
 

If you have any queries in regards to this agenda please contact Joanne 
Bolton on 01452 425005 or joanne.bolton@gloucestershire.gov.uk 

 

Residual Waste Working Group 
10am-1pm Wednesday 1 October 2014 

Meeting Room 2 
AGENDA 

 

1. Apologies 
 

2. Minutes of previous meeting of 26 August 2014 
 

3. Matters arising & matters agreed so far by members 
 
 (a) To note the Secretary of State’s announcement concerning 

the postponement of his decision on planning consent for 
an EfW facility at Javelin Park. 

 
(b) To note the full Council resolution on Motion 720 – Residual 

Waste Contract with UBB. 
 

(c) Verbal update on the implications of the Secretary of State’s 

decision to refuse planning consent for an EfW facility at 
Hatfield 

  
   Christine Wray/Steve Read 

 
4. To consider the Group’s final report 
 Steve Read 
 
5. To consider whether future meetings are needed at 

present. 
 

 Future meeting dates currently scheduled: 
 

 Tuesday 4th November, 10am-1pm (all day if required): MR 1 

 Monday 1st December, 10am-1pm (all day if required): MR 1 
 
 
 
 
 
Membership: Chairman David Jenkins, Cllr Tim Harman, Cllr Sarah 

Lunnon, Cllr Tracy Millard, Cllr Patrick Molyneux, Cllr 
Brian Oosthuysen, Cllr Alan Preest, Cllr Simon 
Wheeler, Cllr Bill Whelan  

 

Officers: Christine Wray, Tony Childs, Steve Read, Ian 
Mawdsley, Joanne Bolton 
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Notes: Residual Waste Working Group 26 August 2014 
 

1. Apologies  
 
Attendance 

Cllr Tim Harman A Cllr Sarah Lunnon A 

Cllr Tracy Millard P Cllr Patrick Molyneux P 

Cllr Brian Oosthuysen P Cllr Alan Preest A 

Cllr Simon Wheeler P Cllr Bill Whelan A 

Ind Chair David Jenkins P Christine Wray (officer) P 

Ian Mawdesly (officer) A Tony Childs (officer) P 

Steve Read (officer) P Joanne Bolton (officer) P 

 
P = present     A = apologies/absent 

 
2.  Minutes – these were approved at the meeting. 

 
3.  Matters arising and matters agreed so far by members 

3.1 The Group considered the outstanding items on the action sheet and noted 
that items 1-4 were covered in the draft report setting out the 
options/recommendations for the fallback strategy, and the item on 
affordability would be considered at today’s meeting. 

 
3.2 The list of points agreed by the Group at previous meetings was reviewed, 

with particular attention paid to the points added following the July meeting.  
Members were happy with how they had been recorded.  

 
3.3 Steve Read, Head of the Joint Waste Partnership, sought and obtained 

confirmation from members present that the positions agreed by members 
during the previous meetings, as set out in the list, were reflected in the draft 
report. 
 

4. Financial implications of gate fees, bulking and haulage 
 
4.1 The Group received a summary of gate fees in the UK for 2013/14 from a 

WRAP report setting out the recently published information. 
 
4.2 The Group noted that for Energy from Waste (EfW), for pre-2000 facilities the 

median figure was £58 (from the range £35 to £100), and for post-2000 
facilities the median figure was £94 (from the range £62 to £112).  The 
increase in gate fees post 2000 reflected the fact that newer EfW plants were 
becoming more expensive to construct, finance and operate. 

 
4.3 It was explained that whilst the median gate fee figure for Mechanical 

Biological Treatment/Mechanical Heat Treatment (MBT/MHT) was £84 (from 
the range £25 to £104) and therefore lower than the median figures for all 
types of landfilling waste, MBT/MHT was not necessarily a complete waste 
solution.  The additional costs of handling the materials produced would also 
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need to be taken into account when determining the costs involved in using 
this type of waste treatment technology. 

