Aiming for Zero Waste

BAN Waste submission to Newcastle City Council Scrutiny Panel in response to the public consultation developing the ‘Municipal Waste Management – Residual Waste Treatment’ report Jan 2009.

Document Context

This report is the response from BAN Waste to the January 2009 “Municipal Waste Management – Residual Waste Treatment” (RWM) report to Executive.  This was the evolution of the September 2007 adopted “Municipal Waste Management Strategy” (MWMS).  This established reduction, reuse, recycling, composting and recovery targets. It also planned for the development of these new recycling and composting targets infrastructure which are now in place.  Their current report aims “to complete the implementation of the MWMS” through considering the treatment of residual waste.
Objectives of “Aiming for Zero Waste”
BAN Waste’s objectives in “Aiming for Zero Waste” are:

1. To support the work of the Council, recognising their current successes and encouraging them to extend their planned activities to move closer to achieving true Zero Waste;

2. To contribute to public involvement, encouraging dialogue and engagement with the issues and impacts of municipal waste management;

3. To offer a benchmark of current performance to  evaluate future progress towards the aims of Zero Waste, and 

4. To offer useful & effective recommendations for the development of Newcastle City Council’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy.

This report mirrors the structure used in the Residual Waste Treatment report in order to increase its usefulness to the Council.

Summary of Recommendations

BAN Waste offers the following recommendations for the consideration of the Council:

1. The Council establishes actions & resources to achieve the reduction and reuse targets in addition to the recovery targets of the January 2009 report, in order to realise the projected Waste Growth Scenario 2.

2. That officers undertake an annual projection of waste arisings to: 

a. Identify actions necessary to avoid financial penalties, minimising economic and environmental risks;

b. Identify progress made to achieve reduction, reuse, recycling, composting and recovery targets;

c. Identify short, medium and long term actions to achieve reduction, reuse, recycling, composting and recovery targets, supporting the continual improvement of services; and

d. Inform decisions on the potential need for additional residual waste treatment capacity in future years.

3. To address short term (3-5 years) mitigation by utilizing third party waste facilities capable of treating residual waste to test the predicted requirements for the 2012/13 Landfill Allowance Target.  
4. To adopt BAN Waste Option 1 (see Section 5 of this report) that necessitates:

a. Increasing recycling and composting of commercial waste streams;

b. Extending the green waste collection, from 52,000+ to 64,000+ households (60% of city).
c. Further residual treatment of 20,000Tonnes per annum.

5. That the range of waste technology options to be explored should be restricted to non-thermal solutions which also maximise material recovery. These could include:

a. autoclaving followed by further treatment such as conversion to bio-fuel;

b. upgrading or replacing of current Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) at Byker and associated in-vessel compost operations at Ellington;

c. anaerobic digestion with further treatment such as conversion to bio-fuel.

6. That the Council in considering the longer term outcomes of the Residual Waste treatment:

a. support and await the outcomes of BAN Waste’s request to legal officers with regards to the SITA MBT contract: 
b. carry out market testing using the outcomes to allow further site specific environmental analysis of the options: and 
c. that a further report be brought to Environmental Scrutiny panel and the Executive to inform the choice of long term residual treatment technology(s).  
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1
Background
Executive agreed in March 2007 the following targets for City Council’s MWMS.

	
	2010 
	2020 

	Reduction and reuse
	5% 
	15% 

	Recycling and Composting 
	43% 
	At least 55% 

	Recovery (includes recycling, composting and energy recovery) 
	43% 
	At least 75% 


These targets reflect the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) on the Councils draft MWMS that was subject to public consultation in early 2007.

Executive agreed a new integrated recycling and waste collection service in September 2007. However there has been limited action on meeting the reduction and reuse plans that were identified by the SEA as having “significant cost implications”...”if not met” and needed “considerable effort in promotion and awareness raising in order to meet them”

The public survey report that accompanied the SEA showed that above 95% of residents  felt these target (or higher) should be within the strategy with the report quoting:

“Around half of all respondents considered a reduction of 5% of waste by 2010, and 15% of waste by 2020 as targets which are unambitious. However, this was a view countered by an almost equivalent percentage who regarded them as ‘about right’.
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2
Key Decision 1 – Reduction and reuse target action plan 
BAN Waste proposes that resources should be allocated to the reduction and reuse target to ensure the council meets its stated policy.  The amount of waste produced is the factor with the greatest impact on future costs, and therefore should be actively pursued to get best value and follow the council’s aim of Zero Waste.

BAN Waste put forward proposals to support the design of Newcastle’s Zero Waste week held in November 2008 and we await the results of this initiative.  A comparable initiative was held in the North London Watch Your Waste Week (WYWW) with their report
 showing some impressive figures particularly that the campaign was costs effective.
Points of interest from the North London Watch Your Waste Week:-

· The evaluation results suggest that the week started to change peoples’ knowledge and awareness of waste prevention - 86% of those who were interviewed at a Give and Take day said that the event had either improved or slightly improved their knowledge of waste minimisation.

· Led to a clear and immediate diversion of waste from disposal as a result of many of the activities that took place during the week, such as the Watch Your Waste Week Challenge, the Ditch ‘n’ Switch or the Give and Take Days and the bag give-aways and amnesties.

· There are also indications that some of the actions which commenced in WYWW week might continue, although probably not to the levels achieved in the week itself. Some 87% of the Challengers say they will make a lifestyle change as a result of WYWW and 71% of those who took the ‘taste test’ at the launch event have pledged to give up bottled water and drink tap water instead.

· The analysis of the week also concludes that the campaign was cost effective. Working together enabled resources to be shared and publicity to be maximised.
BAN Waste therefore proposes that:

The Council establishes actions & resources to achieve the reduction and reuse targets in addition to the recovery targets of the January 2009 report, in order to realise the projected Waste Growth Scenario 2

3
Key Decision 2 – Waste Growth Scenario Choice

The report proposes a wide range of scenarios, with a difference of around 46,000 tonnes between the best and worst case scenarios by 2019/20.  This represents a significant level of uncertain (between 23 and 30%).  It is therefore difficult to make a choice given such a wide range of projections.  In an effort to explain the factors affecting waste growth the report highlights

· Changes in population and household numbers.

· Consumer purchasing practices 
· The link between general economic prosperity and waste production.

· Less commercial waste
· Impact of service changes 
· Impact of national and local initiatives around waste minimisation.

Population and housing are an important ambition for the council and most likely to contribute to unknowns.  These aspirations are under review within the council, along with planning controls and greater consideration of the impact on waste arisings should be given prior to taking a significant procurement decision (estimated to be upwards of £25M for additional technology costs to treat waste in the next 10 years based on officer’s figures). 
The waste arising trend between 1993 to present day is downward as shown in graph below:
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During this time we have had a general rise in economic prosperity and consumer purchasing.  The public has shown in increasing interest in waste and recycling and there has been an increase in newspaper stories, television programs and chances to engage with various waste minimisation campaigns such as the Love Food Hate Waste campaign.  This time period has also had two spikes due to changes in the waste service which did not altering the downward trend.


While we live in interesting times, most of these factors are currently likely to lead to a continued reduction in waste levels –at least during the current recessionary period.  During our Open public meeting we heard that people felt this was likely to be longer than the 2 years government is suggesting it might take to resolve.

In displaying the outcomes of 55% recycling and composting and 20% recovery of energy targets it was noted that the worst case scenario (Scenario 3 /regional figures) provided a need for 40,000T of energy recovery.  Although this is a simplistic way to view the situation, and not the assessment method used by officers who factored in many complex factors, it is none the less concerning that plans could appear to fit the worst case scenario.  Although this may reduce risk to the council of missing targets, it will contribute to the inherent costs (social, environmental and financial) and these must be considered in developing the Waste Strategy.

[image: image3.png]200,000
® Recycling & composting (HH)

55%

150,000 -

6 ™ Recycling Non-household

(MSw)

100,000 M Recovery of energy (MSW)

83,116 3 B 3 20%

27500 Landfilled HH

50,000 21175 33,050 25,025

' ' l m Landfilled Non-HH
4 4 3
0 T

Current  scenario 2 scenario4 scenariol scenario3





BAN Waste asked the public about the four different waste growth scenarios, and it was agreed that Scenario 3 (worst case) for the Regional Waste Strategy could be excluded.  It was a guide to the worst case, but should not be used for the basis of deciding the scale required for the longer term.  Evidence of regional waste performance also suggests that over the last 5 years both household and municipal waste growth has been declining (see graph below).
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At the Open meeting it was also agreed to exclude the National Waste growth for England (Scenario 1) as a likely projection.  The North East produces a lower amount of waste per head than England as a whole.
  Also the National Waste Strategy aims to ensure the national trend continues to go down as it is at present. 

The Open meeting session considered that a degree of contingency was necessary and to be expected.  Therefore the Static waste growth (Scenario 4), which represents around a 10% contingency on MSW growth, was voted as acceptable, but with the aim to meet the reduction Scenario 2.  This session also voted that if you set a target it was to be expected that an action plan and budget would be allocated to achieve it.
BAN Waste therefore proposes that:

That officers undertake an annual projection of waste arisings to: 

1. Identify actions necessary to avoid financial penalties, minimising economic and environmental risks;

2. Identify progress made to achieve reduction, reuse, recycling, composting and recovery targets;

3. Identify short, medium and long term actions to achieve reduction, reuse, recycling, composting and recovery targets, supporting the continual improvement of services; and

4. Inform decisions on the potential need for additional residual waste treatment capacity in future years.

4
Recycling and Composting Developments
Having accepted that the waste growth should be based on the Newcastle reduction target being achieved and therefore Scenario 2, with a degree of contingency provided by the Static growth scenario (Scenario 4), the scale of treatment being planned is now considered.

The next area considered is “How much diversion can be expected from existing infrastructure?”  In the report the following options are described:

· Maintaining the expected diversion rate of existing infrastructure up to 2020. This includes the MBT process meeting contractual targets, the new collection services having a better performance than predicted in the report agreed by Executive in September 2007 and the Council’s agreed targets for waste minimisation being met.

· A “continual improvement” projection that includes year on year increases from the new collection services and other recycling facilities. This reflects the Councils target of recycling/composting at least 55% household waste by 2020.

BAN Waste supports the continual improvement of recycling and composting in line with following the Waste Hierarchy, now instilled in European Law
.  A DEFRA report
 has shown that it is better for the environment to recycle /compost: paper and card, textiles, and food and garden waste, and plastics, rather than use them in energy recovery.  We therefore feel there is a need to improve the recycling of these materials in order that not only do less end up in landfill, but less climate change gases are emitted through energy recovery.

In referring to the targets adopted by the executive, it worth noting that the recovery target does not specify the ratio of energy recovery to recycling & composting only that overall 75% must be “recovered”.  So it is possible to have: 55% recycling /composting to 20 %energy recovery through to 75% recycling /composting and without the need for recovery energy.
Although BAN Waste acknowledges the challenge in getting to the latter ratio, it strongly supports actions that move towards this Zero Waste aim.  It is important that in achieving the landfill divergence, that over reliance on recovery does not restrict the potential to improve waste minimisation activities.

Appendix 2 has slides from the open meeting which consider the potential to work higher up the waste hierarchy on recycling and composting, so that less energy recovery is required.  
It is worth exploring these possible projections for diversion in order that clarity of what can be expected can be achieved.  
4.1
Existing Infrastructure 

The “existing infrastructure” defines the recycling and composting as part of its waste minimisation target to 2009/10 (but not beyond this).  However this does not include the reduction and reuse target, which BAN Waste would classify as being part of waste minimisation.

The figures show that the Mechanical Biological Treatment’s (MBT) composting and metals recycling contributes a significant amount to achieving both the LATS (around half by 2019/20) and recycling and composting target (about a quarter).  
4.2
Continuous Improvement

The additional improvements
 defined as being possible from this projection are as follows:

· Home recycling improvements
5% pa on current projection from 2009/10
· Green waste collection
5% pa on current projection from 2009/10
· Civic Amenity services
10% pa increase in performance 
· WEEE Collection
10% pa
· Schools
10% pa
· Charity
10% pa
New recycling and composting service

BAN Waste is pleased to see the roll out of the new household recycling and green waste collections are increasing the recycling and composting rates in Newcastle.  This service will increase the number of households across the whole city and will increase participation rates.  Residents also find the new system popular and easy to use and this brings confidence that a year on year improvement in material collected will occur, particularly if it is backed up by a waste minimisation action plan.
In respect of garden waste, officers estimate that there are approximately 10,000 additional properties with gardens large enough to warrant a garden waste collection and are looking at this at present.  Expansion to these could be restricted by a number of operational factors.  Newcastle green waste composting at Sandhills was extended to its maximum which was thought sufficient to cope with the expansion of the service to 55k properties.  In fact Sandhills is at / overcapacity already due to the success of the scheme (around 2,000T pa better than predicted based on the pilot).  It was necessary to divert to other places last year and it is expected this will be done again this year.  This increases the cost of the processing for a marginal cost.  This has therefore be included in both of BAN Waste’s Continuous Improvement options (in Section 5).
Civic Amenity Sites

In our Interim statement BAN Waste outlined that there was room for improvement at the civic amenity sites.  The council included targets in its 2005 action plan to get recycling rates at civic amenities up to 45%.  However performance improvements appear to have been focused on redevelopment and these have not provided the significant improvement to recycling rates.  In a report commissioned by DEFRA (see footnote
) it references the “overemphasis on redevelopment could mean that other CA site management issues (such as contract arrangements, staffing policies, public awareness, signage, etc) are being neglected.  Preliminary results from the National Assessment of civic Amenity Sites (NACAS) project suggest that these types of issues are vital in achieving higher CA recycling rates”

The potential to address this issue will arise with the renegotiation of contracts and is an excellent opportunity to ensure a strong contribution is achieved.  

In addition a report by Community Recycling Network (CRN) found that for deprived communities in England there is on average 45kg/household /year of green waste collected at civic amenity sites (the UK average is 53kg /household /year).   In terms of Newcastle this equates to potential 60% increase if green and wood waste recycling services are improved at civic amenity sites 
Although Newcastle had four civic amenity sites, there appears to be no plans to replace the loss of Benwell/Scotswood Paradise Road site.  BAN Waste would like to see a review of regeneration programmes to house a new strategically located site that can be accessed by people on foot /public transport as well as by car.

