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The Environmental Considerations of Sustainable Economic Growth (ECOSEG)
Stage 2 — Theme 3 Waste

1: Introduction

Scope of report

This report is one of four outputs produced as parStage 2 of the study looking at the
environmental considerations of sustainable ecoongrowth in the North West of England
(ECOSEQG).

In this report, we examine the key issues ardMadte generation in the North West region
andthe infrastructure to manage Waste The structure of the report is as follows:

. in Chapter 2, we present a detailed inventory of waste managemeilitiizs in the
region (primarily landfill sites and incineratorapd estimates of overall capacity.
We also set out the policy and regulatory framewartund waste, and provide
details of ongoing developments to provide newaistitucture in the region

. Chapter 3 presents a thorough review of the REEIO projectionsvaste generation
and waste management methods in the region in tmderderstand the implications
of economic growth on the waste infrastructure. e Tptojections are tested and
reviewed critically, in light of more recent andai&ed regional data trends

. in Chapter 4, we discuss some of the key issues around infictsiie development
and the opportunities in the North West arisingnfravaste management and
efficiency

. finally, we summarise the headline findings in to&clusions irChapter 5.

The analysis of waste generation contained in nbyrt is focused on the three principal
waste streams — municipal waste, commercial andsindl (C&I) waste and construction,
demolition and excavation waste (CD&E). The re®mot meant to be a technical account
of waste generation and waste management, butasemiew of the role of the economy in
relation to both. Therefore, the report focusesbarad definitions of waste management
facilities (rather than technical definitions) i.dandfill sites, incineration facilities,
recycling/composting facilities and energy from weafEfW) and combined heat and power
(CHP) facilities. The report draws on a numbedata sources to inform the analysis, some
of which are not directly comparable due to tecahitifferences in how data is gathered
and/or presentéd

Economic growth forecasts influence the level ofsigaarising in the region (which the
Regional Economy Environment Input/Output (REEIQ)d®l tries to capture). In turn, the
amount of waste generated, as well as the managemetnods adopted, will have a
significant impact on the environment. This is oofethe main factors driving policy
decisions, at all levels, around waste generatimhveaste management. One example of this
is the European Union’s Landfill Directive which svantroduced to prevent or minimise the

! For a detailed account of the different methodieleginderlying the data sources used, pleasetretee original
sources of data themselves, all of which are fidfgrenced within this report
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negative effects of landfill disposal on the enmiment. In particular, it aims to prevent or
minimise the pollution of surface water, groundwasmil, and air, as well as any negative
effects on the global environment, such as thenipagse effect, and any resulting risk to

human health

Summary issues, challenges and opportunities

The following key messages have emerged from theareh carried out in preparation of this

report:

There is significant capacity to deal with wastéhia North West at present:

>

Landfill capacity in the region has been estimate85m m and 63.5m rhin
two recent reports — these figures relate to thee @n2006 and the end of
2007 respectively

The region’s incineration capacity has increaseaphicantly over recent

years to an estimated 523,000 tonnes in 2005;idhégt to increase further
now that planning permission has been granted QS Chlor Ltd to

develop a £300 million combined heat and power (CHRnt producing

energy from waste (EfW) at their premises in Runcor

There are also a number of a number of facilitmswaste recycling and
associated treatment methods.

Broadly, it is estimated that the total amount afste generated in the North West in
2006 was in the order of 23 million tonnes. Breghkihis down:

>

The amount of municipal waste generated in 2005i@&sured some 4.4m
tonnes, around a fifth of all waste

Commercial and industrial waste arisings, takerettogr, measured some
8.1m tonnes in 2006, 35% of all waste generated

Construction, demolition, and excavation (CD&E) teass estimated to
measure 10.4m tonnes in 2006, approximately 458l ofaste generated.

The high-level REEIO model projections of futurernds in waste generation (2005
to 2020) are significantly higher than what one ldagasonably expect, judging by
the direction of recent data trends in the NorthstA(this is especially true for C&l
waste and to a lesser extent municipal waste).s ®imainly due to the model’s
underlying assumptions, which present one possiioenario — arguably more
realistic scenarios can be drawn using the detaflgihnal data that are available.

Related to this, REEIO model projections of futtrends in waste management
contrast significantly with what regional data wlersuggest. The model has been run
to a setting that places emphasis on landfill aseans of waste management, and
other waste management options have been played. ddWis is unrealistic given

2 http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/topicsdill-dir/
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the operation of the Landfill Allowance Trading ®ahe (LATS) and the landfill tax
escalator. A more reasonable and accurate ass#issatebe made based on local
information.

. Environment Agency data from 2006 suggested tleaiNthrth West's non-hazardous
landfill sites have a shorter lifespan (which coblel as low as 5.6 years) than all
other regions, with the exceptions of London areEhast of England

. However, more recent evidence presented in thi®orrepuggests that there is
sufficient landfill capacity in the region to sdidandfill requirements well into the
foreseeable future (at least until 2020) and prhybaintil a point in time when
technology and infrastructure has been developeddh an advanced stage that very
little waste is sent for disposal anyway. In thpart, we provide the reasons behind
this assertion

. There is demand for, and significant opportunitesdevelop more recycling and
recovery facilities in the region. If these arketa up, more waste could be diverted
from landfill as well as reducing the large exporarket of recyclables from the
region (which can generate further revenue folNbeh West).

. Some of the wider opportunities arising from waatso include the potential to
develop specific revenue-generating economic dietsvi(such as specialist waste
processing) and the overall improvements of busigesipetitiveness through higher
resource efficiency

. However, in developing the sustainable and conipetivaste infrastructure that the
region needs, a number of barriers and challengesl no be overcome. These
include issues around planning permissions and tineely resolution, and providing
the right mix of incentives and regulations to ersihie market responds to the waste
agenda

. Throughout, it should be borne in mind that wagtlection, waste planning and
waste disposal are essentially local issues detedriby local authorities. It is they
who issue planning permissions and decide on taitlm of new waste management
facilities, hence there is only so much that canabkieved at a regional level at
present. Local planning will be important in detéring the future structure of waste
management in the region, a key issue which neels taken on board.

Future policies and actions around waste shouldjbded by the well-established waste
hierarchy: waste prevention, re-use, recycle/compmosd energy recovery. Only after all
these options have been exhausted (in the ordénem)t should waste be sent to landfill
disposal. It is already in evidence that muchamd done, at all levels, to help lower the
amounts of waste generated and achieve the riggntd®min waste management.

The key reportNationally, regionally and sub-regionally signiiot waste management
facilities’ produced for 4NW (2008) provides recommendatiomgi® broad locations for

waste management facilities across the region.s@'héll need to be taken forward in future
planning decisions for the development of wasteagament facilities in the North West.

000 3
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2: Infrastructure inventory

Purpose

In this Section, we describe the regional positrath regard to waste and its component
streams. We also review the infrastructure avkiladnd proposed, within the North West to
deal with and process waste. To begin with, wersarise the Regional Inventory.

Regional Inventory

In this first section, we produce a detailed ineentof specific waste facilities in the region,
concentrating on methods of waste management. iffbemation and data show that the
provision of waste management facilities varieqidicantly across different parts of the
North West. This will impact significantly on homaste is managed within the region.

Table 2-1 displays the most recent estimates affiliicapacity at non-hazardous and open
gate sites in the North Wést It should be noted that these are estimates amymay be
subject to change. The three largest landfilksitethe region are:

. Whinney Hill at Accrington
. Arpley at Warrington
. Pilsworth South near Bury.

Together, these three sites are estimated to acémuover half of the region’s total landfill
capacity. At the sub-regional level, most of the void sp#& situated in Lancashire (a total
capacity of just over 20m ¥ Warrington (15.6m f) and Greater Manchester (14.2f).m

Table 2-1: Estimates of landfill capacity at non-hazardous and open gate sites at end of 2007

Site District Estimated capacity Details
(000s tonnes)
CHESHIRE
Danes Moss Macclesfield 299 Toclose in 2009

GOWY Chester 2,684 Planning for deposits until 2016

Maw Green Crewe and Nantwich 1,394  Planning for deposits until 2011

Kinderton Lodge, Congleton 2,400 Planning for deposits until 2019
Middlewich
CUMBRIA

Bennett Bank Barrow-in-Furness 225  Application in process for an

additional 800,000 m*

3 Taken from Nationally, regionally and sub-regidynaignificant waste management facilitid$yW (October
2008)
4 39 Waste Management Monitoring RepdttVRTAB(August 2007)

ey 4
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Site District Estimated capacity Details
(000s tonnes)
Distington Copeland 150
Flusco Pike Eden 1,600
Hespin Wood Carlisle 1,550
Lillyhall Phase 3 Allerdale 1,450 Site currently takes low levels
of annual deposits
Thackwood Eden 200
GREATER MANCHESTER
Clifton Hall Salford 407  Site mothballed in 2004
Highmoor Quarry Oldham 2,680 Inputs restricted to 2014
Pilsworth South Bury 8,630 Planning for deposits until 2017
Whitehead Wigan 2,500 Planned to close in 2013
LANCASHIRE
Bent Hall Farm Blackburn with Darwen 100
Clayton Hall Preston/Chorley 900
Clifton Marsh Preston/Fylde 2,800
Deerplay Burnley 1,200 Planning extended till 2022
Jameson Road Phase 2 Wyre 2,500 Planned to close end of 2018
Rigby Wigan/Chorley 300 Planning extended till 2010
Westby Fylde/Blackpool 400
Whinney Hill (new area) Hyndburn 12,000 Planned for deposits until 2045
Whitemoss West Lancashire Hazardous waste site
Withnell Quarry Preston/Chorley 100 Planned for deposits until 2010
MERSEYSIDE
Lyme & Wood Pits St Helens 1,500 Planning till 2010
WARRINGTON
Arpley Warrington 11,000 Planning currently expires 2013
Fir Tree Farm and Moss Warrington 1,000 Are effectively on one site
Hall Farm
Western Moat Lane and Warrington 3,000
Omrod Farm
Risley Warrington 594

Source: Adapted from Nationally, regionally and sagionally significant waste management facilitiésl\W (October 2008)

2.5 Table 2-2 lists the region’s major incinerationilities, their capacity, and throughput, as of
2006. At present, there is only one municipaldsalaste recovery facility in the North West
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that is able to produce energy from waste (BfWThis facility is located in Bolton and

accepts 2% of the region’s municipal wéstéHowever, planning permission has recently
been granted to INEOS Chlor Ltd to develop a £3@dBom combined heat and power (CHP)

plant producing EfW. This will be based at theferpises in Runcorn and will raise the
region’s incineration capacity by an estimated 800,tonnes per annum.