 
4.4 The Group was informed that Ian Mawdsley, Project Lead Residual Waste, 

had been looking at the overall costs for the different types of waste treatment 
options.  He had concluded that,  for Gloucestershire, specifying and 
procuring an MBT/MHT locally would be a more expensive option than 
undertaking the same for an EfW facility, but ultimately we would not know 
what price could be achieved until we went to market. 

 
4.5 Members noted that the gate fees for the different types of Recycling and 

Organic waste treatment were much lower in comparison to residual waste 
treatments.   
 

4.6 Tony Childs, Waste Services Manager of the Joint Waste Team, explained 
that if the authority took the option of procuring a contract to treat waste out of 
the county, this option would involve additional costs of between £15 to £25 
per tonne (based on distance of 30 miles), to bulk and haul the waste. 

 
4.7 The Group discussed the potential consequences of the Secretary of State’s 

decision to refuse planning permission for the development of an EfW facility 
in Hertfordshire (which had previously been called in and subject to Public 
Inquiry in 2013). This decision may have consequences on the development 
of an EfW facility at some of the sites identified in Gloucestershire’s Waste 
Core Strategy (WCS) due to the weight the Secretary of State’s decision 
placed on development in the green belt.   

 
4.8 Steve Read, Head of the Joint Waste Partnership, explained that the 

Secretary of State had refused planning permission  due in part to the site 
being situated in the green belt.  The Javelin Park site was not in green belt 
land, and therefore the Secretary of State’s Hertfordshire decision should not 
directly affect the Javelin Park decision.  He recognised however that there 
are two strategic sites identified in the Gloucestershire’s WCS which were 
located in the green belt.    

 
4.9 The Head of the Joint Waste Partnership informed the Group that the only 

other site identified in Gloucestershire’s WCS, not in the green belt, was at 
Moreton Valence.  It was agreed that further advice was needed to consider 
how this decision would affect the final report.   
ACTION: Christine Wray 
 

5. Presentation from Mr Tom Jarman  
 
5.1 Mr Tom Jarman attended the meeting and gave a presentation on Mechanical 

Biological Heat Treatment (MBHT) and harnessing waste as a resource.  
 
5.2 He explained to the Group that whilst he was attending the meeting in an 

independent capacity as a local resident of Stroud, he was informed by the 
works of experts within Biocentre Technology a company he had been a 
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Director of since 2008. He also said he had been highly involved in leading 
the drive towards treating waste as a resource in the UK. 

 
5.3  The following views were put forward: 

 

 Waste should be regarded as a resource not a problem. 

 There had been advances in technology in the last 10 years – a number of 

examples of plants were shown.  

 MBHT gate fees of £50/T could be achieved in a 10 year contract with an 

overall cost of £100m or less. 

 70% plus recycling rates could be achieved (assuming that “End of Waste” 

certification could be obtained for the peat like output which was not 

presently available). 

 Higher rates of efficiency could be obtained than via a conventional EfW 

with resultant reductions in CO2. 

 Sites would only need a B2 planning permission (although it was later 

established that this would be on the basis of an exemption from which 

currently was not available in the UK). 

 The approach would stimulate the local economy. 

 

5.4 The Head of the Joint Waste Partnership very much agreed with Mr Jarman’s 

views about waste as a resource.   Whilst the above figures formed an ideal 

scenario, he was aware that only one of the MBHT plants Mr Jarman was 

referring to, was operational, and a number had been highly problematic and 

or had been closed. 

 

5.5 In response to a question, on why there were not more MBHT facilities in 

operation, Mr Jarman explained that while MBHT facilities operated through 

the 1980/90s, the requirement to comply with EU legislation meant that this 

type of technology was discouraged.    He was of the view that in more recent 

times, this type of technology was now much wanted, and highly financially 

attractive. 

