costs spent ex-
ploring the viability of this unwanted project is not warranted, given the well confirmed health and envi-
ronmental risks associated with the proposed technology.

Research reported by the World Health Organisation (2013 REVIHAAP Report) has confirmed multiple health
and environmental risks which are specifically relevant to the Wellington situation, namely:

 Wellington is a geographical area surrounded by mountains, Even a 50% reduction of waste to its in-
cinerated ash volume, still leaves considerable and rapid and concentrated accumulation of this toxic
by product in an insulated space—considering the proposed processing of 450 tons of waste per day.

 The prevailing wind systems risk far reaching dissemination of incinerator emissions and toxic ash.

 Multiple high risk populations (children, low socio-economic population, elderly) are resident and work
within a 6 km radius of the proposed waste to energy plant, including Mbekweni, as well as many pri-
mary and secondary schools, potentially affecting thousands of children.

 Increased health risks with the compounding of toxic emissions from different sources.  The Mbekweni
and surrounding lower socio economic population are at additional risk for accumulation and com-
pounding of toxins insofar as many use fossil and other fuels in enclosed spaces for the purpose of
cooking and warmth, they are exposed to longer periods in traffic (black carbon emissions) for the pur-
poses of transport, The increased volume of road traffic (black carbon and heavy metal pollution asso-
ciated with traffic emissions) related to the proposed 450 tons of waste to be processed daily in Wel-
lington also compounds health and environmental risks. Transport related spillage is another potential
health risk in this regard.  Tuberculosis is highly prevalent in the Wellington and surroundings low socio
economic population group, rendering a high baseline of lung disease, and therefore extreme vulner-
ability to the impact of predisposing lung disease toxins.  The Wellington and Paarl mountains are also
vulnerable to annual fires which load the environment with additional fire related pollution.

 The preferred site for the waste plant is further in close proximity to the Berg River, which would be at
risk of contamination through air borne pollution or ground seepage.  The World Health Organisation
REVIHAAP report states once water sources are contaminated it is virtually impossible to remove this.





 Wellington’s extreme summer temperatures further loads these health and environmental risks, related to
World Health Organisation findings that raised temperature correlates with increased toxicity.

 Other potential change in climatic factors such as acid rain are a reality.  Wellington is primarily an agri-
cultural community, with secondary associated industries.  The contamination chain of particle matter is
well documented, affecting plant, animal and human life through the food chain.  Perception as well as
evidence of toxic contamination will unquestionably impact seriously on the marketability of Wellington
products, and its industries.

 Functional safety of incinerator technology is dependent on the burning of waste at sufficiently high tem-
peratures to denature the toxins released in some hazardous waste.  If temperatures are insufficiently
high, and waste is improperly or partially incinerated, the release of dangerous toxins is magnified.  For
this reason, many countries around the world have abandoned incineration where weather conditions
impacted on the safety of this technology.  An example is Indonesia.  In Wellington (and Western Cape at
large) with its often intense winter rainfall, water saturated waste would pose an additional and serious
health and environmental hazard.

 Visible signs of pollution, aside from noise and odour , aside from being offensive to the Wellington com-
munity, will in addition inevitably impact on the town’s tourist industry.

 Collectively, it is inevitable that these factors will  impact negatively on property values in the region.

 It is also noteworthy that many of the co-processing industries have not been accurately portrayed in
terms of their carbon loading or production costs, for example the documented values associated with
concrete production (APPENDIX  11    ).

 Furthermore, this proposed project does not take account of research associating extreme health risks of
workers in an incineration setting.  This is well documented by many studies, an example of which is
given in (APPENDIX   4)    .

 While the project proposal incorporates establishment of approximately 116 new jobs, this does not con-
sider loss of employment of the many waste pickers who earn their living from the existing waste fill, or
new job creation that can potentially arise from more environmentally friendly waste processing pro-
grams.

 The potential health and environmental risks associated with the incorporation of secondary toxic ash into
cement bricks have not been adequately considered.   While manufacturers state that these ash-infused
cement products are chemically stable, and that coating the surface renders them relatively safe from
toxic emission, fact is that these will be utilised primarily in low cost housing where maintenance and
brick cover may well be compromised.  There is little safety information regarding the toxic emissions of
such bricks in the long term, or in the context of  human safety in specifically insulated environments or at
high external temperatures (such as Wellington and surrounding area summers).  There is similarly insuf-
ficient evidence on the chemical stability of such bricks in extreme weather conditions, hence the possibil-
ity of toxic leach in heavy rain (foundation and wall structures), which could impact on the ground absorp-
tion and potentially contaminated water resources.  In the longer term, ultimately the low cost housing will
probably be demolished at some stage, leaving the area with a vast toxic contamination problem for proc-
essing in the future.

 It is possible to gain co-processing waste to energy benefits such as electricity from other more health
and environmentally constructive forms of waste processing technology.



In the light of all the evidence listed in this document, the Wellington Community place on record that the
higher value (human and environment) risks associated with this waste to energy project outweigh any pro-
posed described waste processing benefit.  We further believe that earlier diligent investigation of these risks
and statistics,  including directives of the World Health Organisation and other international pollution regula-
tion trends should have pre-empted this project from being a real and viable consideration in the first in-
stance. As such, much time, energy, effort, expertise and associated financial resources could have been
directed towards investigating other more environmentally constructive waste processing alternatives.

This raises the point that due process has not been met in terms of Environmental Impact Assessment Regu-
lations 2010, in terms of which the scoping application for this project was issued.  This is the case insofar as
significant health and environmental risk information above was omitted per requirements (Appendix 6):

Clause 17 pertaining to the General requirements for EAPS or person compiling a specialist report or
undertaking a specialist process states that the EAP appointed in terms of regulation 16(1) must

A) be independent (It is noted that the draft scoping report was submitted as an Interwaste Portfolio).

f) disclose to the applicant and competent authority all material information in the possession of
the EAP that reasonably has or may have the potential of influencing:

i) any decision to be taken with respect to the application by the competent authority in terms of
these regulations

II) the objectivity of any report, plan or document to be prepared by the EAP in terms of those
regulations for submission to the competent authority

BENEFITS OF THE WTE PROJECT  (DM WTE LEAFLET) DISADVANTAGES OF THE WTE PROJECT

Huge positive impact on the lifespan of the Wellington
landfill site

Serious short, medium and long term health risks.  Extreme
health risks for high risk individuals, lower socio economic
group and those resident and working in high-risk radius.

Phase I waste reduction is estimated at 52% Serious short, medium and long term environmental risks

Final phase waste reduction estimated at 86% Damage to Wellington industry and associated income and em-
ployment loss risks

Produce and estimated 10.7 MW electricity Damage to Wellington aesthetics (traffic, visible air pollution
and ash mountain)

116 permanent jobs Inevitable lowering of property values per statistics

A decrease in the Municipal carbon footprint expected. Short, Medium and Long term costs associated with increased
medical needs, health resources and environmental clean up

This tabulated summary of the proposed benefits (per Drakenstein Municipality leaflet)  of the Waste to En-
ergy Project are listed below.  Given that the health and continued wellbeing of South African citizens and our
environment are the non-negotiable priority and right of all people in our Country, the proposed waste related
processing and tariffs cannot be considered relevant by comparison.