WEEE

The level of Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) collected at both civic amenity sites and household collections are likely to increase as awareness of this issue raises and people become aware of the services available.  The potential for reuse is one that has been exploited in many areas; South Tyneside work closely with Renew NE to redistribute cookers, washing machines and other “white” goods” to local people on low incomes.  BAN Waste supports local resource recovery businesses and would like to see Newcastle make use of such schemes. 
Schools

BAN Waste is happy to see the investment into recycling and composting in schools via the EnviroSchools project.  At present 217 Tonnes of recycling is collected from schools across Newcastle.  A rough capture rate is 15% and is related to the Sustainable Schools agenda.  There is room for improvement on policy from Children’s Services to make improvements and reduce the whole estates’ wastage, with >50% paper and cardboard and large amount of food waste
 capable of being treated
.

Charities

The contribution from charities has been improving as they access the recycling credit scheme.  At present most of the contribution comes from charity shops (textiles) abut it also includes furniture and bike recycling.  Based on researched commissioned by BAN Waste
 an improved partnership approach and engagement is welcomed by community groups who wish to be involved in waste minimisation activities.   The report findings included:

· The NCC recycling collection services available to the community sector needs to be clarified.

· People want to know where their recycled materials go to and are used for.

· Many community organisations offered to consider joint approaches (partnerships) to host and/or collect recyclates.
4.3
Areas not included targeted for improvement
· Commercial waste
no improvements

· Bring sites 
no change (static contract)
· High rise 
no change

· Other Council operations
Not considered

· Community composting
Not considered
Commercial waste
It is vital to understand that although commercial waste does not contribute towards the reduction, reuse, recycling or composting targets, it does factor in the how much biodegradable material can be sent to landfill under the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS).  Also as commercial was makes up around a sixth of al waste dealt with by the council there is significant opportunity to use this waste stream to help meet targets.
Of the 30,000 Tonnes commercial waste collected, around half is taken to Byker transfer station, right next to the Mechanical Biological Treatment site.  However currently it is not treated but sent direct to landfill.  A recent report by SITA suggested that up to 50% of this could be recycled or composted, with 20% if the MBT was used.  

BAN Waste would ideally like to see the highest diversion rate possible and has factored two scenarios to reflect this within our Continuous improvement options (see section 5).
Bring Sites and High Rise
BAN Waste was surprised that neither the bring sites of facilities for high rise were expected to rise.  The Household Waste Recycling Bill will require all local authorities to collect at least two recyclates from all households separate from residual waste by 2010.  It is therefore expected that some hard to reach areas such as high to medium rise properties will be serviced with communal bring sites and or other specific facilities.  Thus 100% coverage of the city would expect to see an increase in line with that of the home recycling service.  This has been added to BAN Waste’s Continuous improvement Option 2.
BAN Waste would like to see a review of regeneration programmes to house a new strategically located bring sites and recycling collection systems that can be easily accessed.

Other Council Operations

In discussions with officers it was proposed that careful management of the bulky waste and rapid response teams could divert more organic material into the MBT operations and increase throughput efficiency.  

In both the Continuous Improvement options put forward by BAN Waste we have anticipated a 5% recovery of all waste collected by the rapid response teams which would contribute to increased composting and biodegradable divergence.
In addition to this during the period of the NEWER investigations into Schools and Community groups, it became apparent that there was disparity in recycling services within then council.  Many community facilities owned by the council voiced their desire to have this.  BAN Waste therefore would propose the council consider:

· Introducing a reduction and reuse policy across all Council departments

· Introducing recycling and composting facilities to all Council facilities 
Community composting

BAN Waste commissioned a feasibility study into community composting schemes in October 2008.  This has lead to three new opportunities:

1. Tyneside Cyreneans starting up a new scheme using Jora composters

2. Walker community college are researching a composting venture

3. HM Revenue and customs at Long Benton are investigating food waste collection and onsite composting, with interest in a Rocket trial

Although the legal requirements of composting and in particular the composting of food waste can be onerous, BAN Waste believes that small scale operations have merit for use in schools and community sites.  A small amount of divergence of biodegradable waste could be achieved, but of larger importance is the raising of awareness of the issue and the potential prevention of waste both at these sites and within the wider public.
Byker Improvements 

In discussions with officers the following options were put forward as being considered by SITA to increase the MBT performance which would increase recycling and composting rates and lower rejection rates.

· Potential improvements to screening of organic fraction prior to sending to Ellington – early research stages

· Byker mechanical separation improvements (for glass and plastics) – early stages but considering shaker (density) or magnets (battery removal)
5
BAN Waste Extension to proposals

BAN Waste Continued Improvement – OPTION 1

The current MBT performance to remove organic materials and metals has been calculated and used to determine the impact of sending the commercial material from the Byker transfer station into the Byker MBT facility.  This would give the additional diversion of 16%. 

In addition to this BAN Waste proposes an increased the number of households who have green waste collections from 50 % to 60% (52,000 to 64,000 households) in 2009/10.
BAN Waste Continued Improvement –OPTION 2

In addition to the officer’s continual improvement and amendments in Option 1 the following additions have been added.

Extend continual improvements

The current rollout of recycling services is expected to have a significant initial rise and then taper of.  BAN Waste therefore propose that the home recycling will have an initial rise of 10% for 2009/10, then continue at 5% as with the officer’s continual improvement model.

We anticipate the impact on green waste collections at CA sites will not fall to by a third but by a quarter as the impact of the house collection stake effect.  This is in line with the actual impact currently observed in the 2008/9 figures as the new scheme is being rolled out.

In line with CA improvements we would hope to see an increase in timber segregation in line with CRN research findings.  Therefore we would expect to see a 15% rise in the first two years and then lower to 10% as described in officer’s proposals.

We feel that Children’s Services and national schemes will start to address the waste raised in schools and the amount recycled will increase by 20% in 2010 to 2012 to increase the paper and cardboard capture rate to 36 and then 41% and then lower to 10% as described in officer’s proposals.
Many charities are suffering in the recession, so that we felt the increased engagement would not be able to do more than described above until 2010 when we have increased it from 10 to 15% based on a waste reduction and reuse campaign bearing fruit.

Many of these alterations make minor changes but in combination the impact cumulates to an important contribution.

Other areas not previously covered

Commercial Waste

In addition to diverting commercial waste through the MBT, BAN Waste proposes the provision of a dry recyclates collection from 2009/10 to commercial customers.  This has been modelled with a 20% capture of materials taken to the Byker transfer station and increases by 10% pa to 2012/13.

High Rise and Bulky Waste

The high rise figures have been increased initially by 20% as new facilities are established and then by 5% in line with home recycling projections.

Community composting

The slow introduction of small facilities was anticipated to allow the addition of 10 tonnes of waste from community composting every year from 2009/10 through to 2012/13.

6
Short to medium versus longer term requirement?

There is the potential to have a phased approach to the introduction of treatment that will allow a review of the impact of changes to the infrastructure and the wider influences affecting waste arising and treatment.

BAN Waste has always supported the use of flexible short term solutions that meet the needs in the medium term, and allow planning for the longer term.  We therefore support the use of a two staged approach that would allow the introduction of further treatment capacity if required at a time where the need can be better assessed.

The officer’s report states the link between technology and scale.  This only applies to a purpose built facility that will be used specifically for Newcastle’s additional residual treatment.  Where a facility exists with surplus capacity, such as a third party (or merchant) facility this has less of an impact.  In this situation the merchant facilities that are known to be available are: 

	Incineration at Stockton
	250,000 capacity

	Autoclave Gateshead
	300,000 capacity

	SRF 
	uncertain NE market, potential cement kiln in Midlands 


BAN Waste does not feel that a new dedicated facility should be built if there is not the need and that only the amount of waste that requires treatment should be considered within this plan.  It therefore proposes a two stage development of the residual treatment aspect of the waste strategy.
BAN Waste therefore proposes that:

The council address short term (3-5 years) mitigation by utilizing third party waste facilities capable of treating residual waste, to test the predicted requirements, for the 2012/13 Landfill Allowance Target.  
7
NEW Modelled options 

BAN Waste proposes the inclusion of the following options be considered to meet the residual treatment requirements of Newcastle city council:

1 BAN Waste Continual improvement Option 1 -20,000T
2 BAN Waste Continual improvement Option 2 -10,000T

3 Council Continual improvement  -20,000T 
4 Council Continual improvement  -30,000T 
5 Council Continual improvement  -20,000T plus 20,000 in 2015/16

These have been assessed against the ability to meet LATS targets up to 2020. All options also considered using Newcastle City council’s reduction target scenario (Scenario 2) and the static growth (Scenario 4) in order to test the sensitivity and ensure outcomes have a fair degree of contingency.  This information is summarised in Appendices 3.
7.1
Evaluation of options:
All options meet the minimum requirement of the Newcastle reduction waste growth scenario, with continual improvement to infrastructure.  However there is a varying degree of contingency and therefore risk attached to these options.  We have included the LATS assessment outcome in graph form within the text in an attempt to display the outcomes from the modelling. The red dotted line represents the allowable amount of biodegradable waste going to landfill without incurring the need to buy allowances of face fines.  The various lines coloured lines represent the outcomes:

· no technology are seen as the top most dark blue for the existing infrastructure and pink for the improved services respectively and are the baseline situation 
· the others represent the different technologies (thermal and autoclave –in this assessment we do not focus on the difference in there performances)

Points to look for are:

1. how close the no technology pink line comes to the LATS line as an indicator of how close you could meet the LATS requirement without new waste treatment facilities, and 
2. how close or preferably how much lower the two lowest blue lines are which represent the outcome of introducing the technology and the gap representing how much contingency there would be if that situation was adopted.
1 BAN Waste Continual improvement Option 1 -20,000T of residual waste treatment from 2012/13.

This would meet LATS targets in 2012/13 and 2019/20 targets for both Scenario 2 and 4 but also accommodate the National Waste strategy growth rate up to 2012/13.

It is worth noting that with the extensions to the continual improvement of existing infrastructure (both the MBT and recycling and composting services) without additonal treatment is represented by the pink line which overs above the dotted red LATS allowance line.  This does not meet the LATS target yearsand would rely on the introduction of new treatment to provide the divergence to meet both targets and give a significant amount of contingency (7,500  and 11,500 tonnes for the second and third target years).  
2 BAN Waste Continual improvement Option 2 -10,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13

This option allows LATS targets in 2012/13 and 2019/20 to be met for the reduction scenario (Scenario 2), with a contingency of 5,000 and 10,000T for each year.  
The static growth (Scenario 4) would allow the 2012/13 targets to be met but would require either improved reduction of waste or new treatments facilities.  

Again it is worth noting the pink baseline of improved infrastructure without new treatment facilities.  This option has the pink line hugging the dotted red LATS allowance line.  This does not meet the 2nd LATS target but does meet the third one with reduction in place.  As such the various expansions to services could achieve a position where the allowances misses are at a level where a LATS trading strategy could be enforced.  Even assuming the maximum amount of £150 would lead to a positive cummulative balance as shown  below.

	
	2009-10
	2010-11
	2011-12
	2012-13
	2013-14
	2014-15
	2015-16
	2016-17
	2017-18
	2018-19
	2019-20

	 LATS balance 
	12,011 
	10,641 
	2,811 
	-1,705 
	-1,120 
	-507 
	133 
	799 
	1,495 
	2,218 
	2,971 

	 Cost LATS 
	
	-£255,773
	-£167,955
	-£76,027
	£19,942
	£119,883
	£224,176
	£332,757
	£445,711

	 Cumulative Costs
	
	
	-£423,729
	-£243,982
	-£56,084
	£139,825
	£344,059
	£556,933
	£778,468


3 Council Continual improvement 20,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13

This would meet LATS targets in 2012/13 and 2019/20 targets for the reduction target scenario (scenario 2), with a contingency is 3,600 and 7,000tonnes.  It will also just meet the target in 2012/13 for the static waste growth (scenario 4) but need quite a lot of diversion to meet the final target year.  

BAN Waste Continual improvement Option 1 -20,000T of residual waste treatment from 2012/13.

[image: image5.png]LATS Comparisons - Scenario 2 (NCC Reduction
Targets)

~

~

J

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
Year

Base
Gasification

Base EfwW — EfW
Gasification —RDF —RDF





BAN Waste Continual improvement Option 2 -10,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13
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Council Continual improvement 20,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13
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4 Council Continual improvement 30,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 20012/13

This meets the LATS targets in 2012/13 except in the worst case scenario for waste growth.  It meets 2019/20 targets in the Scenario 2 and 4 where continual improvement is applied.
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If only the officer’s improvements to services are employed, this option gives a degree of security to meets the requirements for a static growth profile to 2019/20 (albeit with a small contingency of 2,500T). This is also the minimum to meet the National Waste Growth to 2012/13 should waste increase in the short term.
5 Council Continual improvement 20,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 20012/13 and further 20,000T in 2015/16 

This meets LATS targets in 2012/13 for Scenario 2 and scenario 4. It meets 2019/20 targets for Scenario 2 with or without the additional recycling and composting improvements.  
This option could act as an extension to option 3 as it provides the additional treatment of biodegradable waste should waste growth remain static and start to increase with time. 
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7.2
Preferred Option

BAN Waste Continual improvement Option 1 -20,000T
BAN Waste feels that a wide range of improvement on top of the continuous improvements to the existing recycling and composting infrastructure are possible over the next ten years of this MWMS is developing.  These have been outlined in Option 2which would only need 10,000Tonnes of waste diverted from landfill to achieve the LATS targets that are currently driving this development stage.  Or a LATS trading scheme could be used to avoid the additional costs of a new treatment facilities.
However based on the analysis of all these options, Option 2 offers the greatest degree of confidence for meeting all LATS target years, but particularly the difficult 2012/13 target.  This also allows a longer timescale to spread the variety of improvements identified and find budgets and resources to meet these.  
The inclusion of three new improvements to the continuous improvement model gives a much stronger degree of assurance to 

· Meet the council’s recycling and composting targets

· Contributes to the overall recovery target 

· Deal with the potential risk that existing infrastructure does not improve sufficiently 
· Deal with risk that some measures in the suite of proposals do not all come to fruition

If recycling and composting performance cause serious concern, additional residual treatment capacity could be considered at a later date (around 2012/13) as described within the officers report to executive.
This approach is the most flexible in terms of balancing the definite LATS pressures in 2012/13 with the longer term uncertainties of waste production and recycling levels. It leaves significant scope for increasing landfill diversion by improving recycling schemes in the future to meet, if not advance, the 55% recycling and composting target for 2020.
BAN Waste therefore proposes that:
The council adopts BAN Waste Option 1 that necessitates:

a. Increasing recycling and composting of commercial waste streams;

b. Extending the green waste collection, from 52,000+ to 64,000+ households (60% of city).
c. Further residual treatment of 20,000Tonnes per annum
8
Choice of Residual Waste Treatment Technology

This section outlines some of BAN Waste’s comments on the evaluation of the different technologies made in the January 2009 “Municipal Waste Management – Residual Waste Treatment” (RWM) report to Executive and particularly on the:
· testing compatibility with the existing waste management infrastructure which the current MBT facilities at Byker and Ellington;

· assessing the environmental impacts of the different technologies through literature review and the Environment Agency’s life-cycle analysis tool (WRATE); and

8.1
The existing waste management infrastructure -MBT at Byker and Ellington
In the “Residual Waste Treatment” report the issue of compatibility with the existing waste management infrastructure, namely the MBT at Byker and Ellington is discussed.  However the report does not establish the current performance (or deficiencies it currently faces) or the potential means it could consider to improve upon this in the future as a means to further meet the requirement of LATS.

