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   Notes: Residual Waste Working Group 7th January 2014 
 

1. Apologies  
 
Attendance 

Cllr Tim Harman P Cllr Sarah Lunnon A 

Cllr Tracy Millard P Cllr Patrick Molyneux P 

Cllr Brian Oosthuysen P Cllr Alan Preest P 

Cllr Simon Wheeler A Cllr Bill Whelan A 

Ind Chair David Jenkins P Duncan Jordan (officer) P 

Lisa Pritchard (officer) P Christine Wray (officer) P 

Tony Childs (officer) P Kevin Phillips (officer) P 

Sidgorée Nelson (officer) P Steve Read (officer) P 

 
P = present     A = apologies/absent 

 

2.  Minutes – these were approved at the meeting. 
 
3. Matters arising 

 
3.1 At the group’s November meeting, officers had been asked to create a factual 

resource (baseline report) for members containing the key information 
necessary to produce a fallback strategy. Work continues to produce this.  

 
3.2 At the December meeting, Tony Childs, Waste Services Manager from the 

Joint Waste Team provided a verbal overview of recycling performance in 
European countries. At the Chair’s request, his written report was circulated 
after the meeting, and members were asked to read it and inform officers if 
they wished to revisit it. Following member queries it was decided that the 
report would be on the agenda at the group’s next (this) meeting. See 3a. 
 

3.3 Officers had been asked to make a number of planning documents including 
the Waste Core Strategy and Waste Local Plan 2002-2012 available to 
members. These documents were subsequently circulated electronically.  

 
3.4 In preparation for this meeting’s presentation on residual waste technologies, 

members had asked that a report on technologies be circulated to them in 
advance of the meeting. In response, links to a number of papers on the 
DEFRA website were circulated to members describing different technologies. 
While informative, officers noted that they did not cover all the latest thinking 
on some technologies and that developments would need to be covered in 
any comprehensive assessment of the merits of particular technologies.    
 

3.5 Lastly, officers had been asked to add a February meeting to the group’s 
calendar. A meeting has now been organised for Tuesday 18th February.  
 

3a. Report on recycling rates 
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3a.1 The report on recycling rates in Europe was taken as read, with members 
invited to ask questions on performance with a view to understanding who 
had performed well and why, and if there were any lessons we could learn.  

 
3a.2 The performances of Austria and Germany were of interest to the group, as 

the report indicated that they achieved the highest levels of recycling at 
almost 70% and 62% respectively. Interestingly, their high performances in 
this area is coupled with high reliance on thermal treatment technologies that 
derive energy from waste, (30% and 38%), resulting in small amounts of land 
filling in Austria and Germany. It was felt that this combination of methods was 
notable in light of the group’s deliberations and the County Council’s efforts to 
increase recycling and reduce residual waste to landfill.    

 
3a.3 Officers highlighted the prevalence of pay as you throw for residual waste 

collection (with no charge for recycling) as a key contributor to higher 
recycling performance in many countries as even a small annual charge of 
£100 or less was said to cause a step-change in people’s attitudes to waste. 
Many waste professionals regard this as the UK’s next step in its efforts to 
increase recycling, however it is not currently an option, as central 
government does not allow waste collection authorities to charge for waste 
collection.  
 

3a.4 The final observation made was that in looking at wide variations in recycling 
performance we are not comparing like-for-like. What is classed as ‘recycled’ 
from place to place is not the same. For example, when recycled, incinerator 
bottom ash from energy from waste (EFW) plants is included in the reported 
recycling levels for some countries, but does not count towards the UK’s 
figures. Differences such as these make if difficult to compare headline figures 
and derive confident conclusions from them: close examination of the 
underlying reasons for performance is required.  
 

4. The waste core strategy: key policies & the five development 
sites 

 
4.1 Kevin Phillips, Team Manager Minerals and Waste Planning began his 

presentation by providing a brief re-cap of the main conclusions on planning 
legislation made at the group’s last meeting. Key points to remember were:  

