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   Notes: Residual Waste Working Group 29 April 2014 
 

1. Apologies  
 
Attendance 

Cllr Tim Harman P Cllr Sarah Lunnon P 

Cllr Tracy Millard P Cllr Patrick Molyneux P 

Cllr Brian Oosthuysen P Cllr Alan Preest* P 

Cllr Simon Wheeler P Cllr Bill Whelan P 

Ind Chair David Jenkins P Ian Mawdsley P 

Rachel Ferris (officer) P Christine Wray (officer) P 

Tony Childs (officer) P Steve Read (officer) P 

Sidgorée Nelson (officer) A Joanne Bolton (officer) P 

 
P = present     A = apologies/absent 

 
*Cllr Preest left the meeting at 12 noon. 

 
2.  Minutes – these were approved at the meeting. 

 
3.  Matters arising 

 

3.1 The Group noted the progress made against the actions. 

3.2 It was agreed that officers would seek to arrange another site visit to 
Avonmouth, for members who were not able to attend the previous visit.  
ACTION: Tony Childs. 

 
3.2 The Group agreed that in the future, actions would only be reported as 

complete once, and would then be removed from the current Action Sheet.  

Action:Sidgorée Nelson/Joanne Bolton. 

 

4.  Out of County Capacity 

 

4.1 Tony Childs, Waste Services Manager, presented information to the Group 

which provided a snapshot of current potential residual waste treatment 

capacity in and around Gloucestershire.  He explained that he was awaiting 

further information from other operators, and once received, he would update 

the report and reissue to the Group.  Action: Tony Childs. 

 

4.2 Members acknowledged that there was a great deal of uncertainty as to 

whether there would be available residual waste treatment capacity at 

facilities, in and around Gloucestershire after 2018.  Capacity after 2018 was 

only certain where waste was landfilled.   There was no guarantee however 

that Gloucestershire would be able to access the capacity, as it may be 

consented to other local authorities or businesses. 
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4.3 Members of the Group enquired what would be the best procurement 

approach for the Council to take. Steve Read, Head of Service, 

Gloucestershire Joint Waste Team, advised that the Council could procure a 

solution where GCC would be an anchor contract (meaning it would be a 

solution for GCC, who would take up the majority of the capacity of the 

facility) or it could undertake a procurement where the waste would be divided 

up into multiple lots (which means that the Council would likely be making use 

of existing (merchant) capacity) . The Council could go to the market with no 

geographical or technological constraints, and establish what the operators 

could offer.  

 

4.4 Following the discussion on this issue, some members of the group indicated 

that a procurement approach where the Council would be the anchor contract 

could potentially be a viable option to pursue, particularly if available capacity 

at the facilities in and around the county becomes increasingly limited over 

the next few years. Others disagreed.   

 

5.  Presentation on Commercial Risk 

5.1 Ian Mawdsley, Project Lead Residual Waste, delivered a presentation to the 
Group which outlined the following four key areas of commercial risk for the 
development of facilities to treat residual waste; Design, Build, Finance, 
Operate.  The Council would need to consider these risks to a greater extent if 
it procures a longer term contract, but to a lesser extent with a short term 
contract. 

 
5.2 Design risk – the Council would need to consider what it requires from the 

contract in terms of (outputs). It is considered appropriate for the contractor to 
take design risk, meaning the contractor proposes and designs a solution 
(facility(ies)) that would meet the Council’s requirements. He emphasised to 
members, that the more the Council specified the inputs (for example, the 
detailed technology(ies) and processes to be used, how waste should be 
treated), the more risk the Council would be taking back, for example, if we 
specified a process to be used and it went wrong (meaning it did not work as 
intended) this could be the Council’s fault and we would end up paying to 
resolve the situation or end up with a contract for a solution that does not 
deliver what we wanted.  
 