It recommends that the council “develop additional residual treatment technology around the existing MBT process for practical, financial and contractual reasons”, but does not adequately describe these factors or provide convincing evidence.  

In the 4 weeks given to allow consultation, BAN Waste has been supplied with a large amount of new information, a lot of this in relation to the operational performance and the contractual situation.  The two sites have displayed a consistent underperformance against contractual targets which have been reduced (to what we assume is to better fit expectations).  The composting facility is due a total overhaul in it facilities in order to attempt to meet the reduced recovery targets.

In discussions with officers we asked 

1. Why accept this poor performance?

2. How could performance be improved?

3. What reviews on performance /contract have been carried out and what is outcome?

The answer was similar to those in the report that the MBT was providing the immediate landfill diversion to meet the council’s LATS targets and officer felt it would do for the foreseeable future.  If the contract was terminated a substitute would be required that would both meet LATS and compete on a financial level, as currently the MBT provided a cheap residual treatment option and the legal position did not merit its termination and accompanying risks.

However BAN Waste finds these statements wholly unconvincing for the following reasons:

Financial considerations

The gate fee of £40/T in 2008/9 related to diverting approximately 21,400T (or around 20%) diverted from landfill which relates to £225T per tonne diverted.  This does not compare favourably with the other residual treatment mentioned which have >85% ability recovery rate.  In addition we believe the council also paid to landfill the materials that was rejected which in 2008 was 84,700T at a rate of c£47/T, around £4 million (which gives approximate £410 @T diverted).  Please also refer to Appendix 4 for some draft appraisals we have started on and were unable to complete in the timeframe available.
In 3 years of operation it has never yet achieved even its minimal performance targets and it has been heavily and consistently criticised in every independent report on it that the council has commissioned.  Report after report has urged radical review, renegotiation or termination of the contract yet little or nothing seems to have been done and we are still being told that this poor and failing set up must remain as the centre piece of the City’s Waste Strategy.

We believe that there may be a number of potential improvements that could be instituted at Byker and Ellington which would help to bring this facility a little closer to UK average performances but we have no information that suggests that these are being rigorously, if at all, pursued. SITA could provide a costed report to identify the full range of improvements possible at the sites with a timetable for achieving them and expected increases in diversion rates.
Contractual issues

In addition a review of the contractual papers outlines several areas which might raise issues that could be reviewed further.  
Although we have not had time to properly formulate these one area worth mentioning is that for some time, under the contract NCC have had the ability to ask SITA to refurbish the Benwell site and turn it into a ‘Transfer and Treatment Station’.  After SITA have completed the ‘Benwell refurbishment’ the annual cap of 120,000T of MSW delivered to SITA for processing is lifted and NCC are free to exceed this up to 200,000T (current total municipal waste is c170,00T pa).  Had NCC already instructed SITA to refurbish Benwell SITA’s waste recovery target (which governs the amounts diverted from landfill via the MBT) would jump from its current rate of 26.5% to 36.5%.  At 120,000 tonnes the impact of this would be to raise the recovery rate from 21,400T (2008) to 43,800T - an increase of 105% and which if achieved would have meant that instead of land filling 77,600T of BMW in 2008 it would have been 55,200T some 29% less.  

Furthermore, had this position already been reached and NCC increased the tonnage delivered to SITA to say 135,000T by adding in more of the Commercial and Industrial waste currently land filled for instance, the BMW land filled would be 6,100T less at 49,100T which (ceteris paribus) is around the LATS level of 2012.  At 135,000T+ NCC would enjoy a lower overall gate fee of about 8.5% (c£3.5/T).  Had this point been reached, instead of NCC paying SITA £4.92m in 2008 to divert 21,400T from 106,000T (20%) it would have paid SITA £5.06m to divert 50,000T from 135,000T (37%).  The increased payment to SITA of £140k is utterly dwarfed by the reduction in landfill costs of (28,600T x £55/T) £1.57m and the BMW tonnage land filled drops from 77,600T in 2008 to 49,100T, a reduction of over a third. 

In agreement with officers BAN Waste has drafted a letter to send to the council’s legal services asking to review the performance against the contract to determine if there are grounds for negotiation or termination of the contract. This is given in Appendix 5.  
Practical issues

The issue of practical issues is one that could be resolved after full investigation of the outcomes from this letter and market testing of alternatives.  These processes should be possible without affecting services and may in aiding competition and hold sufficient leverage to renegotiate far more favourable terms which would provide a better resolution to the current poor and persistent performance and could greatly alleviate, if not eradicate LATS pressures, for the contract period.

The assumption that the MBT is performing at its best is not one that can be made and should therefore not be used as a basis of the longer term decision to find a residual treatment technology.

BAN Waste proposes that:
That the Council in considering the longer term outcomes of the residual Waste treatment:

1. support and await the outcomes of BAN Waste’s request to legal officers with regards to the SITA MBT contract: 

2. carry out market testing using the outcomes to allow further site specific environmental analysis of the options: and 

3. that a further report be brought to Environmental Scrutiny panel and the Executive to inform the choice of long term residual treatment technology(s).  

8.2
Assessing the environmental impacts of the different technologies

8.2.1
Review of Health & Environmental Report 

We are not satisfied with the data produced in this report. It gives an apparently reassuring impression of waste management emissions when in fact it does not present a complete or sufficiently critical summary of the evidence. 

An outline of a number of the key areas missed by the report and a critique of the contents is given in Appendix 6.
We suggest that further review of these areas is necessary.  We further recommend that a consultant who is more sceptical of the claims of the energy from waste industry is sought to carry out the review and that it should as a matter of course embrace the precautionary principle.
8.2.2
Review of global warming 

We agree with much in this section of the report but we wish to note that with all thermal processes there are two releases of greenhouse gases 
1. when the material is burnt and 
2. when the material is re-manufactured. 
Factoring in the carbon and other greenhouse gases produced when these products are remade, as opposed to being recycled, it is clearly incorrect to regard any combustion process of mixed residual waste as a source of green energy. In fact, between two to five times more energy goes into remaking products than the energy recovered from burning them.

8.3
WRATE assessment
BAN Waste has requested that the outcomes of the WRATE assessment be removed as they do not provide a sound prediction of the technological choices being investigated.  We are not questioning the validity of the tool but its usefulness in the context it is being used.  Indeed the “Residual Waste Treatment” report states that WRTAE has limitations and -

“In particular, only a site-specific study into environmental impacts is likely to result in a true accurate like-for-like comparison of treatment technologies. As this analysis is not site specific at this stage and indicative technologies have been used, WRATE should only be regarded as an aid to the decision making process.”

In comparison to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) outcomes there was a distinct lack of correlation to the outcomes, which was not explained.

In order to better understand the outcomes we put several questions to officers:

1. What was the scenario that was tested?

2. What background assumptions made in relation to 

a. Model plants used to represent the technology?

b. What energy mix was used to model saving of natural resource?

c. What waste composition was used and did this compare with Newcastle’s?

3. What transport scenarios were used in the sensitivity testing?

Although efforts were made by officers to explain the complexity of the tool, answers to these questions were not provided in full, or in sufficient level to understand what was being tested and what weight could be applied to outcomes.  We were specifically interested in the impact of transport, given that a fairly well evidenced assumption of distances to facilities could have been made.

In our discussions with officers we raised the question of internal and external review of the outcomes.  It was agreed that it was common sense to provide this and that some review had been carried out, however we question if this was to a high enough level if results are to be used to guide the outcome of decision making.  

To the best of BAN Waste’s knowledge only one officer was trained to use the tool, with his supervisor provided internal review of his work.  Although the results have been seen by an external advisor, this person did not have experience of WRATE and the only comments supplied to us on the WRATE outcomes was “?????”!

Although officers did not agree to the removal of WRATE analysis, BAN Waste was pleased to accept that the proposal made by officers and the Environmental portfolio member Cllr Taylor that WRATE would be used to identify site specific technological environmental impacts as part of further analysis and that this would be given an independent review to inform the decision making process.  
8.4
Technology Options
BAN Waste has reviewed the various technologies and formulates statements which are found in Appendices 7.  In support of thee options is a variety of policy and legal drivers outlines in Appendix 8.  

Below the key points BAN Waste would wish to highlight for consideration have been summarises below
Gasification

· The city could face reputational damage if it contracted for a gasification plant with Energos / Ener-G, the owners of the plant visited on the study tour and most bankable provider.  This is due to Energos being the company that Newcastle officers worked with in 2003/4 on the failed, and controversial, DEFRA Demonstration Gasification Plant bid.  Ener-G were also the parent company of Contract Heat and Power Ltd who ran the old Byker Incinerator and who were directly responsible for the Byker ash scandal.

· Gasification was not supported in the SEA consultation process and is likely to face public opposition because it is a form of incineration and is defined and regulated as such under the EU Waste Incineration Directive.

· Gasification plants have no record of operation in the UK when dealing with Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and very little across Europe.  

· Gasification suffers from many of the same problems as traditional incineration needing a feed stock with a high calorific value.  This largely comes from plastics, paper and card, all of which give greater energy and environmental gains if recycled / composted rather than being burnt.  

· Gasification produces very similar pollutants and levels of pollution to traditional waste incinerators and produces more hazardous waste than traditional MSW incinerators.

· It is highly unlikely that a gasification plant at the size proposed would be an economic way of providing a district heating source (due to financial competition to produce renewable energy).

Recommendations

· Gasification is a form of incineration so should not be pursued, in line with the city’s stated policy passed in 2003 not to incinerate waste in the city.

· Newcastle Council should not enter in to any further commercial agreements with Ener-G/Energos given the financial, environmental and reputational damage that the company has already inflicted on the City.

Autoclaving followed by power generation

· Autoclaving was given the second best environmental performance rating in the SEA yet it was given the worst rating in the WRATE tool analysis carried out by Officers.  No explanation has been offered for this reversal of findings.

· Autoclaving is a non-thermal treatment option, and, as such, is likely to face less public opposition than other waste treatment processes.

· Autoclaving is not a proven technology in the UK and some of the pilot plants have experienced commissioning problems though these appear to have been resolved.

· Autoclaving has the potential to generate high recycling rates and to create end-products that do not involve thermal combustion.  MSW autoclaving systems in the US have successfully marketed the end product as a fibre board.

· An autoclaving facility is located in the area and is due to be opened later this year.  It is a merchant facility so the Council could negotiate a contract with the company to deal with the necessary amounts of waste required while it reviews the success of the technology.

Recommendation

Officers should examine the potential of autoclaving to treat the city’s waste but with a non-thermal end use specified for the product.
Energy from Waste

BAN Waste does not feel it worth commenting on this option as our opposition towards incineration is well known.  Also we feel it should be ruled out due to the resolution passed by executive in 2003 not to incinerate in the city.  It would of course be hypocritical in the extreme for Newcastle City Council then to support incineration at the expense of a community elsewhere.

Recommendation

Incineration should not be considered as a treatment option.
SRF production followed by use of the fuel in cement kilns

· England is expected to produce 2 million tonnes of SRF pa from MBT plants from 2009 onwards but the estimated capacity of the entire UK cement industry is only around 350,000 tonnes per annum. (WIPD).  There are no cement kiln operators in the North East and the nearest cement kiln is based in Lincolnshire.  There are currently “few markets for RDF” (GONE report).  Cement operators are therefore in a very strong position to demand high gate fees and stringent, unfavorable contracts.
· Most users of SRF require contractual guarantees that the SRF will meet particular fuel specifications such as high calorific values. High calorific value is present in waste materials such as plastics, paper, textiles, card and other biodegradable materials.  Therefore, if the Council was to enter into a contract guaranteeing fuel specifications, this could impact on the ability of the authority to deliver on future recycling / diversion targets.

· If the SRF product proved unacceptable to a particular market, the product would have to be stored while a new outlet was being sought or it would have to be landfilled – jeopardizing the Council’s ability to meet LATS targets.

· SRF will, most likely, replace alternative waste fuels rather than coal so the claimed environmental benefits would not be as great as suggested in the Officer’s report.

Recommendations

· The Council should follow recommendation 8 in its SEA Report and commission a market testing exercise to identify potential 3rd parties.  

· The WRATE analysis should include an option to compare the environmental performance against other alternative waste fuels.
Anaerobic Digestion

· Anaerobic digestion is an established and proven technology for dealing with municipal solid waste.

· In the Strategic Environmental Assessment carried out in 2003, anaerobic digestion was found to perform better against the range of indicators in the study than incineration.  In the SEA carried out in 2006, it had the best overall performance.  In the public consultation in 2006, anaerobic digestion was the most favoured option and has been BAN Waste’s favoured option since 2002.

· When dealing with source segregated biodegradable waste, anaerobic digestion creates high quality compost, biogas and liquid fertiliser.

· The liquor and fibre produced, when anaerobic digestion is used to treat municipal solid waste, are of poor quality so markets can be restricted.  However, treated material is stabilised so would not be subject to landfill tax.

· Anaerobic digestion facilities are modular which means that they can have a wide range of capacities.

· Anaerobic digestion is higher up the waste hierarchy than other waste treatment options and supports high levels of recycling, energy recovery and composting.

Recommendation

Officers should examine the potential of anaerobic digestion to treat the city’s waste both for source segregated food waste and residual treatment within an MBT plant.
8.5
Future developments of waste strategy

Given the lack of an Anaerobic Digestion (AD) facility for bulk waste in the region (the closest one is in Shropshire), this otherwise attractive option remains logistically untenable. Well established elsewhere in Europe, particularly in Austria, if such a facility were to be to be located within the North East, a very economic and environmentally sound option would be available for the City Council to consider.

The funding of an AD facility may also be an investment opportunity, possibly with a commercial or public sector partner. However, it may also be possible to encourage an entirely private sector funded operation.