Table 2-2: Major incinerators in the region, their capacity, and throughput, 2006’

Permitted Tonnage Operating
capacity incinerated in  level in
Operator name Site location® Type (000s tonnes) 2006 (000s) 2006°
Castle Cement Ribblesdale Co-Incineration 175 47 27%
Limited . of hazardous
(Lancashire) waste
Greater Manchester Bolton Municipal 127 104 82%
Waste Ltd
(Gtr Manchester)
Veolia ES  Ellesmere Port, Wirral Hazardous 100 86 86%
Cleanaway (UK) Ltd .
y (UK) (Cheshire)
United Utilities Water Widnes Sewage Sludge 100 25 25%
Plc .
(Warrington & Halton)
Granox Ltd Widnes Animal By- 40 45 113%
Products
(Cheshire) u
Solvent Resource Morecambe Hazardous 15 5.1 34%

Management Ltd
9 (Lancashire)

Source: Environment Agency

There are also a significant number of facilities fvaste recycling in the region and
associated treatment methods. These are documientbd ‘Recycling and Waste Supply
Chain Directory 2008published by Envirolin¥.

There appears to be some correlation between papuldensity and recycling/reprocessor

capacity, with a high density of recyclers and ogpssors located in Greater Manchester and
Merseyside (as well as in Lancashire). This erssuhat transport costs are kept to a

minimum. A survey carried out in January 2007 tdexd 162 recyclers and reprocessors

active in the North West regibn

The region contains a high number of metal recgfieprocessors (28) and plastic
recyclers/reprocessors (26), 18 recyclers/reprocgsshandling discarded equipment
(including end of life vehicles), 12 companies @®&alwith construction and demolition waste
(not soils) and 10 handling WEEE (IT 7 communicasicequipment). However, more

® Residual waste from standard collections

5 According to the 2008 Annual Monitoring Report foe North West of England§WRA(February 2008)

" There are also three very small installations ieaBer Manchester for clinical incineration whicivl not been
included in this table on account of their siz¢ [falve an estimated capacity of under 8,000 tonnes)

8 Planning sub-region in brackets

9i.e. tonnage incinerated over permitted capanityd06
http://www.envirolinknorthwest.co.uk/Envirolink/liary0.nsf/0/2F40A129C64C5E8680257433002D05 F2/$file/
080103%20-%20R%26W%?20directory.pdf

1 Figure reported in the Nationally, regionally asub-regionally significant waste management faedjtsNW
(October 2008)
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specialist recyclers/reprocessors, such as thaw#lihg tyres, glass and mixed wastes are less
well developetf.

In terms of number of waste management licensesntgority (63%) of licenses for landfill
are in Greater Manchester (47) and Lancashireg$2}t 31 December 2005.

Current capacity

In the following paragraphs, we discuss currentelewf capacity in the region to manage
waste. This assessment comes with a significaaltthevarning, as there is a significant
amount of uncertainty surrounding estimates ofistitucture capacity.

Estimates of landfill capacity in the region indizahat approximately 55 million hof void
space was available at the end of 2006. This wesad across 23 open gate landfill sites.
However, more recent estimates from the stiBtionally, regionally and sub-regionally
significant waste management facilitiesiggest that landfill capacity is closer to 63.6th
(at the end of 2007). These varying estimatesectfthe difficulty in estimating the
remaining landfill capacity owing to th®umerous uncertainties relating to operational,
commercial and planning and environmental facttrs’

Figure 2-1 shows that, based upon available daae thas been an increase in overall landfill
capacity each year since 2003 (in total, over Shinas been added between 2003 and 2006).
The region’s3" Waste Management Monitoring Repsiates that this is due to new planning
permissions and an upward reassessment of capmciigveral sites. At the sub-regional
level, it is estimated that two thirds (36nT)nof the region’s non-hazardous void space is
situated in Lancashire and Warrington and HaltonMerseyside, there is no longer any void
space at landfill sité$

Figure 2-1: Estimated void space (000 m3) by sub-region, 2003 to 2006

6,000

5,000

so0

3,000
2,000
1,000 I
0
2003

tonnage

2004 2005 2006
Year
B Merseyside Cumbria B Warrington &Halton
M Cheshire Greater Manchester M Lancashire

Source: Taken fromBWaste Management Monitoring Report, NWRTAB (AUZGT)

12 As reported in Nationally, regionally and sub-rewilly significant waste management facilitiéslW (October
2008)

132008 Annual Monitoring Report for the North Westfgland NWRA(February 2008)

14 Although data in Table 2-1 stated that there waslandfill site in Merseyside with 1.5nPof void space at
the end of 2007
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2.13 There has been a large expansion in the regioniedration capacity between 2000/01 and
2005, rising from 201,000 tonnes to an estimate®@,&® tonneS. This will rise
significantly (by an estimated 800,000 tonnes) otiee INEOS Chlor Ltd development at
Runcorn is completed.

2.14 As Figure 2-2 shows, the expansion of the regiamneration capacity between 2000/01
and 2005 was driven by a large increase in captaxiigal with hazardous waste. Indetbe,
North West is currently a net importer of hazardouswaste partly due to its supply of
incineration facilities to deal with such waStélthough the region also has two hazardous
waste landfill facilities, one of which — the Mingssdeep mine disposal site at Winsford in
Cheshire — is expected to become a nationally faigni facility'").

Figure 2-2: Incineration capacity in the North West, 2000/01 and 2005

400
350
300
250
200

150

|00

50

N ] _

Municipal Sewage sludge Hazardous Other

000s tonnes

Waste type

2000/ W 2005
Source: Taken from3Waste Management Monitoring Report, NWRTAB (AU2QGT)

2.15 However, there is significant variation at the sabional level. Data from 2005 show tffat

. Lancashire accounted for 37% of regional incinerattapacity, nearly all of which
was for hazardous waste (due to the major sitébdtiésdale)

. around a fifth of all incineration capacity in therth West was in Cheshire, all of
which deals with hazardous waste (accounted fahéyacility at Ellesmere Port)

. Greater Manchester also accounted for a fifth gforal capacity, although this is
just for municipal waste (due to the site in Bojton

. Warrington and Halton had 84,000 tonnes of capamity contain the region’s only
sewage sludge incinerators and EfW incineratioilitias.

15 please note that more recent (2006) data is &aitm request from the Environment Agency NorthsWé his
indicates that in 2006, the region’s incineratiapacity stood at 578,000 tonnes. However, thia das not been
verified by the study team.

18 |_atest figures from the Environment Agency Nortedtindicate that the region produced 730,000 ®ofe
hazardous waste in 2006, half of which was manag#étk region and the other half exported. Pleade that
this data has not been verified by the study team.

17 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signiitt waste management facilitid$yW(October 2008)

18 Taken from the 3rd Waste Management Monitoring ReptWRTAB(August 2007)
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. Merseyside had some limited capacity to deal wakandous waste and Cumbria
contributed no capacity at all.

State of the infrastructure

2.16 There is limited information on the actual statetloése facilities in terms of their age,
performance efficiency, etc. Overall capacity ifficult to establish accurately due to
varying methods and assumptions. For instanc&pirl 2005 the Environment Agency
estimated a combined life expectancy of 5.3 yearghHe North West's landfill sites (based
upon site inputs for 2004/05) suggesting that léincipacity would be filled by July 2010
This estimate has been largely reversed in liglgvidence that is more recent and changing
trends of waste generation and processing — aeeestimate shows that the 55mahvoid
space in the region will provide for around eigletss of landfill from the end of 2086
Consultations with regional stakeholders even ssigiat as a result of wider changes in the
policy environment the actual life expectancy afdfill sites in the region will turn out to be
significantly longer (for a more detailed explapatbf the reasoning behind this, please refer
to paragraph 3.33).

Policy and regulatory framework

At the European and national level

2.17 The development of policy and the regulatory framdwaround waste are largely driven by
decisions taken at the European and national levested below are the key pieces of
legislation which determine how waste is managetiénNorth West:

. European Waste Framework Directivé* — codified in April 2006, these measures
require EU Member States to give priority to wagtevention, recycling and
processing for re-use. They must also prepareewashagement plans and ensure
that the cost of disposal is borne by the wastddrdin accordance with the ‘polluter

pays’ principle)

. European Landfill Directive — introduced in April 1999, the objective of the EU
landfill directive is to prevent or reduce as far as possible negatifecesf on the
environment from the landfilling of waste It sets the following demanding targets:
to reduce biodegradable municipal waste landfitte@5% of that produced in 1995
by 2010; to 50% of that produced in 1995 by 201 # 35% of that produced in
1995 by 2020

. Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) — to help waste disposal authorities
meet their targets under the European Landfill ®ive, the Government introduced

19 However, this would have been based on earlienatts of capacity which have since been up-scaledy
difficult to accurately estimate capacity

20 As reported in the™$Waste Management Monitoring RepditVRTAB(August 2007)

21 Seehttp://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/[21197.fammore detail

22 Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/landfill_tem
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the LATS in April 2005, giving authorities greafiaxibility in planning the disposal
of waste through the introduction of tradable ldhdflowances for each yedr

Landfill tax escalator — in the 2007 Budget, the landfill tax escalat@swaised
significantly, from £3 per tonne to £8 per tonnelegear for active waste (i.e. that
which gives off emissions). This came into effieom April 2008 and means that by
2010/11 the current standard rate of landfill takk mave doubled from £24 per tonne
to £48 per tonne. This is intended to make investsiin alternative non-landfill
treatments such as recycling and anaerobic digestare economically viablé

A further disincentive to landfill is new legislati, which came into force in October
2007, banning waste liquids from landfill and retng all non-hazardous solid waste
to be treated prior to landfill

The Waste Private Finance Initiative (PFI)— this is a national funding pot intended
to help more local authorities to invest in susthie waste management facilities in
order to deal with residual waste In the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review,
Defra was allocated an extra £2 billion to fundevaint PFI projects — £600m in
2008/09 and £700m in 2009/10 and 2010/11.