 

5.6 Mr Jarman informed the Group that MBHT produced a higher quality fuel than 

MBT technology, and the fuel was much cleaner than coal and he was 

confident it would achieve End of Waste Certification.  The process also 

produced a “peat like” output product which did not contain contaminates and 

could also be used as a fuel.  Mr Jarman explained that in his view the “peat” 

product would also achieve End of Waste certification.  However, the Head of 

the Joint Waste Partnership pointed out that as things stood this material was 

classed as waste, thus could not be counted as recycling as shown in the 

calculations. 
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5.7 Mr Jarman explained that MBHT technology was designed to produce the 

high quality fuel product regardless of the quality of the input material.  The 

only variance due to input quality would be on the fraction of the fuel product 

produced.     

 

5.8 He informed the Group that in MBHT sorting of the waste stream took place 

as early as possible, through means such as buoyancy in water, infra-red 

sorting and magnetic separation. 

 

5.9 Members made reference to the fact that there was currently no proven track 

record in local authorities using MBHT of the type proposed to treat their 

residual waste, hence the ‘Catch-22’ situation of it being more difficult to 

procure.   The Head of the Joint Waste Partnership reminded members  that 

DEFRA’s view on this was that the level of risk of specifying and procuring 

this type of technology was outside the level at which a local authority could 

expect to take on. 

 

5.10 In response to a question, Mr Jarman explained that he believed the key to a 

successful procurement exercise, (in the event of planning permission being 

denied for the EfW Javelin Park site), and to attract plenty of commercial  

interest from  MBT/MBHT businesses, would be to make the procurement 

exercise more outcome based, with emphasis on the recyclates to be 

produced and the reduction in the environmental footprint required. 

 

5.11 The Chair, on behalf of the Group, thanked Mr Jarman for attending the 

meeting and providing his presentation.  The Chair mentioned that MBT 

technology was being considered by the Group as a potential option to deal 

with Gloucestershire’s residual waste, and the presentation had provided 

members with some useful information to consider.   

 

5.12 It was agreed that the Head of the Joint Waste Partnership would have a 

further informal meeting with Mr Jarman to try and reach a common level of 

understanding of the technical and legislative points and would feedback to 

the Group. 

ACTION: Steve Read 
 

6. Discussion of the Draft Fallback Strategy 
 

6.1 The Head of the Joint Waste Partnership introduced the section of the 
Group’s draft report which set out the options considered viable by the Group, 
these being; 

 
Option 1 – Specify and procure own EfW facility locally. 
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Option 2 – Specify and procure own MT or MBT facility locally.  On its own 
this would not provide a final disposal solution for the Solid Recovered Fuel 
(SRF) produced but potential for a two phased approach to this option. 
 
Option 3 – Contract with one or more providers of existing or proposed 
facilities (without geographical or technical constraints) on a shorter term 
basis. 
 

6.2 The Head of the Joint Waste Partnership felt however that if the UBB appeal 
failed completely then it may be difficult to deliver a new proposal based on 
EfW there.  

 
6.3 In response to a question, the Head of Joint Waste Partnership, informed the 

Group that there was the possibility of the gate fees in EfW contracts reducing 
over the life of the contract, as more income was generated through energy 
and heat production.  However, if the authority were to procure its own plant, 
gate fees would be low from the outset, a big positive in financial terms for the 
authority.   

 
6.4 He referred to Option 2 and explained that he had reflected in the report that 

the Group were unanimous that MBT processes, which did not aim to 
optimise production of a Solid Recoverable Fuel (SRF) fraction, should be 
ruled out i.e. MBT producing waste for landfill was not part of Option 2.   

 
6.5 The Group was informed that simple MT/MHT was generally a straightforward 

proven and bankable technology which could be commissioned relatively 
quickly.  This was important as the current landfill contract with Cory was due 
to end in August 2018.  The relatively quick set up would also allow time to 
consider further steps; be that either an addition of phase 2 (an advanced 
thermal treatment facility to utilise the SRF to produce electricity and heat); or 
a different strategy in the medium/long term. 
 