5.3 Build – there are three risks. Firstly, the risk of not building a facility on time, 
which should rest with the contractor. The key is that the Council does not pay 
the contractor any money until the facility becomes operational and starts to 
accept our waste; but it is essential that the Council has a robust fallback 
position to ensure there is an outlet for residual waste in the event of any 
delays in the facility not being ready on time. Members were informed that in 
some cases, delays in their residual waste solution becoming operational had 
led to councils having to utilise the fallback position for up to two years. 
Secondly, cost, this should be the contractor’s risk as they are best placed to 
accept this risk as they are best placed to manage this risk.  
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5.4 Thirdly is performance risk, this should sit with the contractor. The Project 
Lead Residual Waste explained that it was of utmost importance that the 
facility was only signed off by the Council when it was absolutely sure the 
solution was capable of performing as designed. The Council should never 
sign off the facility unless it was sure that it was fit for purpose. It is only at this 
point that the Council will then start to pay the contractor as they begin to 
accept our waste. 
 

5.5 Finance risk. The Group was informed that most large scale waste projects 
were non recourse financed, usually on a ratio of 80:20 bank finance to 
equity.  Interest rates should be fixed at close to protect the Council from price 
movement.  Banks are generally risk adverse so they would ensure any 
assumptions used in a financial model (which underpins a contract) would be 
conservative.  The banks carry out extensive due diligence on technologies 
used for residual waste deals.  Generally, banks have previously only 
financed incinerators and Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) facilities, 
and are just beginning to finance other forms of technology, such as 
advanced thermal treatment (ATT) e.g. gasification facilities. A councillor 
noted that New Earth were financing their investment using an offshore fund 
based in the Isle of Man. 

 
5.6 There was a degree of concern amongst members of the Group that a 

consequence of the banks’ reluctance to finance developing technologies, 
would be to lock local authorities into a ‘status quo’ of using only established  
residual waste treatment options.    Officers explained that whilst banks were 
very conservative in their approach to risk, they were beginning to back new 
technologies such as ATT. The point was made that if there was money to be 
made from new technologies then banks would start to back them.  

 
5.7 The Group considered whether a viable option would be for the Council to 

contract with operators who were developing new facilities/technologies.   
Whilst there was a degree of support amongst members of the Group for the 
Council to back new technologies, they recognised that if the banks are not 
providing financial backing to new technologies, should the public sector be 
taking this risk with public money? 

  
5.8 Rachel Ferris, Senior Commercial Officer explained that officers had 

previously undertaken an analysis on the residual waste technology treatment 
options, the results of which did include the list of technologies banks were 
willing to finance. It was agreed that the Group would be forwarded a copy of 
the analysis.  Action: Rachel Ferris. 

 
5.9 The Group was informed that one alternative option to financing waste 

management technologies would be to use prudential borrowing.   This would 
mean the Council borrowing the money to undertake the project and 
ultimately this would be cheaper; but the public sector would be taking on the 
construction risk, and if the project was delayed, the Council would be paying 
for this, therefore this needed to be taken into consideration.  Hybrids with 
mixed public/private funding were also possible. 
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5.10 Members acknowledged the financial risks involved in contracting with waste 
companies using new technologies for treating residual waste. In addition 
members recognised that whilst this may be desirable, the Council would be 
subject to a much more significant level of risk, than a contract involving an 
established residual waste treatment method.   

 
5.11 It was noted that Defra had previously provided funding for small scale pilot 

facilities using new technologies, and it was agreed that if a Defra 
representative was able to attend a future meeting of the Group, then they 
should be asked to provide clarification on Defra’s funding policy on this issue. 
 

5.12 Operating risk. These risks include performance risk and also third party 
revenue. For long-term contracts, the Council should negotiate to share in the 
upside of any revenue generated by a solution, for example, from the sale of 
recyclates or electricity produced.  It was important that the Council shared  
the revenue generated as this can significantly subsidise the gate fee paid by 
the Council, for example, the share in income from electricity produced, could 
equate to as much as 25% of the total cost of the solution. 

 
5.13 The Group was informed that for certain technologies, such as MBT or 

thermal treatment technologies (incineration or ATT) that the Council should 
secure the widest calorific value (CV) range possible. Not only will this provide 
the Council with flexibility, but it would also ensure that the Council could then 
extract further recyclable materials from the waste stream and still remain 
within the CV range, thereby not being penalised under the contract. 
 