Finally, nine work streams are delivered througle WWaste Implementation
Programme (WIP), all aimed at helping the UK to achieve the targetsunder the
EU Landfill Directive. These work streams inclulteal authority funding, new
technologies, waste minimisation and the Wasteasitfucture Delivery Programme
(WIDP), part of whose remit is to oversee the atamn of PFI credifS.

Alongside this, the Government has supported thiga to improve resource efficiency
within the business community through tBeisiness Resource Efficiency and Waste
(BREW) programme (using receipts generated from the Ihrdft escalator). Although
funding for this programme has now ended (it raamfrApril 2005 until April 2008) a
number of delivery bodies are still being suppottedchieve the Government's objecti/es

Envirowise — who are providing resource efficiemaclyice

The Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) — dpivej the market for
recycled materials

Carbon Trust — providing energy efficiency adviesearch and communication

National Industrial Symbiosis Programme (NISP)bringing together companies
from all business sectors with the aim of improvimgss-industry resource efficiency
by exchanging materials, energy and water and gaseets, logistics and expertise

Z see Landfill Allowances Trading Scheme (LATS):ragiical guide DEFRA (February 2005)

24 Seehttp://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/stratéagtsheets/landfilltax. htrfor an overview

% \Waste Strategy Annual Progress Report 200 D&RAJuly 2008

28 For more on the nine work streams se#n://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/wip/wasie/index.htm
Zhitp://www.defra.gov.uk/Environment/waste/brew/Hgss+resource+efficiency+waste&h

|I=en&ct=clnk&cd=1&gl=uk&client=firefox-aSeehttp://www.defra.gov.uk/Environment/waste/brew/
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Environment Agency — tackling fly-tipping and maffidata available to business on
legal waste carriers; providing information and dzawmice on environmental
regulations through NetRegs service

Defra Waste Data Strategy — working to provide gqodlity, robust and timely data
on waste to give a sound evidence base for polikymga implementation,
monitoring and evaluation at a national and loegél.

The introduction of these pieces of legislation awesv programmes and initiatives are all
geared towards achieving similar overriding objexti — namely, the need to achieve
reductions in the amount of waste generated anthanamount of waste disposed of via
landfill (importantly, by increasing the amountused, recycled/composted or recovered). If
these priorities are to gain traction, they mustrdféected in developments at regional and
sub-regional levels.

At the strategic level, the direction of recentiséation and new programmes and initiatives is
reflected in the2007 Waste Strategy for Englan®. The new strategy is based around the
following five elements:

incentivising efforts to reduce, re-use, recyclestwand recover energy from waste

reforming regulation to drive the reduction of veaahd diversion from landfill while
reducing costs to compliant businesses and théategu

targeting action on materials, products and sectwith the greatest scope for
improving environmental and economic outcomes

stimulating investment in collection, recycling amdcovery infrastructure, and
markets for recovered materials that will maxintise value of materials and energy
recovered

improving national, regional and local governaneéh a clearer performance and
institutional framework to deliver better-coordiedt action and services on the
ground.

Crucially, the strategy outlines a hierarchy forsteain order to determine national (and, by
consequence, regional and sub-regional) prioritidving down the hierarchy, the stated
option for waste becomes less desirable in termti@famount of waste generated and the
associated environmental impact (the hierarchyigaed with the climate change agenda for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions). This shotldsaa guide for all policy decisions on

waste.

2 \Waste Strategy for England 20@EFRA (May 2007)
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Figure 2-3: The Waste Hierarchy

Waste prevention

\ Recycle/compost /
\ Energy recovery /

Disposal

Source: Waste Strategy for England 2007, Defra

In the new waste strategy, higher national targeds in 2000 (the year of the previous
strategy) have been set as follows:

. recycling and composting of household waste —adtld0% by 2010, 45% by 2015
and 50% by 2020

. recovery of municipal waste — 53% by 2010, 67% @Y32and 75% by 2020

Regional strategies

TheRegional Waste Strategy’, published in September 2004, is well aligned \Etmopean
and national priorities; it places emphasis on kirepthe link between waste growth and
economic development through a more efficient ubeesources and improved waste
management. The objectives are to ensure thaewsstagement systems are in accordance
with the principles of sustainable development iategrated waste management by:

. reducing waste produced in the region

. maximising the reuse of waste products

. recycling and composting waste

. recovering value (in the form of energy) from watktat is not recycled
. maintaining sufficient landfill capacity for thesgiosal of final residues.

As this report is being written, a review of thgyimmal waste strategy is currently being
undertaken alongside the introduction of a suskénaconsumption and production

2 n Table 2-4, these targets are compared to ragtargets contained in the Regional Waste Straftemye
North West 2004
30 Regional Waste Strategy for the North West 2004/RA(September 2004)
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framework. It aims to ensure that the regionaltevasrategy is well aligned with both the
framework as well as the priorities set by the 2W0&ste Strategy for England. The review
will contribute to the development of a new wastategy for the North West region.

The Regional Spatial Strategy (RSSjor North West England re-emphasises the objextive
and targets set in the Regional Waste Strategytlaa®007 Waste Strategy for England;
crucially, it is guided by the principles of the sta hierarchy (see Figure 2-3).

The RSS seeks to produce a concise waste stratetiyefregion that:

. breaks the link between economic growth and the@@mwental impact of waste

. increases recycling rates in the region

. provides a framework in which communities take oesibility for their own waste

. delivers a pattern of facilities of national, rega and sub-regional importance,

including supporting policiés

The latest North Westegional Economic Strategy (RESis focused more on the economic
aspects of waste, in particular the benefits tonmss of improved resource efficiefity This

is reflected in RES Transformational Action 23 whaims to improve the support provided
to businesses on resource efficiency and wastemsation, including:

. sustainable procurement

. overcoming barriers to new energy and waste tecigres
. reuse and recycling of materials.

Targets

Table 2-3 below outlines the national and regidaejets for waste reduction. It shows that
the current focus, at both levels, is on reducengels of municipal waste. However, it must
be borne in mind that this represents just 17%llofvaste generated in the regidn The
remainder is made up of commercial and industredtes (C&I) and construction, demolition
and excavation waste (CD&E). Although there amaesdargets related to C&I waste, these
are largely aspirational and it is not easy to meawhether they have been met.

Table 2-3: Regional and national waste reduction targets

Regional Waste Strategy for the North Waste Strategy for England 2007
West 2004

Municipal waste Reduce growth in municipal waste by: Household residual waste reduction (from
2000 levels) of:

. 29% by 2010
. 35% by 2015
. 45% by 2020

< 2% by 2006
« 1% by 2010
. 0% by 2014

31 North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Stiatec?021,GONW(September 2008)
32 Northwest Regional Economic Strategy 2008YDA
33 Using 2005 figures contained in the REEIO model
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Regional Waste Strategy for the North
West 2004

Waste Strategy for England 2007

Commercial and
Industrial wastes

Reduce growth in C&I waste by: -
0% by 2020

Source: SQW Consulting

Furthermore, Table 2-4 outlines the national amioreal targets for the overall management
of wasté®. The targets are geared towards significantlyeiasing the levels of recycling or
composting and the recovery of waste (and as atdi@sequence, reducing the proportion
of waste being sent to landfill). This reflectse tldirection of political and strategic
developments discussed previously. The figurdbeéntable are based on weight; the recent
House of Lords’ Select Committee on Science andii@logy has questioned the validity of
a simple weight measure going forward with natiaoeal/cling policy.

Table 2-4: Regional and national waste management targets

Municipal waste Commercial and Industrial waste

Recover the value
(including recycling)

Recover the value
(including recycling)

Household recycling
or composting

Recycling

2005 National: 25% National: 38% - -
Regional: same Regional: 40%

2010 National: 40% National: 53% - -
Regional: 35% Regional: 45%

2015 National: 45% National: 67% Regional: 35% -
Regional: same Regional: same

2020 National: 50% National: 75% - Regional: 70%

Regional: 55%

Source: Adapted fromi®Waste Management Monitoring Report, NWRTAB (AUZGT)
Management and operation

Key players

The collection and management of waste takes pdaca sub-regional level in England,
based around the following structure:

. Waste planning authorities (WPAs) — who identify suitable land for waste
management facilities and decide on planning apitins for proposed waste
management activities. The WPAs in the North Vdest

> Cheshire County Council

> Cumbria County Council
> In Greater Manchester, the ten local authoritiesthe WPAs, although the
Greater Manchester Geological Unit (GMGU) producde Waste

Development Plan Document on their behalf

34 As contained in the Waste Strategy for England72d the Regional Waste Strategy for the North \2@64
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> Lancashire County Council

> In Merseyside, the six local authorities (includikiglton) are the WPAs,
although the Merseyside Environmental Advisory 8en{MEAS) produces
the Waste Development Plan Document on their behalf

> Warrington Borough Council.

. Waste collection authorities (WCAs)— who are responsible for collecting waste
from homes as well as from some businesses. lomaicils are the WCAs, hence
there are 43 WCAs in the North West.

. Waste disposal authorities (WDAs)— who manage the waste collected by local
councils (in some cases, this is the same coundha WCA, otherwise, it is often
the county council). WDAs are also responsible developing and implementing
plans to deal with municipal waste through parthigrsvith local authorities. In the
North West, the WPAs are:

> Cheshire County Council

Cumbria County Council

Greater Manchester Waste Disposal Authority (GMWDA)
Lancashire County Council

Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority

Halton Borough Councit

Warrington Borough Council

vV VYV VYV V¥V VYV VYV V¥V

Wigan Councif®.

At the regional level, théNorth West Regional Technical Advisory Body on Wa#t
(NWRTAB) has been set up to collect, collate arntérpret data and any other information
about waste activity in the region. Members of IW§RTAB have been the first point of call
for the data and information provided in this répor

Also important are the key organisations involvedcontributing to waste policy and/or
delivering programmes and initiatives around wastkiction and waste management. At the
national level, these include the Environment AgenEnvirolink (both of which have
regional offices in the North West) Defra, WRAP, D, the Environmental Services
Association (ESA) and the Community Recycling Nalkw@CRN). At the regional level,
these include 4NW, NWDA, GONW and ENWORKS (who detiresource efficiency and
environmental support to businesses).