 
• That the planning system is plan led  

• That the Waste Core Strategy (WCS) forms part of the formal Development 

Plan and is the starting point against which any planning applications should 

be considered unless material considerations indicate otherwise 

• That where policies conflict, decisions are to be taken in light of material 

considerations, local priorities and needs, and relevant national policy   

4.2 Adopted in November 2012 to provide a planning framework for waste 
management until 2027, members learned that the WCS contains 19 policies 
and identifies 5 strategic sites where waste disposal facilities could be located 
in Gloucestershire. It assesses the county’s current waste management 
position and sets out where we want to be in the future with predicted capacity 
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requirements for different waste streams such as municipal solid waste 
(MSW) and hazardous waste. As a whole, the group was told that its vision of 
Gloucestershire’s strategic waste objectives acts as the starting point for 
considering planning applications until 2027; a date that left members 
wondering if opportunities for review were built in so that it remains ‘current’. 
They learned that yes, an annual monitoring report is required, and that in 
addition, officers feel that a review every 5 years or so would be a likely 
sensible approach in order to keep its assumptions and aims up-to-date. 
Noting this, the Chair observed that as the strategy was only adopted in 
November 2012 it is still current.      
 

4.3 It was stressed that the WCS is compatible with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) as its first policy is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. This can be summarised as a view that development should be 
in keeping with the idea that “…better lives for ourselves does not mean 
worse lives for future generations.” (A more detailed explanation of this 
concept can be understood from paragraphs 18-219 of the NPPF as taken as 
a whole.) The group understood that in practice this means that all planning 
applications which accord with the policies in the WCS should be approved 
unless material considerations (i.e. clashes with other relevant polices) 
indicate otherwise.  
 

4.4 The Team Manager for Minerals and Waste then went on to briefly explore a 
number of the WCS’s remaining 18 policies where he felt that they could have 
real relevance for the work of the group, depending on its recommendations. 
Policies 2-9 were shown to have particular relevance as they focus on the 
waste hierarchy by encouraging reduction, re-use, recycling and composting 
in an effort to minimise residual waste. Briefly: policy 3 communicates key 
targets such as a MSW target of 60% recycling alongside targets for other 
waste streams; policy 4 covers inert recycling and recovery and would need to 
be considered should the group’s recommendation include the need to deal 
with bottom-ash from a thermal process; policy 5 covers anaerobic digestion 
and would need to be considered should the group recommend the use of this 
technology to maximise energy recovery from organic waste; and policy 8 
sets out Gloucestershire’s land fill capacity and the rules and regulations 
around who can use it, (it is reserved for Gloucestershire’s waste unless 
developers can demonstrate that it would be sustainable for it to also manage 
waste from out-of-county), and how they can use it to deal with waste that 
cannot be managed further up the hierarchy. Members were told that landfill 
capacity in Gloucestershire is sufficient, but that landfill capacity could be 
used up more quickly and require earlier replacement should the proposed 
incinerator at Javelin Park not gain planning permission.  

 
4.5 Policy 6 was highlighted as it addresses waste recovery (including energy). It 

indicates that as Waste Planning Authority (WPA), the County Council will 
make provision for up to 145,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of residual waste 
recovery capacity. To enable this it will grant planning permission to strategic 
(>50,000 tpa) residual recovery facilities on 5 strategic sites, (3 at Wingmoor 
Farm, 2 south of Gloucester), if the key development criteria for these sites 
are met. (The full criteria are set out in appendix 5 of the WCS and include a 
presumption that facilities are only for Gloucestershire’s waste unless 
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developers demonstrate that out of county waste can be dealt with 
sustainably.) Each site is in ‘Zone C’, where about 60% of Gloucestershire’s 
arisings originate from; and outside the greenbelt, flood zones and areas of 
outstanding natural beauty.  
 

4.6 Summarising, the Chair asked officers if this meant that a strategic waste 
facility built in Gloucestershire would have to be on one of the 5 sites 
identified. Officers agreed that the sites were the preferred location for any 
facility, but did acknowledge that such a facility could be granted planning 
permission in ‘Zone C’ if a developer could demonstrate why it shouldn’t be 
situated on one of the 5 sites, and should instead be located where proposed. 
Appendix 5 criteria would still have to be met. In contrast, non-strategic sites 
(<50,000 tpa) can be built outside of ‘Zone C’. Officers observed that policy 6 
was likely to be the pre-eminent policy in the consideration of a residual 
recovery facility proposal.  

 
4.7 Members wondered how these sites had been identified, and were told that 

this was through a site options consultation and detailed assessment process, 
including public consultation in 2009 that look a long-list of over 300 down to 
around 13 potentially deliverable site options. From that the most suitable 5 
sites were carried forward into the final adopted plan. A member was curious 
to know if the council had identified them with an incinerator already in mind. 
Officers shared with members that Javelin Park specifically had been 
identified as a preferred site in the Waste Local Plan (adopted in 2004) long 
before the incinerator became the council’s preferred solution, and reminded 
them that the WCS is a technology neutral document.      
 