Certainly, an AD within the region would provide options for residual bio-waste streams. The City Council could also market their commercial collection service (currently only c19%, c40,700T of the commercial food waste market) to generate revenue.  

Whilst AD is not sufficient alone to met LATS or deal with the residual treatment currently under review, it is an effective complementary treatment. AD’s methane bi-product could also attract the Renewable Obligation certificates (ROCs) double funding.

BAN Waste considers that it would be unwise for the City Council to enter into long term contracts or investments as this would reduce flexibility and choice but would also place the authority at greater risk from changing regulatory frameworks (e.g.  European Waste Framework Directive) and market conditions. Whilst the general direction of environmental policy may be predictable with some degree of confidence, fiscal and market conditions are far less certain over the longer term.
BAN Waste would welcome Newcastle City Council taking action in partnership with other public bodies (e.g.: GONE, ONE, NEA etc.) to seek the establishment of an Anaerobic Digestion (AD) plant or plants within the North East region.

8.6
Technology Conclusions

Our first and perhaps most important conclusion is that the worst health, environmental, greenhouse gas and social impacts for the City would be created if the Council was to build a new facility.  That was highlighted within conclusion from the SEA conducted by the Council in 2006 and should always be borne in mind.

All of the technologies that have been put forward in the Residual Waste Treatment report are based on burning resources either directly or indirectly and we cannot support them for all of the reasons given in Appendices 8.

We have added an option to consider anaerobic digestion as we have long felt that this technology has the most benefits to offer the City in terms of scale, flexibility, energy production and the return of food wastes to the land as fertiliser.

We have also amended the option on autoclaving so that its end product is not to be sent off to be burnt, as officers suggest, but that it be used in the manufacture of useful products or be non-thermally treated to provide a fuel.  We do not consider autoclaving to be the ‘weakest option’.  Indeed we are concerned that the WRATE outcome prepared for this report should be so different to the SEA outcome of only 2 years ago where it came out 2nd of the 9 technologies considered.

For the reasons noted elsewhere in this report we believe that autoclaving at the merchant facility currently being built in Gateshead is likely to provide the best short term option for the Newcastle.  We are not convinced of all the benefits claimed for this relatively untested technology but we believe that it is certainly the least worst option open to the City.  More importantly it can act immediately to off set the LATS pressures which are driving the current Waste Strategy and give councillors and officers time to explore and develop a truly sustainable vision for the future of waste and resource recovery in our City.

Appendix 1:  Background to Current Consultation

The Partnership

BAN Waste is an award winning community organisation that exists in a unique relationship with Newcastle City Council.  Although now  a sub-group of Newcastle Healthy City Project it was originally set up  by Newcastle Council to help it to identify the most sustainable waste strategy for the City in the aftermath of public uproar over the Byker Incinerator and the ash scandal. It was comprised of residents of Byker and the wider City (hence it’s acronym Byker And Newcastle (BAN Waste) and charged to have a particular regard to the health and social and environmental justice aspects of the developing waste policy. 

It has long had a formal partnership agreement with the Authority including memorandum of understandings and regular scheduled meetings between senior officers and councillors.

BAN Waste’s intimate involvement in the development of a major city’s waste strategy over 8 years has been described as ‘a unique exercise in community participation’. It has been recognised in national awards, in academic studies and in hundreds of press and TV features. It is still being utilised as a case study by both Newcastle and Northumbria Universities in their Environmental Management courses. It has even formed the plot of a play at the Northern Stage!  

We have had, at times major differences, with both councillors and council officers but we believe that, on balance, we have made a useful and at times significant contribution to enhancing the public debate on waste in Newcastle. BAN Waste was and is happy to work in partnership with Newcastle City Council. However, the partnership must be based on mutual respect and co-operation. 

Many BAN Waste members have dedicated a large amount of personal time to ensure they are up to speed with this difficult topic so that they might make a constructive input and assist with the authority’s decision making process.

The City’s Waste Strategy - final stages

One year ago we entered what has been described at the final stage of the development of the City’s Waste Strategy with high hopes. Our members had agreed to a properly time tabled exploration and discussion with both councillors and officers of this final piece of the waste strategy jigsaw. Two of our members agreed to join the Waste Study Tour, in March 08, looking at examples of different technical waste management processes. Regular partnership meetings were scheduled to keep us up dated with developments.

They later presented both a summary paper of findings and list of questions to act as a framework for decision making that helped form the basis of the AiIE Study Tour Report. 

In that same month of March 2008 the council and BAN Waste discussed how the consultation process might work. A timeframe was agreed, allowing two months for consultation, and the framework appeared to meet DEFRA’s guidelines:

“Involvement means more than simply providing information and inviting responses to consultation documents…it means providing an opportunity to participate in shaping the strategy, in particular, before, rather than after, draft documents have been produced.”

However, it was from this point that things went awry. 

Partnership Malfunction

BAN Waste was excluded from a forum set up to evaluate the outcomes from the March study tours, although we were only made aware of this in January 2009. No answers were forthcoming from questions on two of the technologies (gasification and autoclaving) on the study tour that BAN Waste had asked about.

BAN waste’s chair wrote in August expressing concern and repeating the requests for information. This provoked little response and this increased concerns. 

Never-the-less, BAN Waste issued, updated and when required presented an interim statement in May and July 2008 in order to engage a response and clarify BAN Waste’s position on various aspects of the Waste Strategy including support for reduced residual waste and a section requesting more supporting information on residual waste treatment choices. 

At September’s partnership meeting, officers flatly refused to give BAN Waste a copy of the draft Residual Waste Treatment Strategy report, insisting that only councillors could authorise this. Again, information previously requested was still not forthcoming. 

In spite of this BAN Waste took the position not to use the Freedom Of information Act in an effort to maintain good relations and trust within the partnership. Instead, a meeting with the executive member, Councillor Wendy Taylor, and the portfolio group was requested.
BAN Waste clearly explained the requirements for meaningful consultation (a minimum of 8-12 working weeks) and provided a list of information that would be needed to inform meaningful responses. Councillor Taylor was asked to ensure that officers were instructed to issue a copy of the draft report, guarantee that at least two working months be allowed for consultation before the report was presented to the executive for decision and provide the information requested. In her reply a week later, Councillor Taylor gave no such assurances. 

At a further meeting, just before Christmas, BAN Waste alerted councillors and officers to the fact that the council’s consultation on the developing Newcastle Waste Strategy fell far short of the meaningful and continuous community engagement that had been agreed and which was a requirement within the Waste and Emissions Trading (WET) Act (described in DEFRA’s guidelines).  The council offered sight of (but not to take away!) a “controlled” copy of the draft Waste Strategy Report in confidence.  This was declined as still no assurances had been given regarding the consultation timeframe nor any response to the information requests made.

Following this meeting, regretfully, suspension of the partnership appeared the only way to attract attention to the deficiencies and raise the issue with a wider audience.  BAN Waste approached the Environmental Impact Scrutiny Panel and members of the Council Executive to halt decision until consultation had occurred as no stakeholders that we were aware of, had had the opportunity to read and respond to the Waste Strategy Report, let alone the wider involvement and participation expected of our partnership.  

Peace at last?

Subsequently, one month has been allowed by the executive, at the request of the Environmental Impact Scrutiny Panel, for consultation. This has been an inadequate time to invoke wider participation.  BAN Waste has, however, put together this report in haste to meet this tight deadline.

Since the decision of the Executive to defer the date, we have had the full cooperation of the relevant officers and wish to thank them for it. As well as studying and discussing the report, its previous drafts, scientific papers, and consultants reports Ban Waste members have also organised a public meeting on the issue and have arranged for a presentation to councillors after the production of this report. We would also like to thank Dan Alliband, our part time support worker, for his heroic efforts to keep everyone linked up, rooms booked and photocopies ready (and regret the issue of his redundancy notice now that our council grant has been withdrawn).

Revelations

Now we have had sight of much of the information we had requested, we were shocked to discover that Officers had decided in the spring/early summer of last year that gasification was their preferred option and had failed to share this with us throughout the rest of the year; an Ove Arup report produced last June included a reference to the officers plans for a gasification plant in Benwell.

We were also interested to discover, as none of our members had been informed, that Stuart McLanaghan, the Council’s supposedly 'independent' advisor was actually an ex Director of  the

Energy from Waste Association.

Appendix 2: Slides from presentation to BAN Waste Open Meeting
How much recycling and how much energy recovered?

· LATS only states not to landfill the biodegradable bits, so a focus on removing this will help LATS –which is what this is all about!

· DEFRA has shown that it is better for the environment to recycle /compost: paper and card, textiles, and food and garden waste, and plastics, rather than use them in energy recovery

· The recovery target does not specify the ratio of energy recovery to recycling & composting only that overall 75% must be “recovered”.  So possible to have:

· 55:20  through to  75:0 

· Also possible to decrease landfill of non-household materials to support landfill divergence.

Recycling not recovery ideas

· Home Recycling –the new blue bin has made a huge impact on recycling rates (up 30% in the first 3 months).  Improved distribution and information will improve participation. 

· Smaller green wheelie bins or alternative weekly collections persuade people to recycle more

· High Rise –introduce more communal recycling and small scale food waste composting facilities

· Schools and community centres –increase recycling collected from schools through giving them the blue bins

· Support charities to use the recycling credit scheme and start new collections

· Garden waste collections –expand collections beyond the current number of households, introduce communal collection areas were bins not suitable

· MBT efficiency – big potential to improve Byker efficiency –both metals removal and more organics composted.  Also introduce the potential to separate out more materials such as plastic and glass. 

· CA sites – we only have 3 sites (that’s 90,000 people per site).  These have relatively poor recycling and composting rates @40-45% and the national average is above 60%.  Simple non expensive changes  could achieve improvements and there is lots of advice available to achieve higher rates.  

· Brings sites -Recycling Points at supermarkets and community centres etc could be expanded

· Bulky waste collection – ensure separation as part of contract to allow furniture, cookers  or IT and other reusable or recyclable materials are not land filled

· Hazardous Waste- causes contamination issues and increased amounts of rejects sent to land fill so important to improve separated collection through better Bulky waste collection, “specific collection days” and better advertising of issue

More ideas to improve performance

· Define a reduction and reuse policy to meet and exceed household waste targets.

· Commercial waste collections and treatment could recycle 50% 

· Introduce reduction and reuse policy across all Council departments

· Introduce recycling and composting facilities to all Council facilities 
Appendix 3: LATS Evaluation 

BAN WASTE Option 1 20,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13 

	Scenario 1 - National Waste Strategy NEW

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    71,034 
	    72,807 
	    77,046 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    66,314 
	    57,737 
	    52,819 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	    71,034 
	    59,207 
	    63,446 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,314 
	    44,137 
	    39,219 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	    71,034 
	    59,207 
	    63,446 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,314 
	    44,137 
	    39,219 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    71,034 
	    59,207 
	    63,446 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,314 
	    44,137 
	    39,219 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    71,034 
	    61,807 
	    66,046 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,314 
	    46,737 
	    41,819 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	 32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 2 - NCC Targets

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    70,816 
	    67,111 
	    58,465 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    66,095 
	    52,041 
	    34,238 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	    70,816 
	    53,511 
	    44,865 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,095 
	    38,441 
	    20,638 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	    70,816 
	    53,511 
	    44,865 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,095 
	    38,441 
	    20,638 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    70,816 
	    53,511 
	    44,865 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,095 
	    38,441 
	    20,638 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    70,816 
	    56,111 
	    47,465 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    66,095 
	    41,041 
	    23,238 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 3 - RSS Apportionment

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    77,172 
	    80,870 
	    89,940 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    89,287 
	    66,066 
	    65,765 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	    77,172 
	    67,270 
	    76,340 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    72,451 
	    52,200 
	    52,113 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	    77,172 
	    67,270 
	    76,340 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    72,451 
	    52,200 
	    52,113 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    77,172 
	    67,270 
	    76,340 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    72,451 
	    52,200 
	    52,113 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    77,172 
	    69,870 
	    78,940 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    72,451 
	    54,800 
	    54,713 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 4 - Static

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    69,868 
	    69,868 
	    69,868 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    83,190 
	    56,309 
	    48,387 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static
	20000
	    69,868 
	    56,268 
	    56,268 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    65,147 
	    41,198 
	    33,427 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Gasification
	Static
	20000
	    69,868 
	    56,268 
	    56,268 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    65,147 
	    41,198 
	    33,427 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    69,868 
	    56,268 
	    56,268 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    65,147 
	    41,198 
	    33,427 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    69,868 
	    58,868 
	    58,868 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    65,147 
	    43,798 
	    36,027 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924
	45,909
	32,124
	 
	 
	 


BAN WASTE Option 2 10,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13 

	Scenario 1 - National Waste Strategy NEW

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    65,358 
	    67,130 
	    71,370 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    57,131 
	    53,310 
	    47,734 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	    65,358 
	    60,330 
	    64,570 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    57,131 
	    46,510 
	    40,934 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	    65,358 
	    60,330 
	    64,570 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    57,131 
	    46,510 
	    40,934 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    65,358 
	    60,330 
	    64,570 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    57,131 
	    46,510 
	    40,934 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    65,358 
	    61,630 
	    65,870 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    57,131 
	    47,810 
	    42,234 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	 32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 2 - NCC Targets

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    65,140 
	    61,435 
	    52,789 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    56,913 
	    47,614 
	    29,153 
	 no 
	 yes 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	    65,140 
	    54,635 
	    45,989 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    56,913 
	    40,814 
	    22,353 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	    65,140 
	    54,635 
	    45,989 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    56,913 
	    40,814 
	    22,353 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    65,140 
	    54,635 
	    45,989 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    56,913 
	    40,814 
	    22,353 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    65,140 
	    55,935 
	    47,289 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    56,913 
	    42,114 
	    23,653 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 3 - RSS Apportionment

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    71,496 
	    75,194 
	    84,264 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    63,269 
	    61,373 
	    60,628 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	    71,496 
	    68,394 
	    77,464 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    63,269 
	    54,573 
	    53,828 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	    71,496 
	    68,394 
	    77,464 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    63,269 
	    54,573 
	    53,828 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    71,496 
	    68,394 
	    77,464 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    63,269 
	    54,573 
	    53,828 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    71,496 
	    69,694 
	    78,764 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    63,269 
	    55,873 
	    55,128 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 4 - Static