35 Halton remains a separate WDA but is a part oMieeseyside Waste partnership (MWP). See 3rd Waste
Management Monitoring RepoWRTAB(August 2007)

38 Wigan is a WDA in its own right and attends GMWD#eetings, but is not part of the partnership. Bde
Waste Management Monitoring RepdfWRTAB(August 2007)
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There are a number of different operators of wasieagement facilities in the region, some
entirely private and some linked to public sectodibs. Some of the larger waste companies
operating in the region are briefly described below

. Greater Manchester Waste Ltd— the UK’s largest local authority waste disposal
company’. Owned and controlled by Greater Manchester WE# company
handles over 1.4m tonnes of municipal solid wasieheyear and operates the only
municipal solid waste recovery facility in the regithat is able to produce EfW.

. Viridor — one of the UK's leading resource and waste n@anegt companies,
Viridor operate one of the largest landfill sitestihe North West (with a capacity of
some 8.6m ) at Pilsworth South, Bury.

. Peel Holdings Ince Ltd— a subsidiary of the region’s leading propertg &ansport
company, they have plans to develop a Resourcevegc®ark (RRP) in at Ince
Marshes in Cheshire.

. Global Renewables- a recycling technology developer. Headquartereklstralia,
they have recently achieved Financial Close orLdreashire PFI Project, a 25-year
contract to recover recyclable material from 600,8fhnes of household waste each
year.

Other operators include 3C Waste Ltd, Veolia ESa@devay (UK) Ltd, Waste Recycling
Group Ltd (WRG), TEG Environmental Ltd and PresRetycling Ltd®.

Infrastructure development

In the North West, three PFI projects have beemaygpl (as part of the Spending Review
2004) to develop new and sustainable waste managdawlities. As of 28 July 2008, all
three were still at the procurement stdge

. In Greater Manchester, a £109.5m PFI project was approved in Januar$.2dhis
will house five mechanical biological treatment (B plants, two materials
recycling facilities (MRFs), four in-vessel compast plants and one energy from
waste (EfW) plant

. In Merseyside a £90m PFI project was approved in April 200%vjing one MBT
plant and one refuse derived fuel burner

. Cheshire County Council had a £40m project bid approvedvisy 2006. As in
Merseyside, this will provide one MBT facility arahe refuse derived fuel burner
(although both will operate at a smaller scale tinaMerseyside).

Primarily, these facilities will deal only with migipal waste in order to help meet the
targets. Although there is the possibility of #adacilities taking in C&I waste, in practice it

37 Seehttp://www.gmwaste.co.uk/home.asp

38 For more information on some of these, please tefthe Recycling and Waste Supply Chain Direct@9&,
Envirolink (January 2008)

%9 please refer thttp://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localafithding/pfi/projects.htrfor more details
on the specific PFI projects, including estimategarity and operational date
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is likely that this will be an insignificant amouymats the WDAs' main concern will be meeting
their set targets; moreover, there may be highstsdavolved in setting up a facility that can
deal with both waste streams. The Government éasgnised this as a potential barrier to
necessary investment, stating in the 2007 Was&teSty that it must be ensured that:

‘... PFl/other funding mechanisms do not preventllacahorities and
their waste management contractors from develofaniljties to cater for
both municipal and non-municipal wa&te

Of course, there may be other means of ensuringlainge-scale investment in necessary
infrastructure is made. The Government has chosgmomote PFI schemes because they
encourage partnership working between authoriteesulting in efficiency gains, more
integrated waste management solutions and the pies®f scale that flow from this and a
more strategic approach to planning and procurethefihey have backed this is up with an
additional £2 billion of funding for relevant PFigpects as part of the 2007 Comprehensive
Spending Review.

A 2006 survey found ‘clear appetite among lendimggifutions for providing private finance
to waste PFI project8. This, however, was related to the particulacwinstances of the
time, with liquid capital markets awash with moreayd a resultant increase in competition
for assets driving down both yields and opportuititynore established PFI markets such as
health and education. This situation may have gédrconsiderably in the current economic
climate.

The development of infrastructure and facilitiesmianage C&l waste (as well as CD&E
waste) will be primarily driven by market forceh.is expected that 2010 will be a watershed
year, with landfill tax reaching £48 per tonne dhe likely gate fee expected to exceed £100
per tonn& — a huge incentive for firms to divert more waateay from landfill. This will
create a major opening for private sector operdtodevelop more facilities for recycling and
energy recovefyl. It is too early to predict which of these twdeahatives to landfill will
prove more popular, even though many operators ladready begun to make plans for
2010°. However, consultees approached in the courpeepiaring this report have said they
might expect a large increase in the capacity ofaiing facilities alongside the development
of a number of relatively small-scale energy recp#tes. Concern has also been expressed
that as these alternative options become more evignld attractive, it may dissuade
companies from taking action to reduce waste #mthe waste hierarchy confirms, should
always be the favoured option.

The Government has recently (16 September 2008)tegfalINEOS Chlor Ltd planning
permission to build a new power station at thegnmises in Runcorn, to cost around £300
million. This facility will be a combined heat apdwer (CHP) plant producing energy from

40 \Waste Strategy for England 20@EFRA(May 2007)

“1 http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localdfithding/pfi/index.htm

“2 http://www.nortonrose.com/knowledge/publication®@Mdub8494.aspx?page=7759&lang=en-gb

3 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signifitt waste management facilitié$yW (October 2008)

44 As highlighted in the Study to fill Evidence Gaps Commercial & Industrial Waste Streams in the tNavest
Region of England\WRTAB(May 2007). Recycling and energy recovery areoimgetition as alternative waste
management methods to landfill disposal

45 At present, many operators are trying to idemifyential sites on which to develop waste managefaetiities
and gain planning permissions. It will be at leaste years before anything is commissioned.
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waste (EfW) using municipal waste streams, wittaanual uptake of around 800,000 tonnes
of wasté®. Another major proposal to develop a ResourceoRay Park (RRP) at Ince
Marshes, Cheshire, is currently facing planningge!

2.41 The key report ‘Nationally, regionally ansub-regionally significant waste management
facilities’ produced for 4NW provides recommendasiocon the broad locations for waste
management facilities across the region. These neéd to be taken forward in future
planning decisions for the development of wasteagament facilities in the North West.

“ehttp://www.whitehallpages.net/modules.php?op=modisemme=News&file=article&sid=135006&mode=threa
d&order=0&thold=0
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3: Supply and demand

Purpose

This section of the report sets out the data aedds relating to the generation and
management of waste within the region. Where ptesspast and likely future trend data are
presented to provide a sense of dynamic change.

Current situation and trends

Key aspects

There are two main aspects to waste — generatibmamagement. As stated in the previous
chapter, the smart order of priority is to reduece amount of waste generated followed by
applying sustainable waste management solutionsenlboking at the waste infrastructure,
and in particular in terms of matching up supply @emand, it is the waste management
practices that need to be explored, i.e. the nacgsspacity to accommodate the amount of
waste expected to be generated in the region,ngeari mind the preferred mix of waste

management methods.

Therefore, as a starting point, this report looksha current situation and recent trends in
terms of waste generation and waste managemergseTdre used as an indication of what
can be expected in future years and as a benchagaikst which to qualify projections
generated by forecasting models, such as the RagiEsonomy Environment Input/Output
(REEIO) model.

Waste generation in the North West

To set the context, Figure 3-1 brings together datthe three main sources of waste in order
to provide a broad estimate of the total amounwaste generated in the reglbnA note of
caution must be taken when interpreting the dataaah estimate has been taken from a
different source of evidentand therefore may not be directly comparable.

Nevertheless, the evidence brought together helieates that the amount of waste generated
in the North West in 2008 measured some 23 million tonnes. Of this, muaicipaste
comprises around a fifth (19%) of all waste, contigrand industrial waste (C&I) accounts
for 35% and construction, demolition and excavat{@D&E) waste accounts for 45%.
These figures are broadly in line with those corediin the REEIO model baseline. Each of
these individual waste streams is discussed in woheta! in the remainder of this section.

" There are other waste streams, such as agriduliaste and sewage sludge, but these are smathiparison
48 Data on municipal waste has been taken frri\@ste Management Monitoring RepdttVRTAB(August
2007); estimates of commercial and industrial waséebased upon the ‘Study to fill Evidence Gaps fo
Commercial & Industrial Waste Streams in the Nortesi\Region of EnglandNWRTAB(May 2007) and refers
to figures presented in th& Vaste Management Monitoring Report; finally, data@D&E waste is taken from
the ‘Study to fill the evidence gaps for constrantidemolition and excavation waste streams irNibieth West
region of England’NWRTAB(July 2007)

49 Please note that data on municipal waste refaisetperiod 2005/06 rather than 2006
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Figure 3-1: Estimates of total waste generated in the North West by source of waste, 2006

Municipal
4.4m tonnes

CD&Ewaste
10.4m tonnes

Source: Taken from3Waste Management Monitoring Report, NWRTAB (Au)3T) and ‘Study to fill the evidence gaps for
construction, demolition and excavation waste streén the North West region of England’, NWRTABy(2007)

Municipal waste

Municipal waste streams are the focus of governrtangets to achieve reductions in waste
and higher rates of recycling and recovery. Howesae stated above, they only represent
around a fifth of all waste generated in the region

Figure 3-2 shows that the growth rate in municivakte arisings in the North West has
stabilised over the last six years, helping théoregeet its long-term target to reduce growth
by 0% by 201%. The amount of waste generated in 2005/06 medsome4.4m tonnes

Household waste comprises the majority of municipaste arisings and therefore should be
seen as pivotal to understanding recent and fatenels in the generation of municipal waste.