Furthermore Section 22  Content of basic assessment reports specifies requirements for report content
including:

D) Description of the environment that may be affected by the proposed activity and the manner in
which the geographical, physical, biological, social, economic and cultural aspects of the envi-
ronment may be affected by the proposed activity

H) description of any identified alternatives to the proposed activity that are feasible, reasonable in-
cluding the advantages and disadvantages that the proposed activity or alternatives will have on
the environment and on the community that may be affected by the activity.

I) Description and assessment of any environmental impact including:

2) Basic assessment report must contain all information that is necessary for the competent authority
to consider the application to reach a decision contemplated in terms of regulation 25.

Required information includes among other points:

h) a description of any identified alternatives to the proposed activity that are feasible and reason
able including the advantages and disadvantages that the proposed activity or alternatives will
have on the environment and on the community that may be affected by the activity:

i) a description and assessment of the significance of any environmental impacts including -
Ii) cumulative impacts that may occur as a result of the undertaking of the activity or identified alter

natives or as a result of any construction, erection or decommissioning associated with the un
dertaking of the activity

Ii) the nature of the impact
III) the extent and duration of the impact
Iv) the probability of the impact occurring
V) the degree to which the impact can be reversed
Vi) the degree to which the impact may cause irreplaceable loss of resources and
Vii) the degree to which the impact can be mitigated

Given the substantial omission of relevant and available health and environmental risk information in the scop-
ing application application, the Wellington Community are entitled and invoke their right to call upon the compe-
tent authority to revoke this process shown to be procedurally flawed.  The Wellington Community further
choose to exercise their right to appoint relevant specialists to investigate viable waste processing alternatives
in order to establish a constructive system for the future in the region, and invoke the “No Go” Option again
specified in terms of Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2010,

v) No-Go Alternative
The No-Go Alternative is the option of not implementing the activities and will result in the status quo
being maintained.



4.4 We further believe that all similar waste to energy co-processing projects should be halted with imme-
diate effect for the greater good of South African Citizens and our environment.  We further request that the
Department of Environmental Affairs carefully consider South African Policy with regard to the importation of
hazardous waste from other Countries, as this unfairly loads the health and environment risks for the South
African Population and our Country.  Lastly, we firmly believe that the non-negotiable priority must be the
health and wellbeing of South African Citizens, its fauna and flora and natural heritage, and that this should
never be compromised for the sake of waste processing industry.

Finally, in the event that Drakenstein Municipality choose to persist with this project despite the documented
risks, the Wellington community will employ relevant epidemiological specialists to conduct a complete dis-
ease burden assessment on the town, in addition to documenting other statistics relevant to its industry, citi-
zen pro rata income, employment and tourism data as well as property values.  This will be done prior to the
establishment of any high risk waste processing plant commencing operation in order to confirm a baseline
against which the community reserves its right to pursue health or other damages that may arise in respect of
any action taking by DM, Interwaste or Waste to Energy Project officials .  On this basis the Wellington Com-
munity reserves its right to pursue such damages legally against the perpetrator’s in both their organisational
and private capacity.
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The thermal treatment of wastes has a long and controversial history. Globally it is associated with significant
public opposition on both health and environmental and economic grounds. More importantly in the global
south it simply does not make sense to incinerate useful resources that can be recovered and provide signifi-
cant jobs to many people who are marginalised in the formal economy. E.g. on many landfill site across South
Africa informal waste pickers derive a daily livelihood from recovering materials from these site Please ask if
any waste pickers are represented at your public meeting. If not this is a serious oversight and needs to be
addressed urgently. Furthermore these waste pickers are members of the SA Waste Pickers Association and
they should also be present at this public meeting. I would strongly recommend they consult with these folks.

Furthermore

1. Waste Incineration is NOT a source of renewable energy as it is suggested by many incineration pro-
ponents.

Municipal waste is non-renewable, consisting of discarded materials such as paper, plastic and glass that are
derived from finite natural resources such as forests that are being depleted at unsustainable rates. Burning
these materials in order to generate electricity creates a demand for “waste” and discourages much-needed
efforts to conserve resources, reduce packaging and waste and encourage recycling and composting. More
than 90% of materials currently disposed of in incinerators and landfills can be reused, recycled and com-
posted [1]. Providing subsidies or incentives for incineration encourages local governments to destroy these
materials, rather than investing in environmentally sound and energy conserving practices such as recycling
and composting. This is illustrated by way of an example below:

E.g. Burning waste tyres is a waste of resources.
While we accept that through the burning of waste some energy is recovered, we do not believe that the en-
ergy recovered is sufficient to make this an acceptable activity. As an example we present the scenario of a
waste tyre below:

Energy required to produce 1kg of rubber: 127 600kJ
Energy recovered when burning 1kg of rubber: 32 500kJ
Energy lost: 95 100kJ
Percentage of resource lost: 100%

Energy required to create 1kg rubber crumb (for recycling): 2 320kJ
Energy “lost”: 2 320kJ
Percentage of resource lost: <1%

It is quite clear from this example that burning tyres as a fuel is simply a wasteful activity.

2. Incineration proponents suggest that modern incinerators have pollution control devices such as fil-
ters and scrubbers that make them safe for communities.

All incinerators pose considerable risk to the health and environment of neighboring communities as well as
that of the general population. Even the most technologically advanced incinerators release thousands of pol-
lutants that contaminate our air, soil and water. Many of these pollutants enter the food supply and concen-
trate up through the food chain. Incinerator workers and people living near incinerators are particularly at
high risk of exposure to dioxin and other contaminants [2]. In newer incinerators, air pollution control devices
such as air filters capture and concentrate some of the pollutants; but they don’t eliminate them. The cap-
tured pollutants are transferred to other by-products such as fly ash, bottom ash, boiler ash/ slag, and waste-
water treatment sludge that are then released into the environment [3]. However, even modern pollution
control devices such as air filters do not prevent the escape of many hazardous emissions such as ultra-fine
particles [4]. Ultra-fine particles are particles produced from burning materials (including PCBs, dioxins and
furans), which are smaller in size than what is currently regulated or monitored by the U.S. EPA.
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These particles can be lethal, causing cancer, heart attacks, strokes, asthma, and pulmonary disease. It is
estimated that airborne particulates cause the deaths of over 2 million people worldwide each year - 370,
000 of them in Europe [5]. In the U.S. communities of color, low-income communities, and Indigenous
communities are exposed to a disproportionate burden of such toxins.6 Finally, U.S. regulatory agencies
have found that incinerators are prone to various types of malfunctions, system failures and breakdowns,
which routinely lead to serious air pollution control problems and increased emissions that are dangerous
to public health. [7]

3. Usually these processes have insufficient consideration of alternatives

3.1 Section 23(2)(b) of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (NEMA) provides that one
of the general objectives of integrated environmental management is to identify, predict and evaluate the
actual and potential impact on the environment, socio-economic conditions and cultural heritage, the
risks and consequences and alternatives and options for mitigation of activities, with a view to minimising
negative impacts, maximising benefits, and promoting compliance with the principles of environmental
management set out in section 2. In terms of section 24(4)(b)(i) of NEMA, procedures for the investiga-
tion, assessment and communication of the potential consequences or impacts of activities on the envi-
ronment must include, with respect to every application for an environmental authorisation, and where
applicable—investigation of the potential consequences or impacts of the alternatives to the activity on
the environment and assessment of the significance of those potential consequences or impacts, including
the option of not implementing the activity.