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	    64,191 
	    64,191 
	    64,191 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	    55,964 
	    50,371 
	    40,555 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static
	20000
	    64,191 
	    57,391 
	    57,391 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	    55,964 
	    43,571 
	    33,755 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static
	20000
	    64,191 
	    57,391 
	    57,391 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	    55,964 
	    43,571 
	    33,755 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	    64,191 
	    57,391 
	    57,391 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	    55,964 
	    43,571 
	    33,755 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	    64,191 
	    58,691 
	    58,691 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	    55,964 
	    44,871 
	    35,055 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924
	45,909
	32,124
	 
	 
	 


Option 3, 20,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13
	Scenario 1 - National Waste Strategy 

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	68,030 
	69,802 
	74,042 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	78,226 
	65,781 
	61,930 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	68,030 
	 56,202 
	 60,442 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	67,057 
	 51,541 
	 47,724 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	68,030 
	56,202 
	 60,442 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	 67,057 
	51,541 
	 47,724 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	68,030 
	56,202 
	 60,442 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	67,057 
	51,541 
	 47,724 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	68,030 
	 58,802 
	 63,042 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	67,057 
	 54,141 
	 50,324 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	 32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 2 - NCC Targets

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	67,812 
	 64,106 
	55,460 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	77,644 
	61,914 
	45,199 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	67,812 
	50,506 
	 41,860 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	66,838 
	45,845 
	29,143 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	 67,812 
	 50,506 
	 41,860 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	66,838 
	45,845 
	29,143 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	67,812 
	 50,506 
	41,860 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	66,838 
	45,845 
	29,143 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	 67,812 
	 53,106 
	 44,460 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	66,838 
	48,445 
	31,743 
	 no 
	 yes 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 3 - RSS Apportionment

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	74,167 
	77,865 
	86,936 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	83,740 
	73,193 
	74,104 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	20000
	74,167 
	64,265 
	73,336 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	73,194 
	59,604 
	60,618 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	20000
	74,167 
	64,265 
	73,336 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	73,194 
	59,604 
	60,618 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	74,167 
	64,265 
	73,336 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	73,194 
	59,604 
	60,618 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	74,167 
	66,865 
	75,936 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	73,194 
	62,204 
	63,218 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 4 - Static

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	66,863 
	66,863 
	66,863 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	77,644 
	63,436 
	55,366 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static
	20000
	66,863 
	53,263 
	53,263 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	20000
	65,890 
	48,602 
	40,546 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static
	20000
	66,863 
	53,263 
	53,263 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	20000
	65,890 
	48,602 
	40,546 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	20000
	66,863 
	53,263 
	53,263 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	20000
	65,890 
	48,602 
	40,546 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	20000
	66,863 
	55,863 
	55,863 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	20000
	65,890 
	51,202 
	43,146 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924
	45,909
	32,124
	 
	 
	 


Option 4, 30,000 tonnes of residual waste treatment from 2012/13
	Scenario 1 - National Waste Strategy  

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa 
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	68,030 
	69,802 
	74,042 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	78,226 
	65,781 
	61,930 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	30000
	68,030 
	49,402 
	53,642 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	30000
	67,057 
	44,741 
	40,924 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	30000
	68,030 
	49,402 
	53,642 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	30000
	67,057 
	44,741 
	40,924 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	30000
	68,030 
	49,402 
	53,642 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	30000
	67,057 
	44,741 
	40,924 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	30000
	68,030 
	53,302 
	57,542 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	30000
	67,057 
	 48,641 
	44,824 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	 32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 2 - NCC Targets

	Technology
	Recycling
	 Scale T/pa 
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	 67,812 
	4,106 
	55,460 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	77,644 
	61,914 
	45,199 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	30000
	67,812 
	43,706 
	35,060 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	30000
	66,838 
	39,045 
	22,343 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	30000
	67,812 
	43,706 
	35,060 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	30000
	66,838 
	39,045 
	22,343 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	30000
	67,812 
	43,706 
	35,060 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	30000
	66,838 
	39,045 
	22,343 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	30000
	67,812 
	47,606 
	38,960 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	30000
	66,838 
	42,945 
	26,243 
	 yes 
	 yes 
	no

	LATS Allowance
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 3 - RSS Apportionment

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa 
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	74,167 
	77,865 
	86,936 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	83,740 
	73,193 
	74,104 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static  
	30000
	74,167 
	57,465 
	 66,536 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	30000
	73,194 
	52,804 
	53,818 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static  
	30000
	74,167 
	57,465 
	66,536 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	30000
	73,194 
	52,804 
	53,818 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	30000
	74,167 
	57,465 
	66,536 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	30000
	73,194 
	52,804 
	53,818 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	30000
	74,167 
	 61,365 
	70,436 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	30000
	73,194 
	56,704 
	57,718 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924 
	45,909 
	32,124 
	
	
	

	Scenario 4 - Static

	Technology
	Recycling
	Scale T/pa 
	2009-10
	2012-13
	2019-20
	2012/13 Target
	2019/20 Target
	Over provision

	Base
	Static 
	
	66,863 
	66,863 
	66,863 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Base
	Improvement
	
	77,644 
	 63,436 
	55,366 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Static
	30000
	66,863 
	46,463 
	46,463 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	EfW
	Improvement
	30000
	65,890 
	41,802 
	33,746 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Static
	30000
	66,863 
	46,463 
	46,463 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Gasification
	Improvement
	30000
	65,890 
	41,802 
	33,746 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Static 
	30000
	 66,863 
	46,463 
	46,463 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	RDF
	Improvement
	30000
	65,890 
	41,802 
	33,746 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Static 
	30000
	66,863 
	50,363 
	50,363 
	 no 
	 no 
	no

	Autoclave
	Improvement
	30000
	65,890 
	45,702 
	 37,646 
	 yes 
	 no 
	no

	LATS Allowance 
	
	68,924
	45,909
	32,124
	 
	 
	 


Appendix 4: Letter for Newcastle city Council Legal Services
FAO Legal Services Newcastle City Council
 
Request for initial advice on the withdrawal from the 2001 SITA Contract for the Provision of a Waste Recovery and Disposal Service
This enquiry seeks to establish whether there are prima facie grounds to bring into operation clause 32 “Termination” of the above contract.  Specifically, we would like the opinion of the senior legal officer on the likely outcomes of the Council’s reliance on the operation of para 32.2.3 – Default by Contractor: material and/or persisent breach of obligations – to terminate the said contract with immediate effect.
 

 Advice is also sought on the possibilty of a fundamantal contract renegotiation in light of said breaches with a view to early termination of the contract in 2013/14.  
 
Para 32.2.3: “If the Contractor commits a material and/or persistent breach of any of its obligations under this Agreement the Authorised Officer shall give to the Contractor a notice specifying the breach or breaches and if it is (or they are) capable of being remedied requiring it (or them) to be remedied within a reasonable period of time being no longer than 30 days.  If the breach or breaches is incapable of being remedied or is not remedied within the stipulated period of time the Council may without prejudice to any accrued rights and remedies under this Agreement determine the Contractor’s employment under this Agreement by notice in writing with immediate effect.”
The Contractor has persistently breached its obligations to meet the Phase 2 Recovery Targets (P2RT’s) as set out in Clause 8.2.3 of said contract and as subsequently amended.
 It has failed to meet these targets in any year of operation to date. Indeed it has only managed to meet those targets in one month since the coming in to operation of the P2RT’s in January 2006 (see Sita Underperformance attachment). 
Furthermore three outside consultants’ reports have noted the underperformance of the contracted facilities and expressed concern about the current and future viability of said facilities and their ability to meet the contracted targets. 
Each of the reports has recommended consideration of radical review or termination of the contract.
Please note below the relevant documentation detailing the failure of the Contractor to meet the Phase 2 Waste Recovery Targets.
Relevant Documents:

· Newcastle Contract – 2001
· Amending letters between Les Clark (NCC) and Sita ending with the letter to John Grainger (Sita), 9 February 2007
· Sita Underperformance Monthly Table Jan 2006-Jan 2009 (attachment 1)
Relevant Reports:

· Consultants Report; AiEE Beyond Waste,  March 2006
· Consultants Report: AEA Energy & Environment SEA of Newcastles Waste Strategy, November 2006 
· Consultants  Report: AEAT Evaluation of Organic Materials from MBT Process, December 2006
Two attachments
Attachment 1
SITA Contract  Phase 2 Recovery Targets 2006 -2009

10 Jan 2006 - 9 Jan 2007

	
	Target recovery %
	Target recovery tonnage
	Actual recovery %
	Actual recovery tonnage
	Recovery tonnage variance

	1 Jan – 9 Jan 06
	26.5%
	(762)
	18.7%
	(539)
	223

	10 – 31 Jan 06
	26.5%
	2,626
	23.1%
	2,287
	(339)

	Feb-06
	26.5%
	2,285
	21.4%
	1,845
	(440)

	Mar-06
	26.5%
	2,466
	24.9%
	2,313
	(153)

	Apr-06
	26.5%
	2,591
	20.5%
	2,001
	(590)

	May-06
	26.5%
	2,840
	2.9%
	309
	(2,531)

	Jun-06
	26.5%
	2,891
	13.8%
	1,504
	(1,387)

	Jul-06
	26.5%
	2,710
	1.1%
	118
	(2,592)

	Aug-06
	26.5%
	2,708
	16.7%
	1,706
	(1,001)

	Sep-06
	26.5%
	2,717
	7.5%
	773
	(1,944)

	Oct-06
	26.5%
	2,645
	19.1%
	1,909
	(736)

	Nov-06
	26.5%
	2,583
	17.1%
	1,664
	(920)

	Dec-06
	26.5%
	2,395
	17.1%
	1,544
	(850)

	1 Jan - 9 Jan 07
	26.5%
	743
	23.6%
	661
	(82)

	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	26.5%
	31,438
	15.3%
	18,095
	(13,343)


10 Jan 2007 – 9 Jan 2008

	
	Target recovery %
	Target recovery tonnage
	Actual recovery %
	Actual recovery tonnage
	Recovery tonnage variance

	10 - 31 Jan 07
	26.5%
	1,752
	15.7%
	1,036
	(717)

	Feb-07
	26.5%
	2,085
	18.3%
	1,443
	(642)

	Mar-07
	26.5%
	2,228
	8.1%
	680
	(1,548)

	Apr-07
	26.5%
	2,417
	6.0%
	548
	(1,869)

	May-07
	26.5%
	2,506
	30.3%
	2,867
	361

	Jun-07
	26.5%
	2,409
	20.0%
	1,817
	(592)

	Jul-07
	26.5%
	2,526
	19.8%
	1,885
	(642)

	Aug-07
	26.5%
	2,427
	23.6%
	2,161
	(265)

	Sep-07
	26.5%
	1,913
	-0.5%
	(38)
	(1,951)

	Oct-07
	26.5%
	2,458
	24.2%
	2,242
	(216)

	Nov-07
	26.5%
	2,268
	22.9%
	1,963
	(305)

	Dec-07
	26.5%
	2,065
	24.1%
	1,878
	(187)

	1 Jan - 9 Jan 08
	26.5%
	616
	21.0%
	488
	(128)

	 
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	26.5%
	27,671
	18.2%
	18,970
	(8,701)


10 Jan 2008 - 9 Jan 2009

	
	Target recovery %
	Target recovery tonnage
	Actual recovery %
	Actual recovery tonnage
	Recovery tonnage variance

	10 - 31 Jan 08
	26.5%
	1,644
	20.0%
	1,240
	(404)

	Feb-08
	26.5%
	2,074
	20.0%
	1,567
	(507)

	Mar-08
	26.5%
	2,179
	17.2%
	1,410
	(769)

	Apr-08
	26.5%
	2,248
	22.5%
	1,912
	(336)

	May-08
	26.5%
	2,617
	20.1%
	1,988
	(630)

	Jun-08
	26.5%
	2,288
	21.5%
	1,852
	(436)

	Jul-08
	26.5%
	2,373
	21.7%
	1,948
	(426)

	Aug-08
	26.5%
	2,459
	25.8%
	2,394
	(65)

	Sep-08
	26.5%
	2,411
	15.8%
	1,436
	(975)

	Oct-08
	26.5%
	2,317
	13.2%
	1,156
	(1,161)

	Nov-08
	26.5%
	2,244
	13.6%
	1,154
	(1,090)

	Dec-08
	26.5%
	2,476
	23.9%
	2,229
	(247)

	1 Jan - 9 Jan 09
	26.5%
	802
	38.2%
	1,158
	355

	 
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Total
	26.5%
	28,133
	20.2%
	21,443
	(6,690)


Attachment 2 –Comments from reports 

Strategic Environmental Assessment of Newcastle’s Waste Strategy – Draft Environmental Report Report to Newcastle City Council

AEAT, November 2006
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1) Although the existing MBT does recycle some materials, this is limited; however, other MBT technologies achieve higher recycling performance in comparison.  As a result, the specification of the existing MBT should be reviewed and discussed with the waste management contractor SITA to explore potential improvement of the separation process.

2) Dependant upon the complexity of the existing contractual arrangements with SITA for the existing MBT plant, the Council may consider the procurement of a new MBT technology. However, the costs and effort going into the procurement process would also need to be taken into account. However, this would also provide an opportunity to locate the mechanical separation and bio-processing of the residual waste in one location, thereby reducing the impact on local transport and air quality by fewer vehicle movements between sites. 

Evaluation of Organic Materials from MBT process

Report: AEAT/ED51520/MBT, December 2006

BVPI82a

As currently configured, contributions from the Byker MBT plant are restricted to the recovery of metal which is likely to make a fairly small contribution to overall recycling levels – based on projected Byker throughout and metals recovery of 3%
, this would make a 0.5% contribution to overall BVPI recycling performance. Well configured MBT plants can assist in enhancing overall recycling performance (BVPI82a) via a contribution from mechanically separated recyclate materials from residual waste. 

Part of the reason for such a low recycling rate at Byker may be explained by the contractual expectation, and therefore plant configuration, permitting a refuse-derived fuel to be produced which would account for the majority of combustible fractions (e.g. plastics, paper/card etc.) A number of additions or modifications to the current Byker plant could potentially both aid the cleaner segregation of the mechanically separated organic fines as well as the recovery of further metals and plastic to increase BVPI 82a performance.

Recommendations

1. Given that anticipated contractual breaches in meeting the P2WRT are unlikely to be as a result of either a specific or a general change in law, it is probable that the waste management contractor will seek to renegotiate certain aspects of the contract to minimise the financial impact on their business. The findings of the SEA on NCC’s Waste Strategy will be known in the next few months; these may result in a desire to renegotiate from the City Council’s side (e.g. including such factors as the future take-up of Phase 3 and the refurbishment at Benwell). As a result, NCC should assess whether there may be more to be gained by conducting a single and more fundamental contract review.