Figure 3-2: Municipal waste arisings, 2000/1 to 2005/6
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2000/01 2001/02  2002/03  2003/04  2004/05  2005/06
Year
—&— Total municipal waste Other household sources
Total household waste —¥— HWRC sites
Regular household collection Household recycling

Source: Taken fromBWaste Management Monitoring Report, NWRTAB (AUZGT)

%0 Regional Waste Strategy for the North West 2004/RA(September 2004)
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The 2005 target for recycling and composting ofdedwld waste was met one year late — in
2005/06, 25% of the region’s household waste wé#seeirecycled or composted, with
particularly high rates in Lancashire. Howevee, tbgion fell well below its target to recover
the value from 40% of municipal solid waste by 2@@&luding recycling/composting) with
just 27.6% recovered in 200566

Moreover, regional experts state that, ‘the tardetsrecovered values [45% by 2010 and
67% by 2015] may not be achieved within the exgstivaste management infrastructure in
the North West? Each of the individual WDAs has plans to develep treatment capacity
for residual municipal waste within their MunicipdlVaste Management Strategies
(MWMSs); however, it is unlikely that the requiredfrastructure will be in place and
operational by 2010.

Commercial and Industrial waste

Between September 2006 and January 2007, a suaeymdertaken on behalf of the North
West Regional Technical Advisory Body on Waste (NB), North West Minerals and
WPAs to estimate C&l waste arisings in the Northsi’e It estimated that C&l waste
measured som&.1m tonnesin 2006, with the following sectors generating thest waste
overall: retail, wholesale and other services.

Figure 2-1 shows how the estimates contained & ghivey differ from those produced in
two previous surveys conducted by the Environmegen&y in 1998/99 and 200243
There is a noticeable trend that industrial waste been declining whilst waste generated
from the commercial sector has gradually riserdeéd between 2003 and 2006:

. industrial waste arisings showed a 14% reduction
. waste generated by the commercial sector increaséd%.

These are important trerdsvhich may be a reflection of wider changes in shecture of
the regional economy — i.e. the decline in manufaag, especially at the ‘dirty’ end of the
sector, and the trend towards greater off-shorihgost-sensitive manufacturing activities,
alongside growth in some of the region’s key conuiarsectors and the public sector.
Added to this, the increased focus on resourceiefity within the industrial sector, partly
led by political initiatives such as the Businesss®urce Efficiency and Waste (BREW)
programme, is likely to have contributed signifittamo the decline in industrial waste.

51 As set in the Regional Waste Strategy for the Novést 2004ANWRA(September 2004)

%2 3rd Waste Management Monitoring RepdtVRTAB(August 2007)

%3 Study to fill Evidence Gaps for Commercial & IndimtWaste Streams in the North West Region of Bmgjla
NWRTAB(May 2007)

54 The 2006 survey of North West C&I waste streanmisently being used to extrapolate nationwiderfigu

%5 Although one should always take care when compatata from two different surveys, key consultemgeh
stated that they are very confident in making dioeenparisons between the two surveys as theyhaessame
methodology
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Figure 3-3: Commercial & industrial waste generated in the North West, 1999, 2003 and 2006
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Source: Taken from3Waste Management Monitoring Report, NWRTAB (AU2QGT)

If recent trends are sustained, it has been caéziithat in three years’ time waste growth will
be close to zero (or actually in decline) for bettmmercial waste and industrial waste
This is consistent with the broad target to redgievth in C&I waste to 0% by 2020 It
will be important to bear these trends in mind whaoking at the projections for C&l waste
arisings contained in the REEIO model.

At the sub-regional level, most C&l waste is getextan Greater Manchester (2.8m tonnes in
2006, over a third of the region’s total). Thiauissurprising given that the sub-region is the
main economic centre within the North West, patéidy for commercial activities which
comprised more than half (57%) of all C&l wastedaroed in Greater Manchester.

There has been a steep decline in the amount ofwa&te sent to landfill between the three
surveys, as shown in Figure 3-4; indeed, in 2006, amount was approximately half that
measured in 1999. It should be noted, howevet,ldmalfill is still a widespread method of
waste management — in 2006, at least 2.2m tonn€gbivaste generated in the region was
still disposed of via landfflf.

Data from the 2007 survey suggest that the regiandking ‘excellent progress’ against its
waste management targéts i.e. to recycle 35% of all C&l waste by 2020 ardover the
value from at least 70% of C&l waste by 2020 (idohg recycling/composting). In 2006,
around 47% of waste was recycled, composted or uséahd recovery (3.6m tonnes) far
exceeding the 2020 target. A further 23% of alll@&ste had energy recovered. These
rates may be impressive but there is plenty of stopncrease them yet furtfr

%6 See Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally #igant waste management facilitieB\\W (October 2008)
57 Regional Waste Strategy for the North West 200WRA(September 2004)

%8 Also, it does not include the landfill portion fratransfer stations and other similar facilities

%9 3 Waste Management Monitoring RepditVRTAB(August 2007)

50 As discussed in the Study to fill Evidence Gapsdommercial & Industrial Waste Streams in the Naktast
Region of England\WRTAB(May 2007). See paragraph 4.13 for more.
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Figure 3-4: Waste management destination as known by the producer, 1999 to 2006

5000

4500
4000

3500
3000
2500
2000
|500
(000
g B

000s tonnes

> ) Y o >
cé\\\qcbp \b&o@(\% © Qcé“ (g‘,\({(b & %(\g,@ &
FE ol L& & S0
_\L\}“ © Nl & Gd\
v s

Destination as known by the waste producer

1999 W 2003 W 2006

Source: Taken from3Waste Management Monitoring Report, NWRTAB (AU2QGT)

A continuation of these trends would lead to insiiegly less demand on landfill void space
in the future. Indeed, given the policy climateward waste, one might expect these trends to
gather pace as new facilities develop and newl&@s is implemented.

Construction, Demolition and Excavation waste

Construction, Demolition and Excavation (CD&E) wast notoriously difficult to measure
given that a lot of waste generated is re-usedsitai- In July 2006, the NWRTAB
(alongside North West Minerals and the WPASs) corsioised a survey to measure CD&E
waste arisings in the region and address the estdgap in sub-regional data. Table 3-1
presents the headline estimates of CD&E wastengdsiprocessing and disposal in 2006.

Table 3-1: Regional estimates®® of CD&E waste generated, processed or handled and disposed of in
2006

Operators that
Operators that 000s process/handle/ 000s Operators that dispose  000s
generate arisings tonnes transport arisings tonnes of arisings tonnes
Demolition contractors No data Crushers and screens 5,168 Landfill sites 4,114
House builders 183 Composters 445 | Registered Exempt Sites 3,439
Highways works 27.5 MRFs and WTSs 3,357 Quarries 1,499
Land regeneration firms No data Registered Exempt 3,439
Sites®
Land remediation firms No data Rail ballast recyclers 436
Ports and harbours <25 Skip hire operators No data
Power stations®® > 5,000 Quarries 1,499

51 Regional estimate is the mean regional estima@D®E waste arisings or waste handled for all typesaste
52 Data presented for all types of RES surveyed. &tas 1.5m tonnes of waste received at Paragrapd 99
RESs

53 Only one power station reported producing and fiagdelevant waste, so data is not presented

. 008 23
SQWconsulting ¢



3.19

3.20

3.21

3.22

3.23

The Environmental Considerations of Sustainable Economic Growth (ECOSEG)
Stage 2 — Theme 3 Waste

Operators that
Operators that 000s process/handle/ 000s Operators that dispose  000s
generate arisings tonnes transport arisings tonnes of arisings tonnes
Pre-cast concrete 3,957
manufacturers
Quarries 1,499

Source: Adapted from ‘Study to fill the evidencpgyr construction, demolition and excavation wastteams in the North
West region of England’, NWRTAB (July 2007)

Future projections to 2020

The study team has been provided with projectitiosvsg trends in future waste generation
and waste management methods from the REEIO mdde.model generates a business-as-
usual (BAU) scenario, where for waggelicy interventions have not been included as a
factor. Thus, the BAU assumptions include per capita waggngs are held constant until
2020 and C&l waste arisings remain proportionateutput (GVA) by sector. As a result,
the changes over time presented in the scenaedi(gaes below) are mainly due to sectoral
shifts (the relative share of each sector) andason consequence of policy measures or
process efficiency.

Baseline data in the REEIO model have been taken fne following sourcé$

. For C&l waste, data are from the 2002/03 surveyewadten by the Environment
Agency
. Municipal waste baseline data for 2005 are takesmfrthe Municipal Waste

Management Statistics published by Defra

. Data on the total level of construction and dernalitwaste and how it is managed
are published by Defra.

It is, at this point, worth noting that more upeate data has since been made available
which, if incorporated into the REEIO model, woubg able to provide more accurate
projections.

In the paragraphs that follow, we look at projensi@f the amount of waste generated as an
initial starting point, and discuss the variatidnfarecasts between the different sources of
information. This is important as it affects th®jpctions for, and decisions on, how waste
will be managed by each management method in ththN@est (e.g. the amount of waste
that is expected to be sent to landfill, etc.).

Municipal waste arisings

Recently recorded regional trends indicate a ssalibn in the growth rate of municipal
waste arisings and these are likely to continue into the futurdine with the long-term
target to reduce growth by 0% by 2014. The REEi@iress-as-usual scenario shows a
different picture where the projection of a steathe in the amount of municipal waste

54 For the detailed methodology, please refer to ‘RERiodel update: an overview’ I§ambridge Econometrics
(April 2008)
% See & Waste Management Monitoring RepdVRTAB(August 2007)
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produced in the region until 2020 is around 0.5% gqenum (see Figure 3-5). The key
message is that policy, technical, and behaviathrahge interventions are required in order
to continue the positive trend of waste reductiang that municipal waste could start to
increase in the absence of interventions.

Figure 3-5 also shows that household waste coultidenain factor in total municipal waste
growth in a ‘do-nothing’ scenario (although thegtio rate for household waste is taken to be
slightly lower at around 0.3% per annum).

Figure 3-5: REEIO model BAU scenario projected changes in municipal waste arisings, 2005 to 2020
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Commercial and Industrial waste arisings

Similarly, Figure 3-6 shows the REEIO projectiors C&I waste generated each year
between 2005 and 2020, split by sector. The databased upon economic forecasts for
future output (GVA) by sector. In total, the amboh C&l waste generated in the region is
shown to increase at a rate of approximately 0.88%@nnum over the 15-year period, again,
in the absence of any policy and technologicalrirgietions. In this scenario, annual C&l

waste could reach 9.6m tonnes by 2020.