6.6 The Group was informed that Option 3 offered the most flexibility leaving the 
choice of technology and location completely open.  The Group recognised 
that this would be subject to complying with environmental regulations, and if 
local, was likely to be at sites identified in the Waste Core Strategy. 

 
6.7 One of the principal attractions of Option 3 was the ability to contract on a 

short term basis, subject to affordability, allowing the authority to review 
options in the future when the market may have matured and become more 
competitive. 

 
6.8 The Head of the Joint Waste Partnership informed the Group that Cllr Lunnon, 

in her absence from today’s meeting, had sent in her comments on the draft 
report.  He explained that Cllr Lunnon did not agree with the inclusion of 
Option 1 in the report.  

 
6.9 Reflecting on Cllr Lunnon’s comments regarding Option 1, the Group 

discussed whether Option 1 should remain in the report as a viable option. 
The Group concluded that the report should acknowledge that EfW was still a 



 6 

viable solution. However in the event that the Secretary of State refused 
planning permission for the site at Javelin Park, then Option 1 may be difficult 
to deliver. 

 
6.10 The Head of Joint Waste Partnership explained that he would amend the 

report to reflect that most members were in support of Option 1 remaining as 
an option for inclusion, rather than the Group as a whole.   

 
ACTION: Steve Read 

 
6.11 A similar qualification would be added  to the fourth paragraph of paragraph 9 

‘Recommendations’, as Cllr Lunnon did not share the view that if the authority 
was starting from scratch then there would still be compelling reasons to look 
at Option 1.  

 
ACTION: Steve Read 

 
6.12 Cllr Lunnon was however in agreement with the conclusion reached in the 

draft paper that the option 2 (phase 1) and option 3 should be explored 
further. 

 
6.13 The Chair summarised that the Group had spent the past year looking in 

depth at the pros and cons of the different types of waste treatment options.  
Whilst specifying and procuring an EfW facility was not out of the question, 
the issue which now arose was the effect of the Hertfordshire decision on the 
possibility of the authority achieving planning permission for an EfW on an 
alternative site identified in the WCS, and located in the green belt.    

 
6.14 The members present agreed that as outlined in the report’s concluding 

recommendation, in the event that the UBB scheme failed, both Option 2 
phase 1 (providing local MT/MBT to manufacture SRF) and Option 3 should 
be explored further through soft market testing. 
 

7. Members’ suggestions for agenda items and arrangements for future 
meetings 

 
7.1 Members noted that the next meeting was scheduled to take place on 1 

October 2014.    The following agenda items were agreed: 
 
 A report on the planning implications of the Hertfordshire decision 

on the WCS sites 

To outline the potential consequences the Secretary of State’s 

Hertfordshire ruling may have, on the development of an EfW facility and 

indeed a non EFW facility, at the sites identified in Gloucestershire’s WCS.   

ACTION: Christine Wray. 

 

 Feedback from the Head of the Joint Waste Partnership on his 

discussions with Mr Jarman (if they had taken place by this date).  
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The Group recognised that discussions with Mr Jarman would be of an 

informal nature, and would not go towards informing the fallback strategy. 

 

ACTION: Steve Read. 

 

 Group’s draft report in full 

It was agreed that the Group’s draft report would remain confidential (and 

should not be shared) until it was in a final format as agreed by the Group.   

It was agreed that for the benefit of members of the Group who were not 

present, an e-mail would be would sent to all Group members outlining the 

above.  

 

ACTION: Joanne Bolton. 

8. Future meeting dates 
 
8.1 The Group noted the future meeting dates, these being: 

 
Wednesday 1 October 
Tuesday 4 November  
Monday 1 December 
 

8.2 The Group recognised that depending on the outcome of the Secretary of 
State’s decision on Javelin Park, meetings of the Group may no longer be 
necessary.   The Group would be advised in due course.   
ACTION: Christine Wray/Joanne Bolton. 

  

ENDS 
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