2. To further inform any contract renegotiation, NCC should enter into dialogue with SITA (and Cambridge Recycling and Horstmann where appropriate) to seek:

· clarification as to the extent to which, if any, bio-drying occurs at the Byker MBT plant i.e. whether there is any reduction in the biodegradability, and therefore LATS contribution, of organic material subsequently landfilled;  

· a feasibility study on additionally processing the waste fractions (e.g. commercial waste & street sweepings) currently passing through the Byker MBT building, but not currently entering the mechanical separation stage, with a view to increasing the mechanically separated organic fines sent to Ellington IVC plant;

· a feasibility study on increasing the amount of recyclate materials recovered from Byker to reflect ‘best practice’ from MBT-type plants, both in terms of the level of metals extracted and the scope to separate out additional materials; this should go hand-in-hand with market development work, ideally for (sub-)regional markets on proximity grounds;   

Beyond Waste: Evaluation of strategic solutions - towards a new strategy for managing Newcastle’s waste version 1.0

Report: AiIE/005/2005-06, Prepared by Associates in Industrial Ecology Ltd, March 2006
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Without question, complex interactions exist between the extent to which obligated targets are delivered by contributions from both front-end collection and residual waste treatment.  For the medium-term, Newcastle City Council has potentially adopted a somewhat risky approach in focussing so heavily on the treatment of residual bio-waste for the delivery of the majority of its likely Best Value targets and LATS diversion.

Perhaps the greatest uncertainty in terms of sensitivity analysis surrounds the ‘fitness for purpose’ of the resulting compost-like material; in particular if the draft EU-Compost directive was to be resurface – calling for mandatory source separation of bio-wastes – and/or the regulations surrounding the application of mixed waste derived materials to land further tightened.  Under this scenario, Newcastle City Council could find itself open to the vagaries of the market for the purchase of spare LATS allowances.

P34

1) Given the extent to which BMW diversion is projected to be reliant on the Byker MBT and Ellington IVC facilities, it is recommended that the Authority seeks independent verification via a feasibility study – in advance of 2008/09 and ideally in parallel with the SEA – regarding:

· The quality of the compost-like material and the range of potential markets subject to regulatory considerations;

· Compositional and analysis work to identify the plant specific effects of removing additional tonnages of source segregated bio-wastes on the quality of the feedstock and resulting residual waste ‘product’ from Ellington IVC plant;

· The capacity and security of the existing end-markets and how these may changeover time;

· The extent to which the bio-respiration potential of the compost-like material is reduced;

· Operationally, the change, if any, in processing times through the IVC plant at Ellington if bio-stabilisation prior to landfill is to be adopted (ie whether a higher degree of stabilisation – through extended treatment – would be required); and

· The logistics of converting Ellington IVC plant into a facility operating solely on source segregated bio-waste material.  Some of the main benefits that would likely result are: i) the facility is already understood to be ABPR-compliant; ii) the collection of source segregated bio-waste would be consistent with the proposed Bio-Waste Directive if reinstated; and iii) quality assurance issues and available markets would be more readily satisfied; and

· Co-location of composting: evaluation of the potential to co-locate windrow and IVC for green and kitchen waste through either modification of an existing facility (ie Ellington), construction of a new facility on an existing site (eg PACTS) or via commissioning a new facility.
In SITA’s operational reports to NCC
·  information on market development work for the compost derived from mixed waste, in particular market opportunities external to the SITA group (e.g. discussions with 3rd parties on restoration and remediation outlets);

· in place of the current predictive modelling undertaken (e.g. monthly moisture tests, bulk density, Apex compost test), put in place an analysis and monitoring protocol inline with the Agency’s Guidance to assess the probable reduction in BMW, should markets become problematic for compost derived from mixed waste; and

· identify the necessary steps to optimise the composting process further - in terms of enhancing bio-waste stabilisation - in the event that legislative and/or regulatory restrictions prohibit the application of the compost derived from mixed waste to beneficial outlets.

Appendix 5: SITA MBT Appraisal –Draft workings

In 2008 according to the info BAN Waste obtained have (from the Contract docs plus) NCC will have paid SITA (120,000T x £41/T) £4.92m to process 106,000T of MSW via MBT and divert 21,400T (although 12,600T (60%) of that was process/ moisture loss!).

We also estimate that in relation to the same tonnage processed through SITA’s MBT they paid (84,700T x £47T) £3.98m in landfill costs.  Therefore their total spend was c£8.9m on 106,000T, £84/T, and this processing route for 62% of the City’s municipal waste used up around 57,000 of BMW landfill allowances out of a total (in ’08) of 83,000, that’s nearly 70%.   

Other recovery routes?

If they autoclaved it instead Graphite Resources have suggested they would charge them £75/T( unconfirmed?) and they would land fill zero only inert material.
Can’t see SITA/Suez opening up capacity in Billingham to allow them to incinerate (?)

They couldn’t SRF it in raw MSW state and AD isn’t possible.

They can’t land fill for all the obvious reasons…..

So we can see why they are a bit twitchy about upsetting SITA.

BUT what needs revealing, to create real interest to renegotiate things (particularly when they have a very real stick in Graphite who seem to be currently salivating at the idea of picking up NCC’s MSW) is just how uncompetitive this deal is they seem determined to leave unquestioned:

Against the above costs, if free from SITA and they went to the market for 2 tenders, first to mechanically segregate the compostable BMW element (which in normal circs would include paper & card) and then to windrow compost ABPR what would they pay:

Option A:  Assume: 2008, same quantities, same performance:

Alternative Costing 
1. Mechanically separate compostable BMW: £20/T (106,000T) = £2.12m, producing 25,000T to IVC (as SITA)

2. Transport to composter: £7/T (25,000T) = £0.25m

3. Compost (ABPR): £35/T (25,000T) = £0.88m

Total = £3.25m, saving £1.67m, making SITA over 50% more expensive.

Option B:  2008, SITA operating to Contract:

Let’s assume that it the Contract had been met by both sides (by making some assumptions about how that might be achieved post IVC upgrade) and see what difference it would have made: incorporating then, 3 changes:

a. NCC input 120,000T not 105,000T

b. MBT diverts (say) 28% not 25% to IVC (via efficiency improvement (progress!), perhaps a greater mix of putrecibles at input (depending what NCC add), more capacity available at IVC due to upgrade which may have previously restricted the amount sent thru or just more pressure to meet contract)

c. the IVC upgrade achieves an improvement in ‘recovery’ performance from 56% to (say) 75%:

(the above changes means around 35,000T will be fed into IVC which will ‘recover’ around 26,000T with around 6,000T also being recovered from MBT.  32,000T ‘recovery’ against 120,000T input is just over 26.5%)

SITA 120,000T received from NCC and recovery @ 26.5% provides 31,800T diverted. Cost = £4.92m.

Alternative Costing:

1. Mechanically separate compostable BMW: £20/T (120,000T) = £2.40m, producing 35,000T (including some green additive)

2. Transport to composter: £7/T (35,000T) = £0.25m

3. Compost (ABPR): £35/T (35,000T) = £1.22m

Total = £3.87m, saving over £1m, making SITA over 25% more expensive even when in line with Contract.

SITA’s prices equate to:

Mechanically separate compostable BMW: £25/T (120,000T) = £3.00m, producing 35,000T (including some green additive)

Transport to composter: £15/T (35,000T) = £0.52m

Compost (ABPR): £40/T (35,000T) = £1.40m

Total = £4.92m 

BNA Waste would like to ask them in to look at what these processes would cost on the open market and see how they compare?

2008 
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Appendix 6: Review of Health & Environmental Report 

Dioxins and other persistent organic pollutants (POPs) are subject to the Stockholm Convention. The treaty obliges signatories, of which the UK is one, to take measures to eliminate where possible, and minimize where it is not possible to eliminate, all sources of dioxin.

We note that a special report was commissioned by Officers from Stuart McLanaghan (ex head of the Energy from Waste Association) for the January 2009 Report to Executive on the Health & Environmental Effects of different waste options with a particular emphasis on Dioxin comparisons.

We are concerned that the report relies on flawed and unreliable data that minimises concerns about the effects of incineration and gasification, fails to highlight the flaws in the studies used and fails to identify published data that would be of concern to councillors and other decision makers.

We note that at the time the report was being prepared the UK Committee on Carcinogenicity of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the  Environment (COC)  reported on a review of the latest data on health impacts of Incineration (November 2008) : ‘In summary, we consider that, on balance, these studies indicate that there is possibly some evidence of a positive association between the incidence of certain cancers and residence near a Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators at the higher levels of emissions in the past.’ 

We note that neither UK incinerators nor gasification plants are fitted with continuous dioxin monitors. Most incinerators and gasification plants are tested only once or twice a year for Dioxin releases and all subsequent health and environmental risk assessments are based on those measurements. This is despite continuous sampling technology being available and widely used in parts of Europe since 2001. 

The process of continuous sampling shows clearly that periodic sampling can understate dioxin emissions by a factor of 30 to 50 times. 

We note that the Committee on Toxicity has long recognised that dioxin levels in a significant part of the UK population already exceed the recommended levels; that dioxins are a probable carcinogen with a wide range of other potential health and particularly developmental effects on foetuses and infants. 
Dioxins build up primarily in fatty tissues over time so even small exposures may eventually reach dangerous levels. In 1994, the US EPA reported that dioxins are a probable carcinogen, but noted that non-cancer effects (reproduction and sexual development, immune system) may pose an even greater threat to human health. TCDD, the most toxic of the dioxins is classified as a Group 1 carcinogen.

We note the United States Environmental Protection Agency draft assessment that any safe dioxin dose that were to be set would be far below current average intakes. This recommendation was withdrawn following political pressure.

We note that incineration and gasification plants and cement kilns continue to be allowed to emit essentially unknown amounts of dioxins and ultrafine particulates to the air and that many tonnes of heavily dioxin contaminated fly ash are still sent to poorly regulated landfill sites every year.

We note that the Health section of the Officer’s report, relies largely on studies  that specifically exclude what it calls ‘non-standard operating conditions’ from consideration ie accidents, breakdowns or other poor practices that lead to breaches of emission levels. 

For that to be acceptable we would have to accept that the Byker ash scandal did not happen. We would have to cross our fingers and trust that 2000 tonnes, of what Dr Pless-Mulloli called ‘massively contaminated’, dioxin laden ash never entered the environment and could never affect anyone’s health because it was a result of ‘non-standard operating procedures’. 

These are the same ‘non-standard operating procedures’ that saw the UK’s Incinerators breach their limits 900 times in the 6 years between 2001 and 2007.

We note that there is also no acknowledgement of the increasing concerns and research findings around ultra fine particulates created by incineration, gasification and cement kiln burning of MSW waste. 

Finally we note that evidence relied on for emissions to air from Gasification plants are described by the Environment Agency as: 

‘in many cases the result of a single test… not reflecting conditions experienced in reality…data from different sample sets put together.. averaging periods rarely stated..  and, …may be a prediction but not stated as such.. etcetera etcetera.

And finally we note that the Royal Society said of the DEFRA report – “that it gives an apparently reassuring impact of waste management options when in fact it does not present a complete or sufficiently critical summary of the evidence”.
Conclusion

We are not satisfied with the data produced and suggest that further review of these areas is necessary. We further recommend that a consultant who is more sceptical of the claims of the energy from waste industry is sought to carry out the review and that it should, as a matter of course, embrace the Precautionary Principle.
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Appendix 7i: MBT (Mechanical Biological Treatment)

The term 'mechanical biological treatment' (MBT) relates to a two stage solid waste treatment system that enables the recovery of materials contained within intermingled waste and the stabilization of the biodegradable component of the material with the potential for bio gas production.

The sorting component of MBT plants are a materials recovery facility. This component is either configured to recover the individual elements of the waste or produce a refuse-derived fuel that can be used for the generation of power.

The Byker mechanical sorting plant, although upgraded in the last decade, was originally configured in the early 1980s to provide material for the creation of refuse-derived fuel (RDF) pellets produced for the Byker district heating scheme and used later in heating boilers at Cruddas Park and St. Anns as well as combusted to generate electricity.

The Mechanical Stage

The "mechanical" element is usually an automated mechanical sorting stage. This either removes recyclable elements from a mixed waste stream (such as metals, plastics, glass and paper) or processes them. It can involve conveyors, industrial magnets, eddy current separators, trommels, shredders and other tailor made systems but also can rely on sorting by hand. Some systems integrate a wet pre-sort that washes the recyclable elements of the waste in a form that can be sent for recycling. 

The MBT Mechanical stage can alternatively process the waste to produce a high calorific fuel - given the term refuse derived fuel (RDF). RDF can be used in cement kilns or power plants and is generally made up from plastics and biodegradable organic waste. Whether an MBT is configured for RDF or further processing depends on system configuration and suitable local markets for MBT outputs. It also depends on environmental considerations.

Different mechanical stages will have a different environmental performance, for example, some approaches will use more energy than others and some will separate recyclables more effectively than others.

The Biological Stage

In the biological stage the waste is either composted or digested, usually in an enclosed system.  If an anaerobic digestion system is used, it will produce methane which can provide energy for the plant (and excess exported to the grid). 

Some systems take the composted waste and then remove more recyclables, for example plastics, de-contaminated by the composting process
The Potential of MBT

Optimized MBT is one of the best ways to treat waste in terms of climate change and maximizes resource efficiency. This involves fully automated and efficient sorting where the removal of recyclables and recoverable materials should be maximized, followed by either AD or composting. It is estimated that, if optimised, MTB as a process, could leave as little as 10% to be disposed of to landfill. 
Conclusions

Most UK examples of MBT, Byker is no exception, fall far short of the process potential. This is largely because they have been optimised for RDF and so fail to extract much more than the metal component of the waste. Advanced mechanical separation, with the latest optical sorting/air blow/wet equipment, can achieve far higher results than is possible at the current Byker plant
. 

Although Byker was an experimental station for the creation of RDF pellets in the early 1980s, this use has become discredited, largely because of the toxic ash and smoke-stack output. Another problem was the ash congested the boiler grates, causing frequent breakdown and maintenance costs.

The attractive potential of MBT could only be realised if, rather than producing RDF, it were optimised to remove recoverable materials and the residual, primarily organic, fraction sent to AD or efficient composting facility.

