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Executive Summary 
 
Scope and Objectives of the Project 
Griffin Hill Ltd working jointly with Urban Mines Ltd were commissioned in July 2008 
following a tender process to undertake this work on behalf of the NW Regional Technical 
Advisory Body and 4NW (NW Regional Leaders Forum).  The project has been supported 
throughout by a steering group made up of members of the NW RTAB comprising 
representation from industry (ESA), WDA’s and WPA’s in the Region, EA, and 4NW.   The 
project has also had the benefit of a web portal site set up to upload documents throughout the 
project to allow comment from RTAB members - http://groups.google.com/group/waste-
broad-locations-2008.  The project objectives were to: 
 

• Establish the need for the RSS to develop the pattern appropriate for nationally, 
regionally and sub-regionally significant waste management facilities. 

• As appropriate, identify the broad locations on a geographical and/or criteria basis that 
would be suitable for such development.  

 
The achievement of consensus was at the heart of the methodology used. 
 
The scope of the project included: 
 

• The methodology followed advice given in PPS10 that consideration should in particular 
be given to commercial, industrial, and municipal waste.  

• The 2006 NW Commercial and Industrial Waste survey together with information from 
municipal waste strategies and implementation plans were used to inform the process.  

 
Baseline data was drawn principally from Defra published information on MWMS arisings, data 
from the Environment Agency on deposits at permitted sites within the NW region, capacity and 
hazardous waste and the 2006 NW Commercial & Industrial (C&I) waste survey. Each of the 
sub-regional WPAs across the region provided information on existing and planned facilities.  

 
What is a ‘significant’ site in a sub-regional, reg ional and national context 
A key task is to produce clear criteria by which any proposed waste management development 
and planning application could be judged in terms of national, regional or sub-regional 
significance. In accordance with PPS10 guidance this assessment was of generic site type and 
does not prescribe the mix of technologies for dealing with waste types. 
 
The criteria defining any strategic regionally significant facility will in principal be: 
 
• The facility is not viable on sub-region self-sufficiency basis and the practical catchment 

for arisings includes more than one sub region 
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• The facility is dependent on the location of an energy user (heat or power) or   national 
grid connection that requires catchment for arisings to include more than one sub 
region 

• The facility is directly linked to another facility in another sub-region/region  
And/ 
or 
• One or more sub-region cannot provide for a specific type of facility  
 
For any specific proposed waste management facility these principal factors will be informed by 
a more detailed and in depth analysis of regional or sub-regional strategic issues which will 
include: 
  
• Technical viability of operational scale 
• Economic viability of scale  
• Environmental analysis (in terms of sustainability) 
• Strategic arisings catchment, collection, transfer and transportation logistics and 

infrastructure 
• Planning constraints on the availability of locations  
• Availability of sites 
• Location of heat or energy user 
• Existing Facilities (Capacity, lifespan, technical compliance with changing 

requirements) 
 

The Evidence Base: 
a) Municipal Waste Plans and Projections 
WDAs (Waste Disposal Authorities) within the NW Region have all provided information for 
this report which shows that they are now essentially committed to solutions in which primary 
residual waste will be treated within the sub-region. The table below summarises the NW WDAs’ 
residual waste management proposals. The long term municipal landfill requirements are 
projected to be less than 1 million tonnes per annum in total.  

 

WDA 
Proposed Residual Waste 
Treatment Capacity within 
WDA area 

Treatment 
Products & 
Regional Facilities 

Landfill Requirement  @ 
year 2020 

Blackpool Included with Lancashire totals 
Blackburn In procurement Possible EfW residues 20,000 (= LATS + 32%) 

Cheshire 
200,000 tonnes per annum 
subject to PFI Not yet Known 115,000 (= LATS + 32%) 

Cumbria 2 x 70,000 tonnes MBT 
Potentially  in sub-
region 75,500 (= LATS + 32%) 

Greater 
Manchester 

775,000 tonnes per annum 
(including 175,000 IVC) 

275,000 tonnes RDF 
 250,000 tonnes per annum 

Lancashire 340,000 tonnes per annum Proposed nil 

200,000 tonnes per annum 
@ 2020 Contracted capacity 
to 2025 

Merseyside 
450,000 tonnes per annum 
(PFI not complete) RDF? Subject to PFI 

Halton 40,000 tonnes per annum  RDF? Subject to PFI 

 Currently under review 
but likely to be negligible 

Warrington 
70-100,000 tonnes per annum 
EfW EfW residues 

30,000 tonnes per annum (= 
LATS + 32%)  

Wigan 120,000 tonnes per annum not yet known 
55,000 tonnes per annum (= 
LATS + 32%)  

 

b) Trends and Projections for Commercial and Indust rial Waste  
Information on Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste is taken from a survey of C&I wastes for 
the North West region undertaken for the North West RTAB and sub-regional partners and was 
completed between September 2006 and January 2007.  
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The trends show a continuing fall in industrial waste arisings of 17% over 3 years from 2003 to 
2006 whilst commercial waste arisings continue to show an increase of 7% over the same 
period.  The ongoing reduction in industrial waste is consistent with an increasing focus on 
waste minimisation and disposal costs as well as reduced manufacturing capacity in the UK, 
whilst the increase in commercial waste is reflective of recent economic growth in each of the 
commercial sub-sectors.   
 
