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Options assessed

Following options were assessed against the SEA objectives to determine if the

preferred option is the most appropriate for Cheshire.

• Option 1 (Base Case) – continue to send residual waste to landfill;

• Option 2 – treat residual waste via Energy from Waste (EfW); 

• Option 3 – treat residual waste via Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) 

with Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) production.



To protect agricultural resources 

from waste management activities

• Option 1: Long term reliance on landfill may involve land take from 

agricultural uses.

• Option 2: no impacts

• Option 3: no impacts



To minimise the impact of waste

management on climate change

• Option 1 (-): Landfill contributes to greenhouse gas emissions, in particular 
through methane emissions.

• Option 2 (+): Treatment of waste in a method alternative to landfill reduces 
the emissions of greenhouse gases by avoidance of the generation of 
methane. Generation of electricity and/or heat will offset the carbon dioxide 
impacts associated with energy generation through fossil fuels. Combined 
heat and power (CHP) offers a greater fossil fuel displacement than 
electricity generation only.

• Option 3 (+/++): Treatment of waste in a method alternative to landfill 
reduces the emissions of greenhouse gases by avoidance of the generation of 
methane. Generation of a RDF for power use could offset the carbon dioxide 
impacts associated with energy generation from fossil fuels. The overall net 
impact of the MBT system will depend on the process configuration, the final 
outlet for the RDF and the level of up-front recycling achieved.



To minimise the transport impacts 

of waste management activity

• Option 1 (-): The transfer of waste for disposal requires transport 

movements.

• Option 2 (--): The transfer of waste for treatment requires transport 

movements. Also a requirement to transport any recyclables segregated or 

residues produced.

• Option 3 (--): The transfer of waste for treatment requires transport 

movements. Also a requirement to transport any recyclables segregated or 

residues produced.



Conclusions 

• The overall conclusion: Options 2 and 3 perform better than Option 1.

– This lower performance relates to issues such as the low position of 
landfill is the waste hierarchy, the high cost of landfill and the 
contribution of landfill to climate change compared to the other two 
options.

• The assessment of Options 2 and 3 is very similar (apart from the assessment 
regarding to the impacts on climate and deliverability of the technology).

• Both Options 2 and 3 will require new waste management facilities to be built 
within Cheshire which mean that land will be required for the facility. Both 
options require less land take than new landfill developments.

• Options 2 and 3 compare more favourably to Option 1 as both options involve 
moving away from landfill as the primary disposal route and seek to move 
waste up the waste management hierarchy.