The manufacturing sector, which contributes most& waste in the region, could witness

the largest increase in waste generation (in atese&rms). This forecast is in contrast to
recent trends which have shown a sustained ddalithee generation of industrial waste in the
region (refer back to Figure 3-3) and thereforeutthoot be taken as a definitive forecast, but
as one possible outcome if policy is not sustained.
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Figure 3-6: REEIO model BAU scenario projections for C&I waste arisings, 2005 to 2020
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In proportional terms, however, Figure 3-7 showat tthe largest rises could be in the
region’s key service sectors — i.e. transport & gamications, financial & business services
and government & other services. This is a pldesibenario given that these are the sectors
forecast to experience the strongest growth imthe few years (indeed, C&l waste arisings
in the REEIO model are based on output by sectbhe electricity, gas and water sector is
the only one where waste generation could decéfaive to 2005.

Figure 3-7: REEIO model BAU scenario projected changes in C&I waste arisings, 2005 to 2020
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A more likely scenario is that growth in both commial waste and industrial waste will
display some ‘flattening out’ over the next few gg&consistent with the broad target to
reduce growth in C&l waste to 0% by 2020 as sumgubhkly both recent data trends and the
opinions of experts in the region. Therefore, REEutputs should be considered with
caution as they are based on a set of specifidhigétievel, assumptions, most notably that
waste generation will move in line with forecastues in output by sector. Given the trend
towards greater resource efficiency among privataganies in the region, the opposite trend
should be expected.

% See Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally #figant waste management facilitieB\\W (October 2008)
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Construction, Demolition and Excavation waste arisings

Finally, Figure 3-8 presents the combined forecéstsCD&E waste generation in years
2005, 2010, 2015 and 2020 from the REEIO model, sephrately the NWRATB 2007
survey. The two forecasts are broadly aligned @t Indicate a significant increase in
CD&E waste generation. The Regional Economy Emvirent Input/Output model (REEIO)
estimates an increase of around 2.2% per annunebat®005 and 2020 compared to 2.1%
per annum in the medium growth rate projectionsnfiitie 2007 survéy. By 2020, the
REEIO projections suggest that CD&E waste genaratidl be in the magnitude of 15.9m
tonnes, slightly higher than the 14m tonnes prepbtty the 2007 survey.

However, there is a notable degree of uncertaingr @rojections of CD&E waste in the
region, as demonstrated by the difference in the dpowth rate and high growth rate
projections in the 2007 survey.

Figure 3-8: Projections for CD&E waste arisings taken from the NWRTAB 2007 survey of CD&E waste,
including REEIO model BAU scenario, 2005/06 to 2020
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Source: REEIO model2008 and Study to fill the exddegaps for construction, demolition and excavatiaste streams in the
North West region of England, NWRTAB (2007)

Landfill deposits

A central consideration in this study is whethee Bupply of waste infrastructure in the
region can meet projected future demand as a resgitowth. It is worth bearing in mind
that not all waste is, and will be, managed witttie Northwest region itself — this is
particularly the case for C&l waste movements ass¢hare not governed by political
boundaries (broad estimates of the amount of C&tavaxported from the region are 10% to
13.5%°. The paragraphs above already discussed limimtdf the REEIO projections for
waste generation and the same applies to landfilerefore, the analysis presented should be
taken with a degree of caution.

The macro-level business-as-usual scenario geddogtéhe REEIO model indicates (Figure
3-9) a potential significant rise in the total ambof waste sent to landfill should the current

57 please note that this is over the period 200®&D2ather than 2005 to 2020 as in the REEIO model
8 Study to fill Evidence Gaps for Commercial & IndistWaste Streams in the North West Region of Emdyla
NWRTAB(2007)
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proportions of waste management streams be madatairBy 2020, the amount of waste
landfilled could reach 11.4m tonnes (50% from Cé&dste, 28% from municipal waste and
22% from CD&E waste). The rise in landfill dispbsaexpected to occur across all three
major waste streams (although less so in munievaalte).

Figure 3-9: Projections for total landfill deposits by source of waste, 2005 to 2020
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Under this scenario, if all waste is disposed dhimithe North West regional boundaries, and
with no further increase in landfill capacity inetfiuture, landfill void space in the region
would reach its limit during 2013 (based upon ainesgted landfill capacify of 63.5m ).
This outcome is rather unlikely in reality, not dedecause a significant amount of waste
(especially C&I) will be managed by facilities ols the regioff. However, in 2006,
Environment Agency dafhsuggested that the lifespan of non-hazardousilbsités in the
North West could be as low as 5.6 years — lowan tiibother regions with the exceptions of
London and the East of England.

Nevertheless, evidence from consultations witharedgi experts, as well as recent data trends,
strongly suggest that the REEIO business-as-useabsio assumptions for landfill should be
modified to reflect recent data trends (e.g. or®4t2of C&I waste is landfillef) and the
stringent targets put in place for local authositie recycle household waste and recover the
value from municipal solid waste (see Table 2-4Moreover, reductions in landfill
requirements are a nationwide tréhavhich is expected to continue.

This will be further supported by the landfill tagcalator that will act as a major disincentive
to commercial and industrial operators choosingdfitinas a preferred means of waste
management As Table 3-2 shows, based upon an assessmeohgfarative gate fees in

% Taken from Nationally, regionally and sub-regidyalgnificant waste management facilitid$yW (October
2008)

0 Also, the estimate of 55motal landfill capacity can be contested, see dyily, regionally and sub-
regionally significant waste management facilitéd\W (October 2008) for another estimate

1 Seehttp://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/commondatabat/wastefacts06f 1975601.pdf

2 Study to fill Evidence Gaps for Commercial & IndigtWaste Streams in the North West Region of Emgjla
NWRTAB(May 2007)

3 Seehttp://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/subjects/wHs$i81954/315439/1933625/

"4 Although it should be noted that inert waste issubject to landfill tax if used for engineeringrposes
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20077, landfill is currently a cheaper option than matbal biological treatment (MBT) and
incineratiod®. However, the application of the landfill tax ator will change this situation
dramatically. By 2010/11, landfill tax will haveodbled from its 2007 level (of £24 per
tonne) to £48 per tonne. With the increasing @sssures on landfill operators brought
about by the transition to the PPC (pollution, grgion and control) regime, industry
estimates of the likely gate fee cost in 2010 etd&k00 per tonné§ In this climate, landfill
will rise to the top of the most expensive wastsagement methods in Table 3-2 (although
some other types of operator may seek to raise fises in line with the increase in landfill
tax).

Table 3-2: Comparative gate fees in 2007 (England, Scotland and Wales)

Management method Median gate fee (per tonne) Range
Incineration (post-2000 facilities) £80 £65 - £136
MBT £53 n/a
Landfill (including tax) £45 £35 - £64
Anaerobic digestion n/a £30 - £60
In vessel composting £40 £20 - £69
MRF (cans/plastic/paper/card) £28 n/a

Source: WRAP Gate Fees Report 2008

The amount of municipal waste sent to landfill ve# constrained by the LATS that set limits
on the amount of waste each WDA can dispose cfraffill sites. Given the severe financial
penalties for exceeding these limits, it is vekgly that the actual landfill requirement in the
region will be equal to or below the sum of each A¥landfill allowance. Indeed, it has

been estimated that municipal landfill requiremeintshe year 2020 will measure some
903,000 tonnes, with 650,000 tonnes to be deposiiddn the North West and 250,000
tonnes to be deposited outside the reion

There are a large number of other factors whicheapected to continue to drive reductions
in the amount of C&I waste being sent to lanffillThese factors include:

. an increase in the value of recyclate materialskimgait a more competitive
management option

. an increase in fossil fuel costs, raising the valuenergy recovery

. the introduction of further legislation requiringoplucers to take more responsibility
for the waste impact of their products (e.g. maér@gent packaging regulations)

. revisions to the EU Waste Framework Directive, expe to accelerate the process of
moving to more sustainable forms of waste managemen

S WRAP Gate Fees Report 2008: Comparing the costerhative waste treatment optiogRAP(2008)

"8 There will be some degree of variation acrosssiit facilities, as reflected in the ranges inl@&bs2

" Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signéitt waste management facilitid$yW (October 2008)

8 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signéitt waste management facilitiddyW (October 2008)

79 . . . . . . . " e
Detailed explanation of these are provided inréport, Nationally, regionally and sub-regionaligrsficant

waste management facilitietiN\W (October 2008)
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. increased political pressures, driven by the clemelhange agenda, to reuse and
recycle more and more waste (as well as to minirarsg possible eliminate some
waste generation in the first instance)

. the introduction of new technologies to deal mdfieiently and cost effectively with
waste
. the possibility that the Landfill Directive requinents for treatment prior to landfill

may be more strictly enforced.

Importantly, these factors must be set within thetext of an economic downturn that may
deepen over the next few years. By reducing tleadvamount of economic activity in the
region, there could be the effect of reducing tim@ant of waste generated. However, it may
also lead to a contraction in the market for specdcyclables which, in turn, could hinder
the efforts to encourage more waste being sermandfill. It has been suggested that this
could hit the market for the lowest quality recyelanaterials first — given the reliance on
mixed waste recycling in the UK, this could disprdmnately affect operators in this
country.

In the report,‘Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signifiot waste management
facilities’, three scenarios are produced to estimate potéatidfill requirements in future
years based upon a range of possible variablegdceto available infrastructure and changes
in waste management methods). Overall, the asadygiws that the full utilisation of landfill
void space within existing planning permissionsldqrovide sufficient capacity to meet the
region’s needs until 2025 and bey&hghlthough it is noted that site closures may teisul
shortages of capacity at a local level). This sthtwe taken as a more realistic estimate of the
likely lifespan of the region’s landfill capacithdan what can be broadly estimated from the
REEIO model outputs. The report goes on to skatk in light of potential time and planning
restrictions on currently identified capacity, isét opportunities to extend capacity at
existing sites should not be dismissed until su¢tma as long term sustainable alternative
waste management options can be implemented.

