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Dutch aftercare regulations

Â All landfills need to be capped with a surface sealing

Â The Dutch regulator subsequently reasoned (and regulated): 

Â Relying on a surface sealing for protection of soil and groundwater, implies 

continued functionality: it has to be replaced every 50 to 100 years

Â The average lifespan of a company is 50 years: the responsibility for 

aftercare is better positioned with the competent authority

Â The financial provision has to accommodate never ending aftercare

Â It is calculated site-specifically for each landfill by the competent authority

Â During operation the competent authority imposes an annual levy based on 

the amount of waste landfilled in each year

Â A provision for closure and capping has to be made by the operator



Dutch aftercare regulations

Â Although consistent in itself, this approach has various problems:

Â Due to the extremely long time frame a provision is very sensitive to the 

applied discount rate and the moment it is needed

Â Reduced landfill rates result in later closure and lower provisions 

Â Competent authorities can unilaterally change the discount rate and many 

have recently lowered it, resulting in unforeseen costs and uncertainty

Â A discount rate in itself provides an incentive to ópostpone environmental 

problems to the futureô and not solve them now

Â By definition óeternal aftercareô is not in compliance with sustainable 

development



Development of landfill in NL  
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Development of landfill in NL  
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Development of average NL gate fee 

(Source Hopstaken et al., 2013)
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Cost structure of landfill

Source Hopstaken et al., 2013 (in Dutch) 

Scharff, H. (2014) Landýll reduction experience in The 

Netherlands, Waste Management (34) 2218ï2224

(leachate & gas control, monitoring)

(acceptance, sampling, analysis, disposal) 

(overhead)



Result of landfill operation

Calculated result of Dutch landfill operation in 2013 

(derived from Hopstaken et al., 2013) 
Scharff, H. (2014) Landýll reduction experience in The Netherlands, Waste Management (34) 2218ï2224

 ú/1.7 Mtonne ú/tonne 

Fixed costs ú  17,600,000 ú 10.35 

Variable costs ú    9,900,000 ú   5.82 

Personnel ú    9,000,000 ú   5.29 

Indirect fixed costs ú  11,900,000 ú   7.00 

Amortisation of landfill cells ú    2,900,000 ú   1.71 

Amortisation of other assets ú    1,800,000 ú   1.06 

Financial provision for closure and aftercare ú    2,800,000 ú   1.65 

Interest for assets ú    2,400,000 ú   1.41 

Total costs ú  58,300,000 ú 34.29 

Revenues landfill ú  33,000,000 ú 19.41 

Revenues landfill gas and rent ú    7,000,000 ú   4.12 

Net result (ú  18,300,000) (ú 10.76) 
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Result of landfill operation

Â Many Dutch landfill operators claim they do not recognise this 

financial assessment 

Â But the same landfill operators have confidentially given the 

researchers access to their financial accounts

Â When asked more firmly the landfill operators do admit that 

other activities compensate for low landfill income and to 

óeating intoô their financial provisions for closure and capping

Â (NB: not into the financial provision for aftercare, by law the 

competent authorities impose an annual aftercare levy based on 

the amount of waste landfilled and manage the provision)



Risks for closure and aftercare

Â Due to landfill reduction it takes longer before the landfill 

volume is completely filled and the provision has to be used

Â Reducing financial provisions for closure and capping could be 

justified: the period the provision generates interest is longer

Â But there is more uncertainty that it will be sufficient in the end

Â In addition more and more waste management companies are 

privatised and there is an increasing risk that landfill 

companies will go bankrupt

Â Although in NL the financial provision for aftercare by law is 

with the competent authority there is a similar risk that 

accumulated interest in the end will not be sufficient



Risks for closure and aftercare

Province Provisions per 1.1.2012 Provisions required at closure 

Zuid-Holland  ú   22.255.000   ú   38.078.000  

Noord-Holland  ú   21.965.393   ú   59.098.851  

Friesland  ú     5.214.636   ú     6.352.923  

Groningen  ú     6.287.711   ú     7.649.552  

Utrecht  ú     2.593.372   ú     7.225.037  

Drenthe  ú     4.929.120   ú 110.052.800  

Zeeland  ú     5.834.000   ú   11.000.000  

Flevoland  ú          72.000   ú   41.240.000  

Noord-Brabant  ú   12.866.195   ú 109.917.000  

Gelderland  ú     9.306.760   ú   33.211.527  

Overijssel  ú   10.711.534   ú   52.582.046  

Limburg  ú   13.065.221   ú   40.816.190  

Total  ú 115.100.942   ú 517.223.926  
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Risks for closure and aftercare

Â The final sum of money for aftercare is determined after closure

Â Recently a competent authority decreased the discount factor 

from 3.06% to 1.99% which increased the provision from ú38 

to ú60 million euro for two landfills while one was closed

Â The length of aftercare is not an issue: it is not foreseen to end 

Â Dutch operators formed a foundation with the goals: 

Â to cost-effectively reduce the emission potential of the waste body so that 

no threat to HHE remains and a simple soil cover suffices;

Â to realise regulations enabling simpler and cheaper covers and aftercare;

Â to realise cost reduction and more financial certainty without 

compromising environmental protection



Background of the project

Â In 2007 the Dutch government started a project to modernise 

the landfill regulations and the technical guidelines

Â Soon it became clear that it was important to address reduction 

of the leaching of the waste: the óemission potentialô

Â In 2010 the Dutch government launched the project 

óIntroduction of Sustainable Landfill Managementô

Â Insufficient proof of effectiveness of stabilisation technology

Â A demonstration project is necessary to show long-lasting 

reduction of the emission potential below acceptable levels

Â For specific landfills exemptions on parts of the existing landfill 

regulations will be issued to enable the project



Stabilisation technology

Â There are not too many options to accelerate degradation and 

stabilisation of landfills

Â Infiltration and recirculation of water can enhance anaerobic 

degradation, but degradation will not be completed 

Â Aeration is necessary to aerobically degrade remaining carbon

Â These technologies have successfully been applied on landfills 

and for in-situ soil and groundwater remediation

Â The issue is not whether the technology works

Â The issues are: can acceptable levels be reached and can it be 

guaranteed they will not change in the far future?
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