3.2 The Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2010 (the EIA Regulations) define
“alternatives” as follows:

“alternatives”, in relation to a proposed activity, means different means of meeting the general purpose
and requirements of the activity, which may include alternatives to—
a) the property on which or location where it is proposed to undertake the activity;
b) the type of activity to be undertaken;
c) the design or layout of the activity;
d) the technology to be used in the activity;
e) the operational aspects of the activity; and
f) the option of not implementing the activity.

4. Furthermore Incinerators do NOT provide meaningful jobs for communities. Recycling creates 10-
20 times more jobs than incinerators. Incinerators require huge capital investment, but they offer
relatively few jobs when compared to recycling. With a national recycling rate of less than 33%, the
U.S. recycling industries currently provide over 800,000 jobs. A national recycling rate of 75% would
create 1.5 million jobs. [8]

5. Incinerators are NOT an affordable option. Incinerators are the most expensive method to generate
energy and to handle waste, while also creating significant economic burdens for host cities. According to
the U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Outlook 2010, the projected capital cost of new
waste incinerator facilities is $8,232 per kilowatt hour. That is twice the cost of coal-fired power and 60
percent more than nuclear energy. Waste incinerator operations and maintenance costs are ten times
greater than coal and four times greater than nuclear. [9] In the USA billions of taxpayer dollars are spent
subsidizing the construction and operations of incinerators. In 2011, Harrisburg, PA became the largest
U.S. city to declare bankruptcy, and the financial blame rests squarely on the shoulders of its staggering
debt payments for upgrades at the city’s incinerator.18 Detroit taxpayers have spent over $1.2 billion dol-
lars in debt service payments from constructing and upgrading the world’s largest waste incinerator.[10]
As a result, residents have had to pay high trash disposal fees of over $150 per ton.
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The city could have saved over $55 million in just one year if it had never built the incinerator. For a
fraction of these costs, investments in recycling, reuse and remanufacturing would create significantly
more business and employment opportunities.[11]

6. Incinerators burn many valuable resources that can be recycled and composted, and incinerators
compete for the same materials as recycling programs. Because of the extremely high costs of con-
structing and operating an incinerator, spending taxpayer money for an incinerator means that there
are significantly less funds to invest in more affordable solutions.

Our primary concern relates to the type of activity and the proposed technology. Given the potential envi-
ronmental and health risks associated with the proposed project, insufficient attention has been given to
alternatives and there are different means of meeting the general purpose and requirement of eliminating
municipal waste. These environmental and health risks are exacerbated by the already poor water and air
quality that already exists in this area.

Please contact us so that we can arrange a public meeting with the waste pickers of this site who will seri-
ously be prejudiced by such a proposed project.

Refs:
[1] Platt, Brenda et al, Stop Trashing the Climate, ILSR, Eco-Cycle & GAIA, 2008.
[2] Waste Incineration and Public Health (2000), Committee on Health Effects of Waste Incineration,
Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology, Commission on Life Sciences, National Research Council,
National Academy Press, pp. 6-7.
[3] Römbke, J., et al. Ecotoxicological characterisation of 12 incineration ashes using 6 laboratory tests.
Waste Management (2009), doi:10.1016/j.wasman. 2009.03.032
[4] Howard, C.Vyvyan: Statement of Evidence, Particulate Emissions and Health, Proposed Ringaskiddy
Waste-to-Energy Facility, June 2009
[5] Ibidem.
[6] Mohai, Paul “Reassessing Racial and Socioeconomic Disparities in Environmental Justice Research,"
May, 2006, Demography, 43 (2), 383-399
[7] Massachusetts Department of Environment citations for violations by Covanta Haverhill Incinera-
tor:http://www.cjcw.org/notice/Covanta_Massachusetts_environmental_violations.pdf

[8] Tellus Institute, More Jobs, Less Pollution: Growing the Recycling Economy in the United States,
2011.www.recyclingworkscampaign.org

[9]U.S. Energy Information Administration (Department of Energy), Updated Capital Cost Estimates for
Electricity Generation Plants, November 2010. http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/beck_plantcosts/pdf/
updatedplantcosts.pdf

[10] Guyette, Curt, Fired Up: Detroit Incinerator’s Long Simmering Opposition, Detroit Metro Times, April
2008.http://www.metrotimes.com/editorial/story.asp?id=12748

[11] Seldman, Neil, Recycling First -Directing Federal Stimulus Money to Real Green Projects, E Magazine,
2008.
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 Business Day Live report by Samuel Mungadze 12 May 2014 which states:  “Waste management company
wants rival company Interwaste investigated for allegedly dumping hazardous waste illegally. The al-
leged transgression can potentially increase deaths from cancer, respiratory illness and genetic malfor-
mations. Such transgressions attract a financial penalty of up to R10m, 10 months in prison or both
said the Department of Environmental Affairs.  Des Gordon, group CE of Enviroserv said in an inter-
view last week: “Interwaste illegally disposed of hazardous waste into a general waste site and fraudu-
lently certified it had been disposed of at an Enviroserv site.  Interwaste CEO Alan Willcocks last week
confirmed transgressions of legislation in his company. (Referring to two employees) ...these employ-
ees colluded in providing incorrect documentation to the customer and to Interwaste as proof of dis-
posal.

Although this only occurred in a limited number of cases, it constituted a significant breach of our oper-
ating policies and a contravention of legislation, he said.  Mr Willcocks said approximately 200 tons of
this waste was incorrectly disposed of at a landfill site not permitted to accept this class of waste….Mr
Willcocks said the waste was in solid form, easy to identify due to its specific colour, and had been
removed.  Enviroserv is not convinced that clean-up was done (stating further) We requested that In-
terwaste carry an independent forensic investigation and that was not done. The department should be
doing an investigation where this waste was sent to and how it was cleaned up.  Rules and penalties
must apply.  … Interwaste maintains it cleaned up the landfill five months after disposing of the toxic
waste.  The Department of Environmental Affairs said an investigation was under way. The National
Green Scorpions are assisting the police with this criminal investigation in relation to the alleged envi-
ronmental offenses, Albi Modise Chief director of communications in the department said last week.
He said the investigation will look at whether offences were committed and whether environmental
harm had taken place.”