4.8 Capacity was an issue that members were particularly interested in, as they 
asked if there was spare out of county capacity to deal with Gloucestershire’s 
residual waste. Members asked for a map to be drawn up of facilities in 
adjacent counties to show this and any other information thought relevant. 
Officers agreed, though they cautioned that planning constraints often 
prohibited or curtailed facility operators from taking out-of-county waste.  

ACTION – Tony Childs    
 
4.9 Members saw that the remaining policies, (10-19) are aimed at minimising the 

environmental impact of planning applications and cover issues such as flood 
risk, green belt, the impact of previous and existing facilities, bulking and 
transferring, and the sustainability of transport to and from the facility. Of 
those highlighted, sustainable transport was said by officers to have relevance 
to every application, and bulking and transferring to be a potentially pre-
eminent policy if the group made an out of county solution a possibility.   

 
4.10 Lastly, officers made mention of the 10 policies from the Waste Local Plan 

that are part of Gloucestershire’s waste development plan and relevant in the 
determination of waste proposals in so far as they are NPPF compliant. They 
cover things like hours of operation, public rights of way and proximity to other 
uses, the last of which was highlighted as the most likely reason for refusal 
where waste development is not permitted. 
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5. Technologies overview – please refer to the accompanying presentation slides 
for details of all information discussed 

 
5.1 Lisa Pritchard, Deputy Project Lead, Residual Waste Project provided 

members with an overview of the technological options open to them in 
delivering a fallback strategy to deal with the County’s residual waste: that is 
the 30%-40% of waste that cannot currently be usefully reused or recycled.  

 
5.2 In determining what technology might be suitable for dealing with 

Gloucestershire’s residual waste, the ‘make-up’ of waste was highlighted as 
important. This is because residual waste has a mixture of properties, (inert, 
biodegradable, combustible and composite) and certain technologies such as 
mechanical biological treatment would only be truly effective if the necessary 
properties in Gloucestershire’s residual waste are high.   

 
 Pre-treatment technologies 
 

 Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) – there are two types combining 
mechanical and biological technology 
 

5.3 Members were told about MBT sort first, a pre-treatment technology that 
mechanically separates the recyclables out of mixed waste to fully exploit their 
properties before putting the remaining waste through one of two biological 
stabilisation processes. In-vessel composting uses air to encourage microbial 
degradation, which aerobically composts waste to produce a compost like 
product. Anaerobic digestion treats waste in the absence of oxygen to 
produce bio-gas and an effluent (digestate) that then usually requires further 
composting.  
 

5.4 BMT Bio-drying was also discussed as an alternative combination of MBT 
technology that involves drying out waste rather than stabilising it using 
biological processes and aeration to dry out the waste. This produces a refuse 
derived fuel (RDF). Recyclables can be sorted out at a later stage. 
 

5.5 Members were shown examples of two plants using MBT technologies, an 
Ecodeco plant in Italy and a plant at Frog Island in East London. They asked 
officers if information could be provided on what amount of the residual waste 
entering each facility is diverted from landfill through MBT processes.  

ACTION – Lisa Pritchard/Tony Childs 
 
5.6 The benefits of MBT as a non-thermal technology option for dealing with 

residual waste include that it is flexible and reduces biodegradability and 
waste volumes to a degree, and can be configured to produce a fuel which is 
then used to generate energy. However, members were told that its outputs 
have questionable value, as its recyclables (with the exception of metals) are 
low quality and have only a limited market, and the fuel produced still requires 
a Waste Incineration Directive (WDI) compliant combustion process which 
calls into question the cost of pre-treatment and disposal versus incineration 
of unprocessed household waste. Also as discussed the biodegradability of 
waste also needs to be high enough to make the ‘biological’ process viable. 
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 Mechanical Heat Treatment (MHT) 
 
5.7 MHT, (a newer technology), uses heat and stream treatments to separate 

waste into usable materials. It is heated to between 130-180°C through either 
autoclaving (pressure cooking) or alternative heat treatment (using a rotating 
kiln and water) to sanitise and separate waste into separate components. The 
result is sanitised waste, which can be mechanically sorted into clean 
recyclables, a fibrous product and the remaining material. Conversely, though 
recyclables are recovered and fibre is an output, MHT is a pre-treatment 
technology that leaves 60-70% of waste still needing further treatment, which 
is not ideal. The market for the fibre produced is also restricted. Most 
worryingly, MHT has a questionable track record and there are significant 
risks in choosing MHT as the technology for the fallback strategy including 
reduced market interest and financial risk:- unproven technologies are less 
‘bankable’.  
 