The chart below shows that there has been a steep decline in commercial and industrial waste 
disposed of to landfill. The increasing total in commercial waste arisings has also been 
accompanied by a 27% increase in recycling between 2003 and 2006, whilst disposal to landfill 
has declined by 24%. For industrial waste the quantity of waste recycled has continued to 
increase. 

 

 
 
Factors Driving Change for C&I Waste Management 
Factors that may influence changes in waste management practices and reduced use of landfill 
include; 

• Landfill Tax escalator rising to £48 per tonne in 2010 

• Increasing Recyclate material values 

• Energy Recovery potential and non fossil fuel incentives 

• Producer Responsibility for lifecycle and end of use impacts of their products 

• Revised EU Framework Directive on Waste is likely to accelerate change towards 

more sustainable waste management  

• The Climate Change Agenda will promote increased recycling and energy recovery 

• Waste Minimisation Initiatives and Resource Efficiency  

• New Technologies for treating and recovering value from waste 

• Landfill Directive requirements for treatment prior to landfill 

• Recycling and recovery potential identified in the 2006/07 C&I survey  in wastes 

recorded as disposed of to landfill 

Commercial & Industrial Waste Landfill Trends 
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o A total of over 600,000 tonnes of waste was identified as recyclable and 

more than 2,600,000 tonnes were identified as possibly recyclable. 

o A total of over 1,800,000 tonnes of waste was identified with potential for 

energy recovery and over 1,700,000 with possible potential for energy 

recovery 
 
c) Assessment of the Impact of Increased Recycling and Recovery on Residual 
Landfill  
Increased recycling and recovery of energy from C&I waste will require investment in new 
repossessing and energy recovery infrastructure, which will take time to develop.  If the 
recycling and recovery potential of commercial and industrial waste is realised this would 
reduce the requirement for landfill disposal capacity to below 1 million tonnes per annum.  
 

d) Hazardous Waste  
Whilst the NW has hazardous waste treatment and incineration capacity which is expected to 
remain as ongoing capacity it also has two hazardous waste landfill facilities. The deep mine 
disposal site of Minosus is particularly significant with respect to future changes in hazardous 
waste disposal requirements as it is able to accept hazardous residues from thermal treatment 
and air pollution control technologies. It is these wastes that are most likely to increase as 
energy recovery from waste becomes more established and it is likely that this facility will 
increase in importance as a nationally significant facility.  

 
e) Recycler Reprocessor Capacity 
In the survey of NW recyclers and reprocessors (RR’s) (produced for Envirolink by Urban Mines 
in April 2007) 162 recyclers and reprocessors were identified as active in the North West Region 
(survey carried out in January 2007). The survey shows there is a good geographical spread of 
RR’s across the region with RR’s located in every part of the region reflecting the development 
and establishing importance of the sector in the region.   
 
There appears to be some sub-sectors at greater maturity and influence in the region displayed 
by the higher density of metal recyclers/reprocessors, high numbers of plastic RR’s, those 
handling end of life vehicles (discarded equipment), and those handling IT and communication 
equipment. There would also appear to be slower development and spread of RR’s such as those 
handling tyres, glass and reprocessing/recycling mixed waste. 
 
The survey results indicate however that there are capacity gaps for (in descending order):  
• Mixed ordinary Waste  
• Non-metallic Wastes (although 33% expansion plans identified) 
• Animal & Vegetable Wastes (although 55% expansion plans identified) 
• Chemical Wastes (although 50% expansion plans identified) 
• Common sludges 
• Health Care 

 
f) Stakeholders  
In order to inform the project a number of stakeholders were consulted beyond the WPA’s & 
WDA membership of RTAB these included waste management companies active or with 
interests in the North West Region, bodies involved in sustainable waste management and the 
NWDA.  
 