 Enviroserv March 2014 Client Newsletter states under the heading “WASTE FRAUD INCIDENT”, On 28
November 2013 a waste generator (who is not an Enviroserv customer) contacted Enviroserv to query
incomplete paperwork on some loads of their waste that their appointed waste contractor had collected
and allegedly disposed of at an Enviroserv permitted hazardous waste disposal facility.  After investi-
gation it emerged that a number of the weighbridge documents that the waste contractor had provided
to the customer as proof of safe disposal at an Enviroserv Landfill site were in fact fraudulent. The En-
viroserv logo and name had been forged onto a computer template very similar to Enviroserv’s weight-
bridge slips….We met with the waste generator and together discovered a few more fraudulent docu-
ments….The waste contractor tried to explain the issue as a one-off maverick action by one employee,
who had sent a load of hazardous waste that had been illegally stored at their depot to a general waste
landfill site to avoid it being discovered in an audit.  However…. Further further enquiries have shown
that this waste was also not disposed of at the general waste landfill site as claimed by the waste con-
tractor.  Enviroserv is drawn in by these fraudulent actions.  Certain waste contractors are in posses-
sion of forged documents which show that their waste is under Enviroserv’s custody in one of our per-
mitted landfill sites, when in fact their waste could be anywhere…. We have approached the green
scorpions (EM) who were already aware of the matter and are conducting their own investigation.  We
have laid a charge of fraud against the waste contractor with the SA Police Services and this matter is
now being investigated by the Serious Economic Offences Unit. “

 Samuel Mungadze further reported in Business Day Live on 26 May 2014,

A criminal investigation has begun into allegations that AltX-listed waste management firm Interwaste im-
ported and illegally dumped more than 100 tonnes a month of hazardous waste from Mozambique and possi-
bly Japan.  The scandal may see Anglo-Australian mining giant Rio Tinto being drawn in as the Department
of Environmental Affairs has said it may be included in the investigation if found to be complicit in the alleged
crime.  Rio Tinto Coal Mozambique contracted Moz Environmental Limitada to dispose of its hazardous
waste.  Moz Environmental is owned by Interwaste Holdings.  It has emerged that harmful waste products
such as acids, bitumen and others are being disposed of in nondesignated landfill sites across South Africa
by the company.  This could cause serious environmental damage and endanger the health of humans and
wildlife.  It is the dumping of such products that is the focus of the police investigation of Interwaste. … Rio
Tinto media relations manager said in an emailed response to questions by Business Day:  The domestic
waste from the Rio Tinto Mozambique mine in the Tete region is processed by Moz Environmental Lda,
which is a subsidiary of Interwaste;  however, they have confirmed that the processing takes place at their
landfill and sewerage facilities situated in the Tete municipality of Mozambique.  Confirming the probe, De-
partment of Environmental Affairs spokesman Albi Modise said:  “The matter is still under investigation and
we are not in a position at this stage to provide further information.  Interwaste CEO Alan Willcocks confirmed
the company was importing waste, but insisted it was following all the regulations, (he said further) Yes, we
have a permit in Mozambique to transport hazardous waste.  We also have a permit from the Mozambique
government to export hazardous waste, and we have a permit from the South African government to import
hazardous waste, all in terms of the Basel Convention permit protocol.  He, however, would not disclose
where Interwaste was disposing of the waste.  Mr Willcocks refused to clarify whether Interwaste was proc-
essing waste from Japan or whether the



waste was generated by Japanese companies operating in South Africa.  Instead he confirmed that his com-
pany procured earth moving equipment from Japan and provided waste management services to
Japanese companies operating in South Africa.  This is not the first time Interwaste has been accused
of environmental transgressions. There are reportedly several other investigations by the Green Scor-
pions.  Once has been concluded.  Only last month, Interwaste confirmed it had illegally dumped 200
tonnes of elemental sulphur floor sweepings generated by one of its clients.  The company blamed two
employees who it said had acted on their own accord.  One of the employees whom interwaste re-
fused to name, but was identified by a Business Day source is Brett Boonzaier, a former sales execu-
tive.  He resigned a few weeks after the company told shareholders in March of the transgression.  Mr
Willcocks dismissed the sulphur dumping case, also the subject of a probe calling it a minor matter.”

 An internet sourced News report by Glen Tancott on May 29 2014 titled: DEA Confirms investigation
into Interwaste states: “The Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) has confirmed that there is
an investigation into Interwaste for illegal dumping. This follows a statement release by the waste man-
agement company saying that it was not under investigation…. However DEA spokesperson Albi
Modise told Business Day that, we stand by our statement that there is an investigation against Inter-
waste.  Interwaste CEO Alan Wilcocks has denied the accusations, saying that while the company
does import hazardous waste from Mozambique and Swaziland, it does not import waste from Japan.
He also stated that all imports are executed in compliance with the Basel Convention authorisations,
which are waste-type specific and detail the waste management facility in South Africa to which they
are authorised.”

 Alan Willcocks CEO of Interwaste issued a press release on 9 June 2014 which does not address any
alleged DEA or Green Scorpion investigation.  Under the title “Press Release—Interwaste Update on
Media Allegations”, he states: The Company believes it is appropriate to provide an update to
customers, suppliers, shareholders and the general public on further developments on the
matter. He further refers to the appointment of the services of Paul O’Sullivan and Associates,
Forensic Consultants to investigate was management believed was developing into an unwarranted
media attack on the Company and states…. The investigation by Paul O’Sullivan and Associates has
been concluded and Interwaste has opened a docket with the SA Police Services (SAPS), laying
charges of extortion against the persons who management believe are responsible for the dissemina-
tion of false and defamatory allegations against Interwaste.  This matter is now in the hands of the
SAPS…. Interwaste is mindful of its duty of care to its various stakeholders andhas established con-
trols and processes to enable it to exercise that duty and take responsibility for any breaches.”

 An electronic media report by Moyagabo Maake dated 31 March 2013, titled “Interwaste’s profit un-
der threat” states: “

Alt-x listed waste management company Interwaste’s recovery to profit could be threatened by a fresh legal
challenge for allegedly flouting environmental laws, leaving it vulnerable to a hefty fine.  Interwaste published
stellar results for the year to December, including profit before tax of R21 million compared to the previous
period’s loss of R6.7 million, but environmental management inspectors from the Department of Environ-
mental Affairs, also known as the Green Scorpions had been investigating the company since last July.  In-
terwaste which collects and disposes of waste for various clients and operates municipal rubbish dumps on
behalf of government, alluded to the investigation in its results this week…. Business Times understands the
Scorpions have handed over a docket to the National prosecuting authority (NPA) for prosecution.  At issue is
the dumping of highly toxic material at two of Interwaste’s operations which the Scorpions said contravened
the Waste Act of 2008. Interwaste objected to the investigation and believes there is no case to answer, ac-
cording to Allen de Viliers company secretary and group legal adviser. He said; One of the two sites was re-
cently visited by a senior department official who confirmed Interwaste’s substantial compliance with the de-
partment’s requirements”… But the handing over of the case to the NPA contradicts this version of events.
Hindi Louw, spokesperson for the NPA in South Gauteng said last week it had received the docket from the
scorpions.  Further investigations are still outstanding said Louw.  Once this is finalised, the NPA will be able
to make a decision on the matter…. This is not the first time a docket against Interwaste has been handed
over to the NPA.