If MBT is to be successful, significant investment would have to be made at Byker to install the latest mechanical and optical sorting equipment. As was recommended in the SEA conducted by the City in 2006 this option should be seriously considered by the council and/or consideration given to completely new plant
.
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Appendix 7ii: Autoclaving
Whilst Autoclaving has become a proven technology for Scientific and Laboratory equipment sterilization and treating relatively small scale waste streams in sectors such as the Food, Brewing, Dairy and Pharmaceutical industries, it has yet to be established in Europe as a tried and tested technology for treating large tonnages of municipal waste streams.
However, Autoclaving is increasingly being proposed as a treatment for municipal waste. The Sterecycle plant in Rotherham is now operational and has just received planning permission to double its capacity to 200,000 tonnes. A merchant autoclave facility with sufficient capacity to process large tonnages of municipal waste (300,000 tonnes pa) is being built and plans to open at Derwenthaugh (near the Metro Centre) later this year.

The Autoclave Process

Autoclaving uses the 'pressure cooker' principle. Residual domestic waste is directly fed into the autoclave, without pre-sorting, and is distributed evenly throughout each vessel.  Each autoclave is a long steel tube that can handle 30 to 40 tonnes of waste per cycle.  Steam, up to 160°C, is introduced into each autoclave which then rotates along the long axis for about an hour. 

The combination of steam, pressure and agitation sterilises the waste by destroying bacteria present and reducing the volume of waste by about 60 per cent. 

Plastics are softened, making onward recycling easier. Containers made from more than one type of plastic, such as the coloured lid and collar on clear drinks bottles are separated during the treatment cycle.

Aluminium containers are de-lacquered; even aerosol canisters can be safely recycled before being steam cleaned and flattened.

The organic fraction of the waste (Any labels, food, paper and organic cellulose materials are absorbed into a sterile fibre.
Glass is broken into smaller pieces, ready for separation and collection later in the recycling process.

The Potential of Autoclaving

After autoclaving, the waste is discharged and processed by mechanical separation technologies, similar to those used in MBT systems. 

The likely recovery outputs are estimated to be:

Ferrous metal



(3-4%) 

-recycled.
Non-ferrous metals


(1-2%) 

-recycled.
Plastics 



(10-15%) 
-recycled and recovered.
Glass




(4-5%) 

-recycled.
Organic fibre



(40-60%) 
-variety to recovery uses.

Reject fraction


(10-30%) 
-inert landfill.

Water used in the process will usually be trapped and recycled, and wastewater will be discharged as an effluent stream, which removes pollutants from the process.
The organic fibre (from biodegradable waste including food, garden waste, paper and card broken down into a fibrous ‘floc’ could be incinerated as ‘refuse derived fuel’ or ‘solid recovered fuel’ (classed as biomass and suitable for renewable fuel support subsidy) alternatively, if bio-stabilised, it could be put into landfill but both these options are un-desirable, making autoclaving little better than the best MBT systems designed to maximise recovery and stabilise residue.   

However, with further re-processing this fibre could be processed into insulation or block board, used as an ingredient in waste derived bio-fuel production (e.g. ethanol) or used in to create fertiliser in an Anaerobic Digester (AD); although a bio-rich material may be needed to enrich the process as the input would be from a mixed waste source. 

Conclusions

Providing the organic fibre produced by autoclaving was to be re-processed rather than burnt or put into landfill then autoclaving promises favourable outcomes compared with other processes. It would also tend to avoid penalty under current and likely future legislation.
As this technology is still largely unproven in the UK for treating municipal waste we would definitely not recommend it as a new build facility for the City.

However when the Gateshead plant comes on stream in 2009 we consider that it may be a viable option for a short term contract for Newcastle to overcome its medium term LATS pressures. We would recommend that sufficient contractual safeguards be negotiated in case of operational problems and that a non thermal end use of the product be specified in any NCC contract.

Although the technology performed very poorly in the Officer’s ‘indicative’ WRATE assessment (fourth out of four) we note that it was the second highest performing technology in the more thorough SEA carried out by the Council in 2006. 
If time shows that autoclaving can be shown to work consistently, re-covering at or near to the promised rates of 60-80%, then this could become a viable process for benignly treating the City’s residual waste.
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Appendix 7iii: Gasification 
Gasification Plants are  thermal technologies based on a two stage combustion process where ‘fuel’ is first heated with restricted oxygen and the resulting gases are then combusted in a separate chamber or in some cases siphoned off to be cleaned and combusted elsewhere. They are a mature technology for dealing with some products (most notably gas from coal) and show an interesting potential for producing gas from wood waste etc. They are however currently being heavily promoted in the UK as a ‘golden bullet’ to deal with residual waste without, it is hoped, attracting the immediate public opposition of waste incineration plants.

Gasification plants have no record of operation in the UK when dealing with Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and very little across Europe.  Of the ten operating plants in Europe two have experienced major failure and serious pollution incidents
 one of which resulted in the hospitalisationof plant personell and of local residents. The largest European operator (Energos)went bankrupt in 2003
. 

The Potential of Gasification
Although presented in the UK as an Advanced Thermal Treatment, Gasification is actually a form of Incineration and is defined and regulated as such under the EU Waste Incineration Directive and UK Environmental law.

As such it suffers from many of the same problems as traditional incineration needing a feed stock with a high calorific value.  This largely comes from plastics, paper and card, all of which have been proven to give greater energy and environmental gains if recycled / composted rather than being burnt
.  

Probably the main advantage of gasification is that it can operate at a much smaller scale than traditional incinerators.  Typically, plants begin at approximately 30-40,000 tonne throughput a year whereas traditional incinerators need to be at least three times that size. On the other hand, and partly as a consequence of their smaller scale, gasification is both more expensive and even less efficient than municipal waste incinerators at converting waste into useful energy producing  only 10% and 20% a standard incinerator will give an efficiency level of up to 27%
.

Gasification also produces very similar pollutants and level of pollutants to traditional waste incinerators.  One of the leading waste industry consultants, Juniper Consulting notes:

‘It is inappropriate to generalise and not correct to say that gasification is better than incineration in terms of its emissions performance or vice versa.’ 

And a report for the Environmental Services Assoc. commented: 
“The associated emission levels for releases to air from the combustion stage of such installations are the same as those established for incineration installations”.
  

On a similar line, gasification plants are recorded by DEFRA as actually producing more hazardous waste to landfill than traditional MSW incinerators
.  

Because of the nature and level of pollutants produced by the process any municipal waste gasification facility will need to comply with the Waste Incineration Directive and is likely to meet with high levels of public resistance. 

A large part of the thermal efficiency of both gasification and incineration relies on high plastics content in the waste. In the medium term the impact of tightened packaging regulations will be to increase plastic diversion to recycling by banning such things as single use plastic and standardising soft plastics as compostable.  The Courtauld Commitment
, to which major supermarkets and other retailers have signed up, has already delivered zero growth in packaging by 2008, despite sales growth, and is committed to a programme of absolute reductions in packaging waste by 2010. 

The designing out of ‘waste’ in both products and packaging is now viewed by all stakeholders as the way forward for industry and commerce.  This is likely to become a significant long term problem for gasification plants that rely on these waste streams as a feedstock and for the councils contracted to provide waste of specific calorific values to such facilities.  

The Significance of Gasification for Newcastle

As part of the study tour arranged for the City, which was led by Stuart McLanaghan, (an ex Director of the Energy from Waste Association) a delegation of councillors and officers were accompanied by two BAN Waste members to visit the Energos gasification plant in Stavanger, Norway. 

On the whole all parties were initially impressed with the way that the plant was run and operated.  It should however be noted that the Stavanger plant is reported to be the best run facility that Energos operates
. At least 4 of the 5 other plants Energos run have experienced considerable technical difficulties with the ‘old’ Energos being sued by one contractee for persistent underperformance and serious technical difficulties. These technical difficulties proved so severe that one plant had to close every 8 weeks for a full week in order to clean out the combustion chamber. In an effort to overcome these problems Energos have now redesigned the process. The first new installation is at the Isle of Wight plant which has yet to become operational. Given that there is still no confirmation that the new design will resolve the past technical problems nor that it will not produce unforeseen secondary impacts, this technology should best be viewed as unproven.

The Stavanger plant achieved good reported emission levels but this should be seen in the context of Norwegian pollution permits which ratchet up financial penalties the closer to pollution limits a plant gets and the failure to continuously monitor dioxin releases.  Pollution control is also greatly helped by very high specifications for the waste fuel stock – an excellent idea but one which has led to repeated rejection of waste fuel stock as quality control parameters were not met. A series of 22 technical questions were asked of Ener-G/Energos by participants on the study tour, to date no answers have been provided.

Stavanger is one of the 6 plants that Energos had constructed and run before it went bankrupt in 2003, (which suggests an element of caution is needed in adopting it as a model to replicate).  It is also interesting to note that the Norwegian operators readily describe the plant as an incinerator and that Friends of the Earth UK took the Energos technology out of their briefing paper on gasification as they felt it was far closer to traditional incineration than gasification.

Energos was bought up by a UK company Ener-G in 2004.  The new management team has no experience of successful completion of a project to date. 

This is also the same company that Newcastle officers were working with in 2003/4 on the failed, and controversial, DEFRA Demonstration Gasification Plant bid.  

Ener-G was also the parent company of Contract Heat and Power Ltd who ran the old Byker Incinerator and who were directly responsible for the Byker ash scandal. 

Ener-G/Energos is owner of one of the DEFRA New Technology plants, a gasification plant on the Isle of Wight.  It has already experienced serious technical difficulties and has yet to get up and running more than a year after the planned commissioning date.

The  Energos plants were originally designed to produce steam for district heating schemes under Ener-G’s ownership they seem to be targeting the UK market with designs primarily for electricity production to take advantage of the UK’s generous ROC’s payments. This may well conflict with the desire of NCC to utilize energy on a local basis and/or lead to vastly higher gate fees making the technology economically unattractive at the scale suggested for Newcastle.

Conclusions

BAN Waste, as part of its Select Committee process, examined this technology in 2002 and recommended:

‘We do not see … Gasificiation having a role in Newcastle’s Waste Strategy’ 10
Following a thorough review of the most up to date available information on gasification and for all of the reasons noted above, we see no reason to change that recommendation. 

We would also recommend that Newcastle City Council instruct Officers not to enter in to any further commercial agreements with Ener-G/Energos given the financial, environmental and significant reputational damage that the company has already inflicted on the City.
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Appendix 7iv: AD (Anaerobic Digestion)

Anaerobic digestion (AD) is a managed biological process in which biodegradable waste is broken down by naturally occurring micro-organisms in the absence of oxygen to produce a stabilised residue. It was identified by Ban Waste as early as 2002 as being a likely key component for a sustainable waste strategy in the City for both treating source segregated and mixed residual wastes. It was regarded by Ban Waste as being the only option that safely produced energy from waste and also bio stabilised residual waste prior to landfill.  

AD can treat source segregated biodegradable waste such as food waste where it produces both bio gas and a useable premium compost. It is also a proven technology in Europe for dealing with residual MSW where operators have found the high paper/card element of residual MSW an excellent gas producer
.

In 2006 there were 124 facilities operating commercially in Europe or under construction dealing with almost 4 million tons of municipal solid waste.  AD facilities are modular which means that they can have a wide range of capacities.
The Anaerobic Digestion Process
There are two main types of AD technologies: ‘wet’ and ‘dry’.  Wet AD is more suitable for use with MSW, dry AD with source separated materials.  Waste is collected and brought to the site where it is pre-treated to remove non-biodegradable materials such as plastics, metals and stones, and shredded to a uniform size in order to aid digestion. The biodegradable materials are transferred to an enclosed, oxygen free, warmed container. Bacteria then digest the waste, which can take from 12-30 days, producing biogas. The digested matter, or digestate, is then pumped into a storage tank, where biogas continues to be produced. The residual digestate can then be separated to produce fibre and liquor.  Fibre and liquor from feedstock from source segregated biodegradable waste can be aerobically composted for use in horticulture or agriculture.  Liquor is further refined.  Material going to landfill is stabilised and compacted in order to reduce leachates, dust and odour when it is in landfill. The waste water, which is high in nitrates, is then treated. 

The Potential of Anaerobic Digestion

AD supports council waste targets in a number of ways.  It is higher up the waste hierarchy than any other energy from waste options and has very high energy recovery rates and can produce useful compost.  According to Defra, AD has the best environmental performance rating for energy recovery, when compared to other Energy from Waste treatment options. The pre-treatment processes in AD remove recyclables enabling non-organic waste (metals, glass, plastics etc) to be recycled.   AD also contributes to LATS performance targets in two ways: 1) by turning sepratley collected BMW into a compost output for use on land; or 2) if treating residual msw by reducing the mass and biodegradability of  residual MSW prior to landfill. AD can reduce the volume of waste by approximately 60%. 

The use of AD in conjunction with an MBT plant to deal with residual MSW has been described above and is widespread on the continent. It has been the recommended option for dealing with any remaining residual fraction after maximising recycling and composting by Ban Waste since 2002. As such it was thoroughly tested in a full Strategic Environmental Assessment and Health Impact Assessment commissioned by Newcastle City Council in 2003 (Robert Long Associates) this confirmed that the process was viable and had only a ‘low risk that the process would not produce a residue eligible towards biodegradable waste diversion targets’. It is also fully referenced in the Defra Review of Information on Emissions section 2.8 which utilises the comprehensive reports on the Munster residual MSW AD plant. In that plant all compostable waste and clean recylables are extracted before AD of the remaining waste with  extraction of bio gas and the bio-stabilised residues then sent to landfill. (Oeko 1998).

AD is a modular technology so is extremely versatile starting off from up to 10,000 tonnes and rising to 100,000 tonnes.  This allows the technology to deal with varying amounts and different types of waste at relatively low cost.  It would, for example, be possible to have an AD plant that both dealt with residual MSW in one chamber and source segregated waste in another or to have a number of smaller scale plants at different locations around the City, perhaps feeding biogas in to small scale CHP district heating schemes.
The output from AD can be made into a number of products: fibre; biogas and liquor. 

Fibre is a nutrient rich bio-fertiliser and can potentially be used as soil conditioner, though the quality of this product and the certainty of end use depends heavily on the waste input and the extent of refining.  Fibre can also be used as a refuse derived fuel (RDF) with a high calorific value.

Biogas (comprising largely of methane and carbon dioxide) is a combustible renewable gas which can be burned for heat and/or electricity production or compressed as a natural gas for use in vehicles.  National Grid10 have just produced a fascinating report showing the potential for AD Biogas to be fed into the existing gas mains or utilised in small scale CHP plants giving energy efficiency ratings of up to 90%. Electricity produced from AD is eligible for support under Renewables Obligation Certificates, (ROC’s) and further supportive initiatives are expected. 