 Conversion technologies – processing and converting waste into energy 
 

 Advanced Thermal Treatment (ATT) 
 
5.8 There are four types of ATT, two of which were covered by officers at this 

meeting. High temperature combustion and plasma arc/vitrification will be 
covered on another occasion. Pyrolysis and Gasification, (two ATT 
technologies often used in combination), are similar in that these thermal 
treatments occur in either the total (pyrolysis) or partial (gasification) absence 
of air. As members learned, pyrolysis involves heating waste to between 400-
800°C to break it down and produce a syn-gas and other outputs of a 
charcoal like substance and oil; all of which are interim waste products that 
need further attention before they can be turned into energy. Gasification, 
which heats waste to above 700°C produces outputs of syn-gas and charcoal 
that also require further treatment to produce energy.  

 
5.09 Examining the pros and cons of these technologies, the outputs are useful as 

they produce electricity once further processed. Other benefits include a 
smaller physical profile than traditional incinerators, and that they can operate 
in batches. However, like incinerators, facilities need to comply with both the 
WI and Industrial Emissions Directive, and there have been problems with 
dioxin emissions at a demonstration ATT plant on the Isle of Wight that has 
raised concerns. The products of ATT also require further treatment before 
they can produce electricity and ATT technologies are in fact no more efficient 
than incineration because of this. And there are concerns that waste can be 
‘incinerated’ when using combined pyrolysis and gasification, which defeats 
the purpose of using the technology. Lastly, there is concern over the 
reliability of ATT, as so far all the UK’s ATT facilities have failed to operate 
successfully, (see risks under MHT above), and the process requires pre 
treated waste e.g. from MBT so can be more costly.   

 
 Conventional Energy from Waste (EFW) 
 
5.10 Incineration is a combustion process that involves burning waste in the 

presence of air to a minimum of 800°C with a minimum temperature of 850°C 
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required for at least 2 seconds. The heat produced is used to produce steam 
which is used to produce usable energy in the form of electricity, and hot 
water. Incineration reduces the volume of residual waste and has a proven 
track record of deliverability, meaning that there would be less difficulty 
securing funding to build a facility. However as members were aware, there 
are issues around the production of bottom ash and hazardous APC residues, 
and there is also a negative public perception of the technology (especially 
with large scale buildings) which can lead to planning permission difficulties.  

 

6. To consider members’ suggestions for agenda items and 
arrangements for future meetings 

 
6.1 Discussion was then opened up to member suggestions for how the group 

should conduct future meetings, including: agendas; presenters; and any site 
visits members wanted to make to see technologies in action.   

 
6.2 Duncan Jordan, Chief Operating Officer suggested that one way to proceed 

might be to organise a series of workshops, each to look at potential solutions 
to the County’s residual waste treatment and disposal. They would test out 
different scenarios of technologies, sites, funding, procurement etc to identify 
the pros and cons and the risks of each, with a view to ‘piecing together’ the 
‘jigsaw’ of a viable fallback strategy. This could be facilitated by officers or 
outside experts in different waste technologies as members preferred.    

 
6.3 The group felt that the idea was a good one, and suggested extending group 

meetings already in the diary to afternoon sessions to accommodate. 
Members decided that officers would facilitate these sessions, and that as 
certain technologies began to look promising, experts would be brought in to 
provide more information and a robust challenge to assumptions. Actioning 
this, officers were asked to extend the group’s February meeting for 1 hour, 
and make provision for future meetings to run all day if needed.   

ACTION – Sidgorée Nelson 
 
6.4 Some members suggested inviting groups such as GlosVain in to give their 

view of the different solutions available to deal with residual waste, and build 
on the group’s knowledge by offering other perspectives. The Chair welcomed 
their suggestion and reminded members that it had been agreed at the 
group’s first meeting that an opportunity would be provided for interested 
groups to contribute to its work at a time when there was no danger that 
publicly reported comments could prejudice the planning appeal process.  

 
6.5 Asking about the potential of site visits to waste treatment plans, the Chair 

asked officers to provide a provisional list of facilities that could be visited. 
ACTION – Lisa Pritchard/Tony Childs 
 
END 