In a September 2011 response to a parliamentary question about prosecutions or arrests made in 15 criminal
investigations by the Scorpions, Water and Environmental Affairs Minister Edna Molewa said a docket
against Interwaste was “still with the director of public prosecutions office for a decision”.  CEO Alan
Willcocks said company directors were not aware of this.  “We can categorically state that Interwaste
has never been informed or received any notification of a pending prosecution by the DPP’s office”.

 Several accounts of litigation involving Interwaste are listed in electronic media.  This includes the Supreme
Court matter between Transnet Limited and Interwaste (First and Second Appellants) and SA Metal
Machinery Company (PTY) LTD (Respondent).  Reportable Case No 147/05.  Date heard 2 November
2005.  This matter related to the Access to Information Act 2 of 2000 where SA Metal Machinery Com-
pany as the unsuccessful tenderer requested details of the successful tenderer’s price composition—
information in possession of the public body that awarded the contract.  In summary, this information
was refused by Transnet, and only under pressure later partially issued with deletion of aspects of In-
terwaste’s tender costing.

 A News24 electronic media article dated 24/10/2013 titled “Municipal Demarcation Board Claims DA under-
mines its Decisions” also refers to Interwaste:   This relates to the controversial decision by Municipal
Demarcation Board Chairperson Landiwe Mahlangu to merge the Midvaal, Emfuleni and Sedibeng
municipalities. The DA called for Mahlangu’s resignation claiming that he has conflict of interests in this
proposed merger due to business interests, namely:  his non-executive membership of company Sea
Kay Holdings which was contracted by the housing dept in 2008 to build 1500 homes, and his non ex-
ecutive membership of Interwaste  waste Management company.  According to Emfuleni Annual Re-
port Interwaste operates Waldrift Landfill site in Emfuleni municipality.  The DA (Mmusi Maimane)
stated the belief that this is a serious conflict of interests on behalf of Municipal Boundaries Demarca-
tion Board Chair and that the decision making process was questionable by virtue of these positions.



 A fin24 news report by Marc Ashton on 30 March 2009 titled New law 'benefits' Interwaste states:

Johannesburg - AltX-listed waste management firm Interwaste said on Monday it expected a boost from
the National Environmental Management Waste Act.

In commentary accompanying its full-year results to end-December, where it reported a 96% improvement
in headline earnings to R39m, it said: "The waste act will have a dramatic effect on the manner in which
industrial concerns and corporates manage their waste.

"This is an important development for the industry and Interwaste is well positioned to take advantage of
the additional requirements for waste management that will result from the waste act."

After the success of now delisted competitor Enviroserv, much had been made about the prospects for
Interwaste.

Interwaste, which listed in June 2007, has failed to convince the market of its offering. Its shares slid down
from a high of 200c to hit a low of 36c recently.

The group saw cash flow rise to R51m from R566 000 in the previous financial year. However, it reported
overall negative cash flow, with R70m leaving the business to support investment activities, including
small acquisitions.

On the impact of the financial crisis on the South African waste management industry, the company said:
"While we anticipate some reduction in existing revenue per client, the group has begun to generate addi-
tional sources of revenue from existing and new clients, and there will be a continued emphasis on devel-
oping products and services which will bolster revenue streams."

Revenue rose 40% to R471m, with after-tax operating profit rising from 78% to R41m.

Net asset value for the business rose 70% to 74.5c per share.

Interwaste shares went unchanged on Monday at 70c.

* Ashton holds shares in Interwaste.



APPENDIX

TECHNICAL INFORMTION PERTAINING TO REPLACEMENT OF FOSSIL WITH ‘ALTERNATIVE ‘ FUEL

The replacement of fossil fuel with 'alternative' fuel, so-called by the cement industry,
consists in reducing the use of petroleum coke, the usual fuel, using instead waste and, or
biomass.
So-called ‘alternative' fuels used by the cement industry are:
Industrial solid waste
Municipal solid waste (MSW)
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF)
Tires
Waste oils and solvents
Plastics, textiles and paper waste
Biomass:
o MBM – meat and bone meal
o Wood chips and wood waste
o Recycled paper
o Agricultural waste such as rice husks, sawdust
o Sewage sludge
o Biomass crops
In 2006 the SCI businesses burned 13 million tonnes of waste, equivalent to an annual
increase of 10-15% of the absolute volumes of 2000-2006. According to the industry
report,6 80% of these volumes are alternative fossil fuel in the region of Annex 1 countries
region compared to 60% fossil and 40% biomass in the non-Annex 1 region.
The cement sector justifies the use of waste and biomass as fuel for two main reasons.
Firstly, it argues that these fuels imply lower emissions of greenhouse gases since the
balance of carbon released is considered neutral. Secondly, it states that if these wastes
are not used in the combustion process of the cement, they would need to burn more fossil
fuels or would be creating methane in landfills (in the case of biodegradable waste), so that
using them in the production of cement diverts them from landfill.

6 Cement Sustainability Initiative, Cement Industry Energy and CO2 Performance “Getting the
Numbers Right”, 2009. At:
http://www.wbcsdcement.org/pdf/CSI%20GNR%20Report%20final_updated%20Nov11_LR.pdf



APPENDIX .

ENVIRONMENTAL SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT

Environmental, social and economical impacts
Waste incineration and "alternative" fuels do not only not reduce GHG and toxic emissions
(especially when certain hazardous industrial waste or certain types of plastics are used as
fuel),7 but increases them, as has been shown with Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)
and mercury in recent years, with the increasing use of waste8 (11.2% energy substitution in
2009, with the Spanish regions of Valencia, Andalusia and Catalonia in the lead).
These pollutants have serious implications for public health. There is an extensive scientific
literature that demonstrates the relationship between increased morbidity and mortality from
various cancers and proximity to waste incinerators.9

Cement plants have no means to filter volatile heavy metals (mercury, thallium, cadmium,
etc..) that are present in petroleum coke and waste. The cement industry is one of the

The incineration of PVC produces dioxins. The incineration of polycarbonates (Bisphenol A)
produces phenol, which damages the nervous system; the incineration of polyethylene 1-3
butadiene, benzene and toluene, all of them carcinogens; the incineration of the polystyrene
hydrocarbons generates several polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and benzopyrene,
which is also carcinogenic; incineration of the polyurethane isocyanate generates a carcinogen
affecting the respiratory system, the tire incineration generates dioxins and furans, PAHs and 1-3
butadiene. Presentation by Fernando Palacios, CSIC researcher at the Fourth Meeting of the
National Network Against Waste Incinerationi in Cement kilns, November 2012 in Altsasu, Spain.
Available at: www.airelimpio.org

8 The mercury emissions increased from 206 kg in 2009 to 320 kg in 2010. In the case of VOCs, the
increase went from 174 to 183 t. Fuel switching has certainly had influence these emissions
increases, given that the production of clinker has actually decreased by 2%. It should be noted
that not all cement plants in Spain measure their mercury emissions and therefore the data do not
appear in the official national EPER register. Actual emissions may be in fact much higher.