The report also considers the potential for eacttiNé/est sub-region to be self-sufficient in

terms of landfill provision. It finds that, in thebsence of a flexible approach taken by the
sub-regions, gaps in provision will be likely topaar in Merseyside, Warrington and the
west and south of Greater Manchester following 20T®ese areas will therefore need to
arrange to send their waste to landfill sites imeotocal authorities (assuming that sufficient
alternatives to landfill are not developed withivese areas by this time). This is important
because all four geographies are anticipated sgmaficant growth nodes going forward.

Recycling

The REEIO BAU scenario indicates a large increagé amount of waste to be recycled in
the region between 2005 and 2020. Figure 3-10 shbat this increase will be driven by a
sustained expansion in the amount of CD&E wastgcted, which itself is driven solely by a

8 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signifitt waste management facilitid$yW (October 2008)
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projected increase in CD&E waste arisings (the griign of CD&E waste which is recycled
remains constant in the model at 76%).

Figure 3-10: Projections for total amount of waste recycled by source of waste, 2005 to 2020
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The key question for decision makers in the NortisWegion will be whether the region has
the facilities to deal with the increased demandéaycling facilities, now and in future. By
2020, over 13m tonnes of waste will be recyclethia region (91% from CD&E waste and
9% from municipal waste) according to the REEIOnse®. Regional experts have
confirmed that they expect to see a significarg hisdemand for recycling capacity, some of
which will be met by facilities within the regionHowever, the increase in recycling in the
REEIO model is driven by increases in #mmountof waste generated, whereas stakeholder
expectations are that the actual increase will desed by an increase in thates of
recycling. Moreover, the REEIO projections showyviittle recycling of C&l waste (less
than 1%), while the latest data indicate that 47%llcC&I waste in the region is recycléd

It is believed that new infrastructure will be r@ed if regional targets to increase the rate of
household waste recycling (to 45% by 2015 and 5592@20) are to be met by facilities
within the region. It is estimated that the tasgeecessitate an increase in recycling/
composting capacity of 500,000 tonnes by 2015 &8®j0®0 tonnes by 2020. It is thought
that materials recycling facilities (MRFs) will meeded at the sub-regional level as part of
the supply chain between collection and reproc&ssor

Other waste management methods

The REEIO scenario projections do not contain egtis of the amount of waste to be
managed by recovery processes, e.g. by EfW or Gldifities. The remaining management
methods in the REEIO model are thermal and otrevery processes, as shown in Figure 3-
11. Both are expected to see significant incremsasage until 2020 (of 0.8% per annum and
2.1% per annum respectively).

81 This is an extremely large difference which copédhaps be explained by differences in definitions
82 See Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally gigant waste management facilitieB\\W (October 2008)
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Figure 3-11: Projections of for total waste managed by thermal processes and other recovery
processes, 2005 to 2020
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Environmental impacts of waste

A range of impacts can be identified and explorBelow, we briefly summarise the climate
change impacts of waste arising from greenhousq@ei&) emissions produced by waste
treatment and disposal.

The North West Regional Greenhouse Gas InventoB/A(R008) reports that just under 2
million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (Mt&&@year) were emitted in 2005 from waste.
The majority of GHG emissions were from methane JJGH79 thousand tonnes of Cih
2005. As this gas is 21 times more potent than @Qerms of global warming potential
(GWP), when expressed in @@quivalent, its contribution (from waste) was 1MBCO.e.
Carbon dioxide only accounted for 0.24 Mt£Or just over 10% of the total. The remaining
emissions were from nitrous oxide M.

GHG emissions from waste were 2.5 times highe®®01 at nearly 5 MtCé which shows a
considerable progress in reducing these emissibhs.AEA report and forecasts suggest that
in 2010 GHG emissions from waste will decreaselioua 1.8 MtCQe and further to 1.6
MtCO.e in 2020. This is clearly illustrated in Figurd 3 below (yellow area).
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Figure 3-12 Greenhouse gas emissions by source in the North West 1990-2020
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3.48 The scope of emissions from waste, as used by Afthjdes a variety of sources such as
landfill sites, accidental vehicle fires, incineoat of animal carcasses, chemical and clinical
waste and crematoria. These emissions are calletteational level and distributed across
the UK at 1km resolution using appropriate paranseds outlines in the NAEI report. It also
includes the incineration of landfill gas usedlieating and/or electricity generation that have
been mapped at point of emission (AEA 2008).
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4: Infrastructure issues, challenges and
opportunities

Purpose

This section of the report does three things. tFircharacterises the prime constraints and
bottlenecks in the waste infrastructure, then imewnts on the emerging challenges relating
to the waste domain, and finally it concludes lyhhghting some of the opportunities.

Capacity constraints and bottlenecks

Management and planning constraints

Taking account of new policy frameworks, and chaggbehaviours, this report's overall
assessment is that, in physical terms, there isgimtandfill capacity in the region (latest data
suggest 63.5m tat the end of 2009 to satisfy landfill requirements for the foreskelea
future (at least until 2020). This probably urdil point in time when technology and
infrastructure have been developed to such an addastage that very little waste is sent for
disposal anyway. However, current planning agregésnenly run until 2020 for many
landfill sites, even though they have the capattype open for longer. Indeed, research
indicates that up to 30% of identified non-inerndéll capacity in the region could
potentially remain unfilled at the end of plannipgrmission time limits. Extending the
lifetime of these sites by being more flexible wittspect to planning timescales will ensure
that void space in the region is used more efftbjen

In more general terms, the speed and promptneagstiifig planning permissions granted will
be a critical factor in ensuring the region devslte facilities needed to meet its medium to
long-term waste management requirements. Thisiemppio all methods of waste
management, but particularly recycling facilitiexlanergy recovery plants (due to the need
to move further away from using landfill disposal).

Investment constraints

There is some concern that operators of waste neamag facilities are generally less willing
to invest in facilities to deal with C&I waste thamunicipal waste. This is because they can
guarantee large contracts from the WDAs to managgcipal waste; in contrast, there is no
guarantee of a long-term supply of waste from Cé&lrses. Therefore, bankability is lower
and the level of risk higher if operators choosedncentrate on the C&l sector as their main
source of waste. This is a potential barrier teegiment in waste management facilities in
the regiofi*. It has been suggested, however, that local &ti#eocould play a role in
helping to overcome this barrier, by creating arahaging some system of aggregating C&l
waste streams, thereby guaranteeing a level ouptddr potential operators.

83 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signéitt waste management facilitiddyW (October 2008)
8 This issue is linked to the problem of targetauf®d on municipal waste — see paragraph 4.7 below
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Challenges

Public opinion

One long-standing challenge in developing the wiadtastructure necessary to meet regional
needs has been the need to placate public opinidmere is an important psychological
barrier among the general public who tend to vidivwaaste management facilities in
essentially negative terms, even in cases wherprifmsed new facility is based upon new,
safer technologies. Although decision makers nhestcareful not to ignore legitimate
concerns, it is important that people are fullyoimfied and educated on the development of
new waste management facilities.

Related to this, the importance of developing newd gustainable waste management
facilities needs to be tempered with the regiomsnemic growth objectives. Already a net
importer of hazardous waste, future developmentgdceee the North West become a net
importer of ‘all waste’. Whilst this would no daulbring significant economic benefits to the
region (see paragraph), it may also impact upoffidreevels and transport emissions, be
unpopular with the resident population and potdgtizarm the region’s image, particularly

among high-value workers for whom quality of lifesiles are paramount (and whom the
region is trying to attract to support economicvatgy.

Targets and data

National and regional targets for waste reductiod @waste management are focused almost
exclusively on municipal waste. However, this ements just under a fifth of all waste
generated in the regi®h Although C&l and CD&E wastes are arguably mommplex
areas, the lack of measurable targets for thesdewstseams can lead to the political
momentum being dominated by municipal waste instdaddence of this is provided in the
large-scale PFI projects being developed to deahlynavith local authorities’ municipal
waste.

Related to this, across the English regions, tieeelack of data on C&l and CD&E waste
arisings and waste management relative to the anwuwfata available on municipal waste.
Indeed, municipal waste statistics are in abundaand are disproportionate to its
contribution to total waste generation. In anyldiethe availability of reliable and
comprehensive data is vital in creating a strorigece base for policy and action.

Importantly, the NWRTAB has really led the way itdaessing some of the gaps in data for
C&l and CD&E waste streams through its researchsamdey work. Indeed, data from the
2007 survey of C&I waste streaffiss currently being used to extrapolate nationviigeres.
Ongoing use and development of these research deethdhe region will ensure that there is
a comprehensive and robust evidence base to hefppmblicy and action.

8 Using 2005 figures contained in the REEIO model
8 Study to fill Evidence Gaps for C &l Waste Streamshe North West Region of EnglardWRTABMay
2007)
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Transport and catchment areas

To minimise the negative environmental impact ofstea the development of new waste
infrastructure will need to bear in mind the prpieithat waste should be treated as locally as
possible. As stated in policy EM 12 (Location iptes) in the ‘North West of England Plan
Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021":

‘The final residue, following treatment, of muniipcommercial and
industrial waste should be disposed of in one efridarest appropriate
installations. Local authorities should ensurettheste management
facilities are sited in such a way as to avoid tineecessary carriage of
waste over long distanc¥s

In addition, new waste management facilities shaake account of the availability of
transport infrastructure to support the sustainatdgement of waste, giving priority to rail or
water transport where practical. In essence, theldpment of new facilities in the North
West should reflect the location of waste arisiragdlection and transportation routésThis
means that they should be within close enough redictne region’s urban core around
Merseyside, Cheshire, Warrington and Greater Masteheand its associated transport
network, particularly the motorway networks. Indekaving a situation where more waste is
treated locally is likely to lead to a greateraatie on road haulage.

Unlike municipal waste, movements of C&l waste aot governed by political boundaries.

These means that companies are free to export Wwastder regions or even countries (see
paragraph 4.17 for examples of this in terms ofckeg). The cost of transport can be a
major disincentive to companies exporting large am® of waste from the region; however,

there are a number of other factors also in plaigkvtvill determine where waste is treated.

Opportunities

Opportunities to extend recycling and recovery

The NWRTAB-commissioned survey into C&l waste stnsaassessed the potential to
recycle and recover waste which is currently sentanhdfill. Taking advantage of these
opportunities will significantly reduce the amowfitC&l waste disposed of via landfill.