Liquor can potentially be used as a liquid fertiliser though the quality of this product and the certainty of end use depends heavily on the waste input and the extent of refining.  This bio-fertiliser removes the need for fossil fuel derived fertiliser, which produces 2 tonnes CO2 per 1 tonne of Nitrogen.

From an environmental point of view, anaerobic digestion offers a range of advantages over other waste treatment technologies.  It is a low carbon technology which operates using natural biological processes.  It reduces the emission of climate changing carbon dioxide in numerous ways: firstly, by diverting waste from landfill, but also by creating renewable heat or electricity from biogas.  The use of solid or liquid digestate on agricultural fields can also reduce carbon emissions from the production of chemical fertilisers.  In addition, it acts to 'sequester' carbon by keeping it in the soil.  

Conclusions
Ban Waste, as part of its Select Committee process, examined this technology in 2002 and recommended:

“We see great potential for anaerobic digestion, since it can be designed to treat either separated organic materials or mixed residual waste. “

Following a thorough review of the most up to date available information on Anaerobic Digestion, and for all of the reasons noted above, we see no reason to change that 

Recommendation:

Given the specific support and encouragement given to AD by Defra in the Waste Strategy 2007 and the greater support now available through ROC’s we believe that both segregated AD and mixed residual AD should be fully considered as part of the City’s Waste, Climate Change and Renewable Energy strategies.
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Appendix 7v: SRF (Solid Recovered Fuel) 

RDF and SRF

According to Defra, the current prevalent term for a fuel produced from combustible waste is Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF).  A Technical Committee is currently working on a new standard for fuels prepared from residual wastes to be classed as Solid Recovered Fuels (SRF).    
Some 2 million tonnes of SRF a year will be produced by existing and planned mechanical biological treatment plants from 2009 onwards.  However, the range of facilities capable of using SRF is limited.  SRF can only be used by installations that are compliant with the Waste Incineration Directive.  Even where plants have appropriate flue gas cleaning systems in place, it would be necessary for any potential client to undertake firing trials to ensure that the SRF was compatible with their flue system.  Only those sites that either have intensive steam requirements or are already handling wastes or need to install or replace a boiler are likely to co-fire SRF.

The small pool of potential clients in the north east are likely to be in a strong position to cherry pick suppliers and negotiate short term or stringent contracts which are very favourable to them.

The SRF Process

Most users of SRF require a fuel that is produced consistently to robust fuel specifications to ensure that it does not introduce unacceptable technical or regulatory risks to their operations. 

Although considerable national government money was expended at Byker in the early 1980’s to develop pellets with a consistent calorific value, this led to only moderate success. To achieve a semblance of consistency, the plastic and biomass content of the mixed waste needed to be retained, rather than extracted (thus reducing the opportunity to recycle these materials) and in the end no third party outlets were sustained. Calorific consistency is still problematic. 

As the pellets are burnt to fire hot water vessels for heating, the ash is of critical importance. At Byker, considerable difficulties arose from the ash clogging up grates causing significant non-productive down-time. This problem was partially remedied by fitting improved grates, although the maintenance cycle of these was high. 

The toxicity of the ash produced from burning RDF is well documented in the City and disposal remains a problem.  

The Potential of SRF

The promise of cheap solid refuse-derived fuel (SRF) is attractive from several points of view: 

· It holds out the prospect of reducing domestic bills, through direct heating schemes and producing revenue through trading the fuel.

· It can attract government subsidy.

· It reduces the amount of biodegradable fractions going to landfill and thus helps to avoid landfill tax. 

If the problems associated with poor consistency of pellet, grate cleaning downtime, ash disposal and zero particle emission can be achieved; there is only the reduced recycling potential, the buoyancy of the pellet market and changing regulation to consider.

There is currently a lack of market confidence in the viability of SRF as a fuel, partly due to the difficulties of obtaining data on the chemical composition of SRF. If the SRF product proved unacceptable to a particular market, the product would have to be stored while a new outlet was being sought or it would have to be land filled and hinder the council’s ability to meet LATs targets.

Conclusions

SRF could place the council at risk from the additional processing costs of technology failures, process delays or associated machinery replacement costs if the problems could not be resolved.  Operational costs could also rise if the MBT processing operations were unable to meet future regulatory requirements. Co-firing, for example, ceases to be eligible for ROCs from 31st March 2016.
Large changes in the product quantity or quality needs of clients, for example, could render certain technologies obsolete or lead to higher costs.  Contingencies would be required to deal with market fluctuations.  
Other risks might include:

· Failure to obtain planning permission or delays due to planning procedures.

· Failure or difficulty in raising sufficient finance to deliver the project (credit crunch). 

· Increased costs due to fiscal changes.

· Increases in insurance premiums.

· Inability to achieve contractual targets for recycling and diversion due to delays at all stages of the project.

· Increased or unforeseen building, capital or operational costs. 

· Breaches of health, safety and environmental standards, leading to down time, potential remediation or, at worst, closure of the facility

· Market sales revenues less than predicted 

· Assets of low or negative value at the end of the contractual period.

BAN Waste urge that SRF would place the Council at great risk and recommend at the very least the Council commission a report to examine the strengths and weaknesses associated with SRF production, market potential and risks or else it would be wisest not to proceed at all. It would appear to reverse the policy adopted by the Council in 2003.
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Appendix 8: UK Policy Drivers

Waste and energy sector policy drivers are stimulating changes in waste management practices.  Policy drivers or so-called ‘market distorters’ (such as landfill tax, ROCs, LATS fines, LATS tradable credits and EU-ETS tradable allocations) play a bigger part in determining the overall economics of MBTs than the underlying processing costs– and their importance is likely to increase.

Few will deny that the imposed penalty scheme of landfill allowances (LATS) has been an effective tool to motivate UK Authorities to install meaningful capacity to divert residual waste from landfill.  It promotes all forms of reduction methodology as well as treatment processes. The LATS scheme is however purely a quantitative measure and fails to incentivize or reward decision makers opting for cleaner reduction, collection, treatment and disposal solutions with the lowest net carbon rating.   By example, last year in England we evidenced the largest shift from municipal recycling kerb-side separation schemes to co-mingled MRF collections.  Converting Authorities claimed that despite a marginal increase in collection costs the tonnage diversion rates were greater.  Although that is a much disputed claim and, in reality, their reasoning may have more complex socio-political bias, converting from kerb-side to co-mingled MRF more than doubles the net carbon footprint of the collection exercise.  For such reasons it is a widely held view in the sector that LATS has now served it cause and will be replaced in the short term with a wider more holistic carbon rating scheme that has greater alignment to the EU’s climate change agenda.

Waste Sector Policy Drivers

The Landfill (England and Wales) Regulations 2002

The Landfill (England and Wales) Regulations have a number of effects on the management of landfill sites in the UK, ranging from strengthening environmental management and engineering standards through to the restriction of depositing certain types of waste into landfill.

Waste and Emissions Trading Act (2003)

This Act created the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme in England and set firm targets for the quantities of biologically active municipal waste that Local Authorities are permitted to deposit into landfill sites.  The limits are reduced each year up until 2020.  If an English Authority exceeds its landfill allowance limit, it either has to purchase ‘Allowances’ through the trading market or pay a penalty to the Government of £150/tonne (of biologically active municipal waste)

The Landfill Tax

The Landfill Tax sets out two landfill disposal tax rates; one for inert waste (waste that does not decompose or otherwise change) and one for active wastes such as municipal solid wastes.
  

Recycling and Composting Targets

The UK Local Government Act has created a number of performance indicators for local authorities to report back to Government under the Best Value framework.  Two of these (BVPI 82(a) and 82(b) have become statutory performance standards and refer to the percentages of household waste which have been recycled and composted by the Authority.

Energy Sector Policy Instruments

The Renewables Obligation Order

The Renewables Obligation Order requires electricity suppliers to source increasing proportions of their total supply of electricity from renewable sources, up to a maximum of 15% by 2015.  Electricity operators can do this by building and running their own renewable electricity production plants or by purchasing renewable electricity from other producers.  Renewable electricity suppliers are certified by the electricity regulator, OFGEM, who presents them with Renewables Obligations Certificates (ROCs) for each unit (MWh) of renewable electricity produced.

Each year, electricity producers can submit a particular number of ROCs in accordance with their obligation. Those holding insufficient ROCs can buy ROCs from other renewable electricity generators or pay a penalty for the shortfall.

The Government is currently drafting the Energy White Paper under which it proposes to set out new levels of support to technologies like anaerobic digestion, gasification and pyrolysis under a banded Renewable Obligation.  
The Government is also proposing to remove the restriction whereby ROCs cannot be claimed for eligible biomass when co-fired in a fossil fuel power station alongside SRF.
 This should provide a boost to the SRF market.  Under the new regime, feedstock with a biomass content of less than 90% biomass will be treated as waste and will receive energy from waste with CHP ROCs (1ROC/MWh) but if it is equal to or greater than 90% biomass it will all be treated as biomass and will receive dedicated biomass with CHP ROCs (2 ROCs MWh).

Within the Renewables Obligation, entitlement to ROCs will be linked to CHP schemes obtaining a CHP Quality Assurance Certificate.  Gasification plants currently receive one Renewable Obligation Certificate (ROC) for each MWh of electricity they generate from biodegradable waste.  However, from April 2009 they will receive two ROCs if they can show that the process applied is gasification (or certain other process types).   Where the CHPQA threshold is not met, the entitlement to ROCs can be scaled back severely, depending on the degree of deficiency.  The new classification has been designed to stop "rebranded" incineration processes claiming the additional support.

Under the proposed reforms to the Renewable Obligation, EfW with CHP plants will continue to receive 1 ROC/MWh of electricity generated.  Dedicated biomass CHP plants will receive 2 ROCs/MWh, as opposed to 1.5 ROCs/MWh for electricity-only plants.  In all cases ROCs will be awarded on the energy derived from the biomass content of the relevant fuel and only where the CHP achieves the Good Quality CHP criteria.

The Climate Change Levy (CCL)

Under the Climate Change Levy large energy consumers face financial penalties on top of their normal energy bills.  However, consumers are exempt from paying the levy if the electricity they consume comes from a renewable source (including conventional Energy from Waste).  This means that renewable electricity is worth more to the consumer than conventional electricity produced from a fossil fuel. 

The EU Emissions Trading Scheme (EU-ETS)

The EU Emissions Trading scheme is an EU-wide system under which organisations that emit significant quantities of carbon dioxide must reduce their emissions below particular target levels (which are reducing) or buy tradable permits.  Participating energy consumers have to pay a penalty if they fail to come within their emissions targets or buy sufficient permits.

The potential benefit of the EU-ETS to MBT technologies that produce an SRF results from the fact that the biomass fraction of MSW is considered 'carbon neutral'.  Therefore, if SRF containing a high proportion of paper and card is used to displace fossil fuels, the overall 'carbon intensity' of a power or heat producer is reduced.
 

Enhanced Capital Allowance

Enhanced Capital Allowances (ECAs) allow businesses to claim the whole of the capital cost of their investment in qualifying energy-saving plant and machinery against their taxable profits for the period during which they make the investment.  SRF combustion technologies and certain items of capital equipment fall under the Enhanced Capital Allowance regime enabling combined heat and power facilities investing in the use of secondary recovered fuel (SRF) to benefit from a cash flow boost and a shortened payback period.
 *14

Renewable Heat Incentive

The government is currently drafting out proposals for a new banded system for supporting different renewable heat technologies.  The Renewable Heat Incentive will provide subsidies for any supplier of renewable heat or renewable fuel to be used for heating purposes. The incentive will be available for the use of heat at all scales, from the household scale to large industrial facilities.
  
Electricity Feed-in tariff (United Kingdom)

The Electricity Feed-in Tariff is another Statutory Instrument in the process of development.  The Tariff will offer small scale producers of renewable electricity (3MW or less) a guaranteed long-term, predetermined price for electrical power that they supply to the local grid.  Feed-in tariffs are simpler than Renewable Obligation Certificates and are expected to result in greater investment in anaerobic digestion technologies.
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� http://www.nlwa.gov.uk/files/WYWW_Final_Report.pdf


�In 2007/8 DEFRA figures give North East of 496 Kg per person per year compared to England’s 502 Kg per person per year(2% lower)


� The Waste framework Directive will be implement in the UK by 2010 


� Carbon Balances and Energy Impacts of the Management of UK Wastes, Defra R&D Project WRT 237, Final Report, December 2006 


� All improvements have been modelled from 2009/10 to 2012/13 and then a steady 2% increase across the board is applied to 2019/20.


� Projected Recycling Rates for CA Sites in England, 2003 to 2006, Network recycling Dec. 2003


� “The nature and scale of waste produced by schools in England”, WRAP, December 2007 available at:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.wrap.org.uk/downloads/Report_into_the_Nature_and_Scale_of_Waste_produced_by_schools_in_England.d46fdb76.5723.pdf" �http://www.wrap.org.uk/downloads/Report_into_the_Nature_and_Scale_of_Waste_produced_by_schools_in_England.d46fdb76.5723.pdf�.  The report gives the percentage of food waste at primary and secondary schools as 13% and 20% respectively.


� On site composting solutions are available and have been trialled in other areas, such as use of the in-vessel composter called a “Rocket” in 9 Wiltshire Schools.


� NEWER Feasibility Study, “Schools and Community Recycling and Waste Management in Newcastle, June 2008


� Midway between upper and lower percentage projected by SITA.


� MRW magazine (Oct 2008) ‘The Golden Black Bag?’, p.12-13.


� Newcastle City Council, 2006, SEA, AEA





� Thermoselect plant in Karlsruhe and  the Siemens plant in Furth, Germany. The latter plant closed in 2000 after an entire neighborhood had to be evacuated when clouds of gas leaked from the plant following an explosion, resulting in the hospitalization of personnel and locals.


� Energos ASA, Norway


� “Carbon Balances and Energy Impacts of the Management of UK Wastes”, DEFRA R&D Project WRT 237, Final Report, December 2006


� DEFRA’s briefing paper on Advanced Thermal Treatment of Municipal Wastes


� Juniper Pyrolysis & Gasification Report, 2008 p26.


� Fitchner Consulting Engineers Ltd (2004). The Viability of Advanced Thermal Treatment of MSW in the UK, ESA.


� Attributed to Waste Data Centre by Les Clark


� More information can be found at http://www.wrap.org.uk/retail/courtauld_commitment.  


� Independent Waste Terchnology Report: Energos, Juniper 2007
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