9 J. García Pérez et al., Cancer mortality in towns in the vicinity of incinerators and installations for the
recovery or disposal of hazardous waste. Environment International, Volume 51, January 2013,
Pages 31-44. Environment International 51 (2013) 31-44, Instituto de Salud Carlos III.

largest emitters of mercury, second only to the coal power plants. Most factories have bag
filters, which only serve to limit emissions of particulate matter. In 2010, the cement industry
issued 35.136 tonnes of oxides of nitrogen, 4,833 t of sulphur oxide and many
contaminants, including 183 t VOC volatile organic compound (including the dangerous
dioxins, furans and PCBs) and 320 kg of mercury.10

But besides air pollution one of the negative impacts of waste incineration is the subversion
of the EU’s Waste Hierarchy,11 the science-based milestone of European waste
management legislation, which provides definite criteria to prioritise the different options.
Clearly, after waste prevention, reuse and recycling are the most beneficial options for
waste management and climate change mitigation.
Commissioner for the Environment, with this Roadmap “we will have moved close to a
resource efficient society when landfilling is reduced to virtually zero, when we only bury the
residues of the residues and when energy recovery (incineration) is limited to non-recyclable
materials.”17

So, why burn tires if the rubber tires may be crushed to allow the separation of the steel
strip that can be used as a binder in road asphalt and soils, and recycling of the steel? Why
burn sewage sludge can be used as organic amendment in crops and restoration of
degraded soils? Why burn MSW fractions that otherwise could be recycled and used as
new raw materials? The EU ETS is acting as a driver for the least environmental options in
waste management and is damaging the positive steps taken forward by other successful
EU environmental policies that prioritise the Waste Hierarchy principles.
Waste Hierarchy
Daniel Hoornweg and Perinaz Bhada-Tata, “What a Waste: A Global Review of Solid Waste Management,” World Bank, March
2012. Available at:
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTURBANDEVELOPMENT/0,,contentMDK:23172887~pagePK:210
058~piPK:210062~theSitePK:337178,00.html



Irish Doctors Environmental Association
Incinerators and their Health Effects, June 15 2005



Toxic ash from Arizona power plants
called a potential groundwater hazard
TAINTED GROUNDWATER IS FEARED; AZ OPERATORS SAY RISK IS MINIMAL

February 18, 2013 12:00 am • Tony Davis Arizona Daily Star

0

The water table beneath three Arizona coal ash landfills lies 300 to 900 feet deep. The ground is tightly packed clay. The

sites lie miles from populated areas.

But does that mean it's safe to bury nearly 9 million pounds a year of toxic materials in coal ash in unlined landfills?

The landfills take ash from coal burned at three of the state's biggest power plants, including Tucson Electric Power's

Springerville Generating Station. The plants ranked among Arizona's top 10 toxic releasers in 2011, says the Environ-

mental Protection Agency's latest Toxic Release Inventory. The inventory doesn't state the likelihood of human exposure

to these releases.

Environmentalists are concerned that heavy metals in the ash could contaminate groundwater, since it's happened at nu-

merous other coal ash landfills nationally. Lisa Evans, an attorney for the national group Earthjustice, says Arizona's

electric utilities are playing "Russian roulette" by operating landfills without plastic liners to keep contaminants from

seeping underground.

But the power plant operators and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality say the pollution risks at their sites

are very low to nonexistent due to the clay layers and deep water tables. They also cite a dry climate that doesn't put as

much rain into their landfills to leach out pollutants as in wetter Eastern states, where many of the pollution cases oc-

curred.

They say they've never found pollution under their sites, after more than 30 years of operations. The
Springerville and Coronado plants have state government permits, requiring them to show their wastes won't
pollute groundwater and to conduct monitoring, while Navajo is regulated by the Navajo tribe.

The Environmental Protection Agency sits in the middle of this dispute, having proposed tougher national
standards for ash landfills in 2010 but still having no timetable for a decision. The proposal has sparked a
huge controversy, drawing more than 400,000 written comments.

Metallic contaminants

In 2011, at least 50,000 pounds each of nine varieties of heavy metals and/or their compounds went into the
three Arizona landfills.

Barium, accounting for well over half the toxic materials, can cause vomiting, abdominal cramps, diarrhea,
difficulties in breathing, blood pressure changes, and numbness in people who eat or drink relatively small
amounts. Longer-term, low-level exposure has caused kidney damage, reduced weight and decreased sur-
vival rates in rats.

Other metals found include arsenic, a known carcinogen; lead, which hurts kids' learning abilities and can
cause central nervous system depression; and chromium, which the EPA is considering classifying as a hu-
man carcinogen.



"It's conceivable the (metals) could leach out of the landfill, but could they make it to the aquifer? We
think the way we maintain the landfill and with the clay barrier, there is adequate protection," Barrios
said.

Under the Navajo Generating Station, groundwater is 900 feet deep, and not used for drinking water,
said Paul Ostapuk, the plant's environmental manager.

"This location down here is about the best place where you can have a dry landfill," Ostapuk said. "It's
much different than landfills back East with shallow groundwater and people living nearby. It's real sta-
ble material, basically inert."

At the Coronado Generating Station, thick, clay sediments under the landfill serve as the best avail-
able control technology for the ash, said Scott Harelson, a spokesman for Salt River Project, which
operates Coronado and Navajo. Dry ash is deposited in layers.

Noting that Arizona garbage landfills must have liners, Evans said there's a big difference between
saying the risk of coal ash contamination is lower here than in wetter Eastern states and saying that
there is so little risk "that even the most rudimentary safeguards need not be employed."

"Groundwater is less abundant in Arizona, and reasonable measures should be employed to protect
it," said Evans, a former EPA attorney. "Certainly plastic liners for toxic waste dumps are the most rea-
sonable of measures."

Deep groundwater and tight clay soils don't necessarily permanently prevent contamination, said Mark
Hutson, a Denver geologist who has worked for citizen groups and local governments on coal ash is-
sues. Many contaminated coal ash sites nationally were originally said by their operators to be low in
permeability when they got permits, he said.

AT A GLANCE

Arizona's three major coal ash landfill sites:

• The Springerville Generating Station, owned by Tucson Electric Power, released 3.844 million
pounds of various toxins into its landfill in 2011. TEP's Sundt Generating Station in Tucson released
about 95,000 pounds of toxic materials in coal ash in 2011, recycled some it and shipped the rest to
the Springerville landfill.

• The Coronado Generating Station, near St. Johns, buried 2.836 million pounds of such materials in
its landfill in 2011.