Analysis of the results shows that the greatesbuppities to increase recycling rates lie in
chemical wastes, non-metallic wastes and mixechargiwastes, as highlighted in Table 4-1.
Overall, there is the potential to recycle ano#@9k tonnes of C&I waste in the region each
year, with another 2.7m tonnes that can possiblydogcled (only 674k tonnes of waste
cannot be recycled).

Table 4-1: Recycling opportunities, by SOC classification (in 000s tonnes)

Currently Recyclable Possibly Not Total
Recycled recyclable recyclable
Chemical wastes 592 16 566 245 1,419
Health care - - 10 75 85

87 North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Stiatec?021,GONW(September 2008)
8 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signifit waste management facilitid$yW (October 2008)
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Currently Recyclable Possibly Not Total
Recycled recyclable recyclable

Metallic wastes 715 3 3 1 721
Non-metallic wastes 1,494 244 280 23 2,042
Discarded equipment 40 4 6 2 52
Animal & vegetable wastes 238 3 196 40 477
Mixed (ordinary) wastes 45 334 1,182 276 1,836
Common sludges 80 - 263 4 348
Mineral wastes 387 4 153 8 552
Total 3,590 609 2,659 674 7,532

Source: Study to fill Evidence Gaps for C & WaSteeams in the North West Region of England, NWRWsEB 2007)

4.15 In addition, each waste type was assessed in teire potential to recover energy through
energy from waste (EfW) and/or combined heat andegpdCHP) facilities. The results are
shown in Table 4-2. Overall, there is the potéritarecover an additional 2.4m tonnes of
C&l waste in the region each year, with anothemltdnnes that can possibly be recovered.
It should be noted that these values overlap whith recycling opportunities presented in
Table 4-1, i.e. maximising the region’'s potential tecover value from waste will
significantly lower the ability to take up recydjmpportunities.

Table 4-2: Recoverable wastes, by SOC classification (000s tonnes)

Currently Recoverable Possibly Not

Recoverable recoverable recoverable Total
Chemical wastes 26 878 314 142 1,419
Health care 12 0 45 20 85
Metallic wastes 89 566 64 71
Non-metallic wastes 0 298 233 426 2,042
Discarded equipment 0 9 26 9 52
Animal & vegetable wastes 9 269 16 154 477
Mixed (ordinary) wastes 2 165 125 946 1,836
Common sludges 313 30 5 348
Mineral wastes 418 68 6 552
Total 49 2,438 1,422 1,773 7,532

Source: Study to fill Evidence Gaps for C & Wasteeams in the North West Region of England, NWRW&B 2007)

4.16 Significant investment in infrastructure will beauked to achieve the recycling and recovery
potential highlighted in the tables above. Prodsiceill have to segregate their waste at
source and the industry will have to provide appeip collection services and waste
management facilities. Technical developments méan smaller scale energy facilities,
which would largely operate at a sub-regional lesely now be viabfé,

8 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signifit waste management facilitid$yW (October 2008)
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Gains could also be made from recycling more mpaicivaste within the region because, at
present, a large amount of waste is exported foyctimg purposes. The repoiiyationally,
regionally and sub-regionally significant waste ragament facilities’ draws out the
following examples of materials which are seendekported from the region:

. Paper — recycled in Deeside (Wales)

. Textiles — recycled in Southampton

. Glass — recycled in Barnsley

. Tyres — recycled in Stoke-on-Trent/Derby

. Plastics — recycled in Nottingham

. Cathode Ray Tubes (CRTSs) — recycled in Warwickshire

Furthermore, there is a significant export markétrecyclables to overseas operators,
especially to China and the Far East (where pksiie particularly popular). This implies
that there are significant opportunities to introgllor extend recycling capacity within the
region to deal with such materials and potentiairtpact positively on marine-related carbon
emissions. This would also have a beneficial @mwvirental impact by reducing the need to
transport large volumes of waste over long distanck would also offer some protection
against the potentially volatile nature of the expuarkets for recyclablés As a note of
caution, however, it may be the case that operatoGShina and the Far East face lower
standards than their UK counterparts when treatiagte. This lowers their costs, making it
difficult for potential operators in the North Westcompete.

Waste as an economic sector

The waste industry can also be viewed as an immogeonomic sector in its own right,
though too often it is not. It can be a major esgpl in a local area — for example, it is
estimated that developing an industry of smalle&hbedded EfW plants to supply the rest
of the UK could generate up to 1,700 jUbsdt is also a highly innovative sector driventhg
development and adoption of new technologies. &hae significant opportunities to
instigate clusters around large-scale waste manageiacilities or Resource Recovery Parks
(RRPs), through the supply chain.

Resource Recovery Parks

There are proposals to develop Resource Recovekg PRRPS) in the region, such as the
proposed site at Ince Marshes, Cheshire (to belamee by Peel Holdings Ince Ltd). RRPs
carry the potential to make considerable efficiesayings from having a number of different
waste management options all within close proximityone site, located near the market for
value-added products (i.e. recyclate materialsanstand enerd§). They offer significant

9 See Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally ffigant waste management facilitiedyW (October 2008)
1 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signéitt waste management facilitiddyW (October 2008)
92 Nationally, regionally and sub-regionally signifitt waste management facilitid$yW (October 2008)
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economic opportunities for businesses involvedhadupply chain of the waste management
sector to develop markets and synergies.

It will be necessary for the developers of thedgesws to put forward a coherent case in
order to secure planning permission, and, wherpussible, secure the support of local and
regional partners.

Promoting the benefits to business of resource efficiency

Resource efficiency is a broad concept that indudg@nimising waste generation and
encouraging the more efficient usage of waste. r@lie a lot being done to support and
promote resource efficiency in the region and matide but the practical business benefits
are not always made clear.

Evidence of the potential benefits has been pravidg a major study commissioned by
Defra®. This found that, after the South East, the N@vest was the region with the greatest
potential to make cost savings from increased disesmurce efficiency opportunities. In

terms of waste, the report estimates that thetieeipotential to save £299m from improved
waste efficiency in the region.

As the cost of landfill disposal continues to ridee to the implementation of the augmented
landfill tax escalator) the imperative that busgesstake a more efficient approach to waste
generation and waste management will increaseuyiiefr.

Consultees noted that many larger companies imejien already have their own resource
efficiency policies in place. More problematic amall and medium enterprises (SMESs),
many of which lack the knowledge and resourcesntplément policies around waste
efficiency. To this end, initiatives such as thesaurce efficiency support managed by
ENWORKS across the North West region will be vital.

Waste as aresource

Finally, there is a need to move away from viewimgste in essentially negative terms.
Whilst the approach should always be to minimisetev@roduction first, the remaining waste
could in itself be a useful resource, as demorestray the development of EfW/CHP plants.
Linked to this, there is a need to espouse mordiymdanguage around the opportunities
around waste. Thimay, to some extent, help alleviate the concerns efghneral public
highlighted above.

9 Quantification of the business benefits of resewafiiciency research study for DEFRA by Oakdene Hollins
and Grant Thorntor{October 2007)
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5: Conclusions

Purpose

Drawing together the material from the previouséhchapters, this Section summarises the
key themes and messages from the assessmentvadistedomain.

Conclusions

In terms of the implications of future economic @tb on expected trends in waste
generation in the region:

. Despite the projections in the REEIO model’'s BAl@rsario,it is likely that growth
rates in municipal waste will stabilise,in line with the long-term target to reduce
waste growth in the region by 0% by 2014 and redatd trends

. Moreover,C&l waste arisings will display some ‘flattening od’ over the next few
years, again consistent with the target to reduoestty in C&l waste to 0% by 2020
and recent data trends. It also reflects the ttemérds greater resource efficiency
among the region’s private companies.

In terms of expected changes in the demand foerdiftt waste management methods in the
region:

. Regarding landfill, capacity requirements are expeied to decreasesubstantially
over the next few years (this is in contrast to pnevided REEIO BAU scenario
projections). This is supported by recent obsetvends, the implementation of the
landfill tax escalator as a major disincentive tsihesses, and the political climate
which is expected to become increasingly unfavderdwards landfill disposal

. Evidence suggests thifitere will be a significant rise in the demand forecycling
capacity in the region,some of which will be met by facilities within tihegion

. There is also expected to be a rise in the demanthérmal waste management and
‘other recovery processes’.

Matching up the expected trends in demand withstipply of waste management facilities in
the region indicates that:

. There is sufficient landfill capacity in the regionto satisfy landfill requirements for
the foreseeable future (at least until 2020) arabaiply until a point in time when
technology and infrastructure has been developeddh an advanced stage that very
little waste is sent for disposal anyway

. There is demand for more recycling and recovery falities in the region —this
presents a significant opportunity to divert momste away from landfill, and reduce
the large export market of recyclables.
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However, there are a number of barriers and clgdlenio delivering the sustainable and
competitive waste infrastructure the region needs:

Extending the lifetime of current landfill sites will ensure they are used efficiently

Identifying suitable sites on which to develop newvaste facilitiesis the first
hurdle to overcome, with transport issues a kexeon

Gaining planning permissionto develop them is the second hurdle, especialtiién
face of public opposition

Operators of waste management facilities malebg willing to invest in facilities to
deal with C&l waste as there is no guarantee of a long-term supplyaste;they
are more likely to develop municipal facilitiesas they can gain large contracts from
the WDAs

Although data on C&Il and CD&E waste is limited in comparisonto municipal
waste statistics,of all the English regions, the North West has m#ue most
positive strides towards addressing these dataitdefinrough its research and survey
work.

In terms of wider opportunities, this assessmeatfband that:

Waste could become a more important economic sector the region, particularly
if proposals for Resource Recovery Parks (RRPsja&en forward

Encouraging businesses to become more efficient hmow they treat wastecan
lead to practical business benefits and cost savinupport is already being
provided to help businesses, especially SMEs, s tiis.

All future policies and actions around waste shoulde guided by the waste hierarchy:
waste prevention, re-use, recycle/compost, andygrrecovery. Only after all these options
have been exhausted (in the order outlined) shwatde be sent to landfill disposal.
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