5.14 The contractor should, within limits, take volume risk as the Council is buying 
capacity at the facility. If the plant is unable to accept the required tonnage of 
waste then the contractor should pay a financial penalty.  If appropriate, the 
contractor may want to use notice periods to manage changes in waste 
volumes. The Group was advised that it was essential that the Council 
negotiated any notice period to be as short as possible, and volume 
guarantees to be as low as possible. 
 

5.15 Some members were concerned that any forecast residual waste tonnages 
set out in the contract could act as a disincentive, preventing the County from 
continuing to improve its recycling performance.  In response, officers advised 
the Group that it was essential that the contract was structured correctly from 
the outset, so that it did not prevent the Council and its district partners from 
continuing to improve the recycling performance.  Officers reiterated that the 
Council needed to correctly set its waste forecast, meaning that it should plan 
to achieve good recycling rates. This will provide a degree of flexibility, 
however, there is a risk that having this flexibility within the forecast could 
come at a price.  
 

5.16 Having heard from officers on the risks to the Council associated with the 
contract, the Chair emphasised the importance of the Council having its own 
in house team of expertise, to successfully negotiate the contract at the 
outset, monitor the contract through its life time, and who would have the best 
interests of the authority at the forefront.  
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6. Revisiting consideration framework 
 

6.1 The Waste Services Manager, delivered a presentation to the Group which 
outlined the Residual Waste Policy, Strategy, and Consideration Framework. 
 

6.2 In response to various questions on the residual waste procurement policy 
and the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS), it was 
agreed that the Group would receive a report at it its next meeting, setting out 
the requirements of the JMWMS, in the context of its influence on the residual 
waste procurement policy.  Action: Rachel Ferris. 

 
7. Reflections on the site visit to Advanced Plasma Power & arrangements 

for site visit to Veolia 
 
7.1 One member referred to the positive information gained on this type of 

technology at the recent site visit, and questioned whether an element of the 
residual waste stream could be diverted to a facility, such as one using the 
Plasma Arc technology.  He suggested this would assist in developing this 
type of waste treatment technology, and the Council would be able to 
determine whether this type of treatment facility could eventually be used to 
treat a larger amount of Gloucestershire’s residual waste. 

 
7.2 The Group was advised that whilst this type of technology had been operating 

for several years now, it had not been proven on a commercial scale. The key 
issue was that whilst the facility seemed capable of treating refuse derived 
fuel (fuel produced at another facility, from residual waste) this was at a very 
small scale, and there is no other plasma arc facility currently in the UK that is 
an appropriate scale that could treat Gloucestershire’s residual waste 
tonnage. 

 
7.3 The Head of Service, Joint Waste Team, agreed to make contact with a 

representative of Advanced Plasma Power to discuss this type of technology 
further, and to then feedback to the group.  ACTION Steve Read. 

 
7.4 The Group was advised of the arrangements for the Veolia site visit taking 

place on 2 May 2014. Cllrs Patrick Molyneux and Tim Harman sent their 
apologies for the site visit.                                                                                                                             
 

8. Members’ suggestions for agenda items and arrangement for future 
meetings 
 

8.1 The Group agreed on the following items for the next meeting: 
 

Ø To consider a briefing paper re-visiting the history of finding a solution for 

Gloucestershire’s residual waste. 

Ø To consider a report providing information on the requirements of the Joint 

Municipal Waste Management Strategy, in the context of its influence on 

the procurement policy for Gloucestershire’s residual waste contract. 

Ø Feedback from Veolia site visit. 
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Ø Arrangements to be made for Defra representative to attend the next 

meeting to provide, amongst other things, details of Defra’s funding policy . 

 
9. Future meeting dates 

 
9.1 The Group noted the future meeting dates. 
 
9.2 It was agreed that the first draft of the Group’s final report would be 

considered at the 1 July meeting.  The report would set out the Group’s 
agreed potential options for treating Gloucestershire’s residual waste in the 
event that the contract with UBB fails. 
 

9.3 Cllr Patrick Molyneux sent his apologies for the meeting on 1st July 2014.   