• The Navajo Generating Station, near Page, put 2.09 million pounds of toxic material into its landfill in
2011. Its power pumps Central Arizona Project water uphill from the Colorado River to Tucson and
Phoenix. It and Coronado are operated by the Salt River Project.PROPOSED RULES

The Environmental Protection Agency is proposing these coal ash disposal rules:

• Under the stricter of two sets of regulations, coal ash would be treated as a hazardous waste and the
EPA would enforce the rules.

• New and expanded landfills would be required to install liners and systems to collect liquids that
leach toxins out of landfills and into groundwater. Existing landfills would have to start or upgrade
groundwater-monitoring programs.



GROWING LIST OF ENVIRON-
MENTALISTS CRY "NEVER

AGAIN!" -- DEMAND THAT SOUTH
AFRICA RESPECT INTERNA-

TIONAL WASTE DUMPING BANS
Coalition Press Release

PRETORIA, DURBAN, South Africa, 14 September 2000 -- Today, several inter-
national and South African organisations have joined in writing a letter to the
South African Minister of Environment, Mr Valli Moosa, to express their shock and
deep disappointment that the government of South Africa has so lightly dismissed
commitments to the global community, and in particular to all Africans, by authoriz-
ing the import of 60 tonnes of hazardous waste from Australia. The environmental
groups, which include, amongst others, Greenpeace, Basel Action Network (BAN),
Earthlife Africa, and groundWork,* are calling on Minister Moosa to take an un-
equivocal stand against South Africa’s involvement in the international hazardous
waste trade and to state that it will never happen again.

Environmentalists learned a couple of weeks ago that Australia has exported haz-
ardous wastes to South Africa in defiance of a global ban against such exports. In
1994, the United Nations Treaty known as the Basel Convention on the Control of
Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and their Disposal passed a
consensus decision to ban the export of hazardous wastes for any reason from
member states of the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) to non-OECD countries (i.e. from developed to developing countries).
South Africa is not a member of the OECD while Australia is. In 1995, the Basel
Convention took the ban a step further and agreed to place the ban in the actual
text of the Convention by amendment. Both Australia and South Africa are parties
to the Convention. At the last full meeting of the Convention in December of last
year (attended by SA), all 134 Basel members, agreed to ratify the ban amend-
ment as a matter of urgency. While the amendment is not yet in official force, and
South Africa and Australia have not yet ratified it, they are still obliged to honour
the decisions of the Basel Convention.
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Yet now both the Australian and South African governments have authorised
the export and import of 60 tonnes of paragoethite waste, containing high
levels of lead and arsenic, from the mining and smelting giant Pasminco,
Aus., to the South African firm of Mintek. According to the SA government,
Mintek will use the waste for recycling "research" and then return the resi-
dues to Australia. Yet, according to the Basel Convention's waste dumping
ban, the fact that somehow this import is justified because it is for research
or recycling purposes, or that the residues from the process will be re-
exported to Australia, is absolutely irrelevant. The Basel Ban decision has no
exemption for research. Recycling processes are specifically covered by the
Basel Ban, as it is well understood that almost all waste trade in recent times
is destined for recycling operations which are often highly polluting.
"This is the first time that the 1994 Basel Convention's Dumping Ban Deci-
sion has been intentionally violated," says Jim Puckett of BAN. "And it is the
first time an African country has intentionally imported toxic waste since
1994. The arrogance or naïveté on the part of Australia and South Africa in
this latest scheme is truly frightening." Not only is the import of this waste
into Africa, a violation of the global Basel Ban, it is also flies in the face of nu-
merous Organization of African Unity (OAU) resolutions and the OAU’s own
Bamako Convention, which also bans the import of hazardous waste into Af-
rica for any reason.
"The community of African nations have unequivocally stated ‘NO’ to foreign
toxic waste dumping on our continent. Yet South Africa has inexplicably
failed to sign this ban," says Linda Ambler of groundWork. " If South Africa
fails to renounce the hazardous waste trade quickly we will soon become the
designated dumping ground of other people’s unwanted garbage.
The South African government’s failure to ratify the Basel Ban Amendment,
failure to sign and ratify the Bamako Convention, and now its decision to im-
port waste from Australia all appear to indicate a lack of political will on the
part of the South African government to close the door on the international
hazardous waste trade,” she said.
Ambler says that these omissions by the SA government raise questions
about the political intentions of the SA government. She asks, “What is the
reason behind South Africa’s continued reluctance to ratify and/or sign these
international agreements? Does this indicate that there is a desire on the
part of the SA government to position South Africa as a waste trafficking
state? Is it the case that the SA government sees the international hazard-
ous waste trade as an economic opportunity to be exploited?” "The deaths
and tragedies surrounding the still unsolved problems of the tonnes of mer-
cury waste imported by Thor Chemicals at Cato Ridge serve as a continual
reminder of the possible consequences of international hazardous waste
trafficking," says Bryan Ashe of Earthlife Africa. "Our government must say
No to the international hazardous waste trade. "



In the letter to Minister Moosa (see attached) the organisations call on South
Africa to never again engage in the importation of hazardous wastes from
outside the continent of Africa and to speedily expedite the signing and ratifi-
cation of the Basel Ban and the Bamako Convention and to pass implement-
ing legislation as a matter of priority.
For more information please contact:
Jim Puckett, Basel Action Network (BAN), Seattle, USA Tel/Fax +1-206-720-
6426, E-mail jpuckett@ban.org
Linda Ambler groundWork, Pietermaritzburg, South Africa Tel +27-33-342
5662, Fax +27-33-342 5665, E-mail groundwork@sn.apc.org
Matt Ruchel, Greenpeace Australia, Sydney Tel 61-+3 94789769, Fax 61-+3
94789256, Mobile 61-+408837138. E-mail
matt.ruchel@dialb.greenpeace.org
Bryan Ashe, Earthlife Africa-Durban, South Africa, Tel/fax +27-31-2052178,
Mobile+27-826521533, E-mail bryan@mweb.co.za
Marcelo Furtado, Greenpeace International, Brazil Tel +55-11-30661165,
mobile +55-11-91697954, E-mail mfurtado@dialb.greenpeace.org
* The full list of signatories to the letter to Minister Moosa is: Greenpeace,
BAN, groundWork, Earthlife Africa (Durban, Joburg and Cape Town), Bio
Watch, Meadowlands Environmental Group, South African Freeze Alliance
on Genetic Engineering (SAFeAGE) , the Zululand Environmental Alliance
(ZEAL), EJNF-Gauteng, Wildlife and Environment Society of SA (WESSA)
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http://www.zerowasteeurope.eu/2014/01/the-story-of-
denmarks-transition-from-incineration-to-zero-waste/

(The story of) Denmark’s transition from incineration to Zero
Waste

Denmark is perceived to be one of the world’s greenest countries. But is it really? Besides the Danish windmills and bike

lanes there is a not-so-well-hidden secret of this otherwise rather environmentally friendly country; their passion for

burning garbage!

This burning passion has received widespread and often misleading coverage by international media such as the New
York Times or the National Geographic who didn’t bother to dig too much into the details and instead succumbed to the
charms of well-designed green washing.

Objective facts about Denmark are that is one of EU countries that generate more waste per capita, and is world leader
in incineration of household waste, burning 80% of it. For comparison this means that after discounting recycling Den-
mark burns more waste than what is generated in countries such as Czech Republic, Estonia, Bulgaria or Poland. How
green is that?

Contrary to best practices in the sector, in Denmark most household waste is not separately collected this means that

recycling rates are as low as 22%. Most organic waste, which is 90% water, ends up in the oven.

More waste is good, less waste is bad

It might look like a contradiction but in Denmark the system is set up in a way that the worst thing you can do is reduce

the size of your waste bin. Why? Well, every city in Denmark has its own incinerator and they are mostly publicly owned.

This means that the citizens are actually the owners of the burners and hence if less waste is sent for burning -because

it is being avoided, reused or recycled- the incinerator will function under full capacity, lowering the efficiency to gener-

ate heat and power. Yet the incinerator has to meet the capital and operating costs with less income which will result in

an increase in the waste management fees. I.e. the more waste you generate, the better for your pocket.

With the current system of incentives in Denmark getting to Zero Waste would be a financial catastrophe. It is therefore

unsurprising that the country that burns the most also generates more waste than any other. Denmark is the perfect

example of the linkage between waste burning and waste generation.

But burning waste is good to heat and power the Danish homes!

This has been the mantra in Denmark and in some other northern-European countries. Scandinavian long dark cold win-

ters of course justify higher intake of heat and power and this has been the main reason why generation of energy from

waste has been pioneered in these countries. However waste burning in Denmark is a 19th century practice which is

clearly unfit for the 21st. Not only because burning waste is extremely inefficient way to generate energy but rather be-

cause there are already other carbon neutral technologies that are put on stand-by for as long as the incineration capac-

ity is in place.



In other words, incineration is one of the main obstacles in the path of Denmark towards
becoming a carbon neutral country. Indeed, 20% of heat production and 5% of electricity
in Denmark are generated from waste incineration but this heat and power could be re-
placed with a combination of geothermal, wind and biogas from separately collected bio
waste, all mature and available technologies. Moreover, EU law dictates that as from 2020
all new buildings will need to be carbon neutral radically reducing the need for energy in-
put. Last but not least, there is a clear overcapacity of installed power between the waste
incineration and large combustion plants which causes that in the coldest months of the
year the windmills are stopped despite the strong winds, only to give priority to the thermal
installations due to the need of heat.The case of incinerator with the ski slope. Why not
building a sauna instead?

Have you heard of the latest Danish contribution to waste management? It is about merging garbage

and sports by skiing on piles of garbage burning under immaculate synthetic white… and in order to re-

mind skiers of the real purpose of the plant, each time a metric tonne of CO2 is released the smokestack

will puff out a 30m wide ring into the sky. This is the project of the Amager Bakke incinerator, the jewel

of the crown of Danish incineration.

As usual the too-good-to-be-true things are actually not that good at all. This half a million tonnes

burner is the latest attempt to sell this technology to the world. As long as you keep people entertained

talking about the ski slope they will not think about avoiding or recycling this waste instead. Why is it

that Danish composting plants don’t try to use the heat generated in the organic decomposition of food

waste to sell fancy saunas? Well, firstly because they don’t need this kind of marketing to operate and

lastly because there aren’t many composting plants in a country where most organic waste is not recy-

cled but burned.

The truth is that the construction of the Amager Bakke incinerator has sparked lots of debate in the
country. Danish citizens and politicians are more and more aware that they are recycling too little and
burning too much, and that the incineration overcapacity of the country is not something to be proud of.
For this reason, the ministry of environment led by Ms Ida Auken opposed the construction of this incin-
erator and in the end it was only because of the pressure from the finances minister, Mr Bjarne Corydon,
that this project got the green light. If you wonder what does the minister of finance have to do with
waste incineration it will help understand that he is elected in Esbjerg, the city where happens to be the
headquarters of the company which will build the incinerator.

This conflict of interest that in southern Europe would be quickly associated with corruption did spark
some public debate in Denmark but didn’t stop the process. Actually just after the decision to stop the
incinerator was changed through secret negotiations the director of the supplier company wrote
an article in the national business paper thanking the finance minister for good lobby work in the case of
Amager incinerator. It has also been implied that the interest from Chinese companies to order a good
number of burners from the Danish company has played a decisive role in rubberstamping this unneces-
sary and expensive infrastructure.



Two more interesting facts are the uneasiness of the neighbours who will have to pay for this piece
of design and above all the fact that for the moment no company is interested to run the famous
ski slope. As explained, household waste incinerators in Denmark are publicly owned but this does-
n’t apply to ski resorts. In other words, for the moment the ski slope doesn’t have an operator and
the neighbours have said that one thing is to have to pay for the incinerator and another thing is
shouldering the costs of running the ski slope. Stay tuned because the saga of the Amager Bakke is
far from over.Denmark is leaving behind the incineration age

Leaving behind these isolated desperate attempts to make incineration fashionable in order to sell the technol-

ogy to Asia, the truth is that Denmark is planning to embark in a very challenging journey. The country aims at

becoming independent from fossil fuel by 2050 and this will mean having to close down all polluting power

plants by then, including of course the waste-to-energy incinerators.

This will not be an easy task because as already explained the link between waste and energy in Denmark is

very strong. This has an impact on waste management, creating perverse incentives which are contrary to waste

reduction, reuse and recycling and it also has an impact on energy policy, effectively blocking cleaner technolo-

gies from taking over. Moving away from incineration allows hitting two targets with one shot and the Danish

ministry of Environment knows it.

This is why the new waste management plan that minister Auken presented in November 2013 is
called ”Denmark without waste – Recycle More, Incinerate less”. In her own words: ”in Denmark we have been
incinerating almost 80 % of our household waste. Even though this has made an important contribution to green
energy production, materials and resources have been lost which could otherwise have been recycled. Now, we
are going to change this.”

Some measures envisaged by the plan consist in replacing incineration with separately collected garden and food

waste to produce biogas and compost, with the recycling of plastic and paper that are now being burned or to

landfill toxic materials such as PVC instead of releasing them into the air through combustion. It also implies the

privatisation in the ownership of the incinerators so those that are not profitable will have to close. All in all it

aims at reducing the waste sent for burning in 820,000 tons by 2022.

It looks like the showcase for incineration in the world will be changing business. This will be good for the Dan-
ish recycling industry which might see a rebirth after having turned to ashes by decades of burning fever. It will
also be good for the Danes for the decrease in incineration will reduce the pollution and associated health im-
pacts and the increase of recycling will generate jobs and a more self-sustainable economy. And finally it will be
good for the rest of the world which finally will be able to import good waste practices from Denmark.

This change of paradigm will not happen overnight but considering the determination and efficiency of the

Danes once they set their minds into something it is to be expected that they will be as good in moving towards

zero waste as they have been in championing incineration.