There were a number of issues that were raised during this consultation: 
• That economic viability is paramount  
• Facilities to cater for C&I waste need greater flexibility than those for municipal waste 
• C&I wastes movements do not tend to be governed by political boundaries  
• There is support for the Resource Recovery Park principle  
• Industry are looking to extend C&I waste management capacity within the next 2 years 
• There may be opportunities to “top up” municipal built facilities with C&I waste 
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• Reprocessors/Recyclers require secure contracts and current investment is focused on 
municipal waste 

• Reprocessors/Recyclers are looking to build regional facilities as need wider catchments  
• Investment in new facilities is connected to large scale PFI/other municipal contracts. 
• Waste management companies are investing in developing the markets for recyclates 
• Waste Management companies are anticipating economics of the landfill tax to help 

make other treatments viable and many are focusing on 2010/11 as the key date for 
economic viability 

• Energy from Waste, AD and ethanol production plants have a place in the region, either 
as stand alone or small scale plants processing their own waste for heat/energy. 

• Expected investment in new infrastructure is likely over the next 3 – 10 yrs 
• The industry reports difficulty in finding new landfill whilst competition means that a 

landfill may not be available to rival operators 
 

g) WPAs’ Plans and Policy  
All the WPAs in the NW region acknowledge the requirement for regionally and indeed 
nationally strategic waste management facilities. Cumbria is planning for self sufficiency. 
Cheshire has included steps to limit if not halt landfill disposal of waste from outside of its 
planning area. The WPAs have included or are proposing to include some additional landfill 
development in their development plans. However, the metropolitan authorities recognise that 
they may have severe practical difficulties in securing additional landfill capacity within their 
own planning areas and may therefore need to plan for export to regional or national facilities. 
 
None of the WPAs have provided evidence such that they would be unable to provide land areas 
for new built waste management facilities such as recycler/reprocess, treatment plant, anaerobic 
digestion, in-vessel composting or thermal facilities to recover energy from waste. The 
metropolitan WPAs have indicated that they may need to accommodate additional built 
facilities in recognition that they may be reliant on strategic regional facilities for their landfill 
capacity. This is significant for the broad location of new facilities which should thus be able to 
be located in accordance with the observed pattern of arisings, collection and transportation 
routes. 
 

h) Landfill Capacity Conclusions  
The trend in recent years has been for a significant reduction in reliance on landfill for the 
disposal of non-inert waste. The evidence available for this report indicates that the combination 
of policy, legislation and economic factors points to a continuation of this trend and indeed an 
accelerated reduction in the requirement for future landfill disposal of both municipal and C&I 
waste. 
 
On the basis of continued landfill at 2006 rates and taking into account reducing municipal 
landfill the total landfill void used from the end of 2007 to the end of 2013 would be 28.3 million 
m3. This would leave in the order of 27 million m3 of remaining landfill capacity with planning 
permission (9.3 million m3 of this subject to prior mineral extraction) and with up to 8 million 
m3 of planned capacity which was not filled within the planning time constraints specified in 
individual planning permissions. Potentially up to some 30% of the non inert landfill capacity 
with current planning permission would remain unfilled at the end of planning permission time 
limits.  
 
The full utilisation of the identified apparent capacity may therefore require flexibility from sub-
regional planning authorities with respect to planning timescales and will also be subject to site 
operators submitting further planning and permit applications.   
 
However, the medium and long term rollout of how this capacity could be utilised is complex 
and underscored by limits on annual capacities, time limited planning permissions and capacity 
that is dependent on prior mineral extraction. In the light of potential time and planning 
restrictions on currently identified capacity opportunities to extend capacity at existing sites, 
where this is reasonably practical, should not be dismissed until such time as long term 
sustainable alternative waste management options can be implemented.  
 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 Nationally, Regionally and Sub-regionally Significant Waste Management Facilities  

Final Report 
  

vi 

The scenarios modelled in section 8 of this report shows that in theory there could be adequate 
landfill capacity for residual municipal and C&I within the region for at least 10 years or beyond 
taking into account a reasonably predictable medium to long term fall in landfill requirements.  
 
Landfill capacity in the NW region would appear to be adequate under each of the scenarios 
modelled in the report to 2013, although time limits on planning permissions means that most 
sites would be no longer available by 2020. At year 2020 the only sites with identified 
continuing permissions are located in Lancashire and potentially Warrington (the development 
of this capacity is subject to prior mineral extraction and permitting).  
 
There are factors which could delay the potential for reducing reliance on landfill disposals. 
Failure or slippage in the development of alternative waste management services and facilities 
may result in a continuing landfill disposal activity. Future volatility on recyclate commodity 
prices could result in a demand for reversion to landfill if systems and waste management 
provision are not sufficiently flexible to cope with potential peaks and troughs. 
 
Landfill Self sufficiency provision by WPA 
Waste 
Planning 
Authority 

Landfill Self Sufficiency Provision  

Cheshire Self sufficient capacity until 2018 with additional capacity potential 
identified which would provide sub-regional capacity beyond 2025 
Cheshire sites provide some regional capacity 

Cumbria  Planning policy for sub-regional self sufficiency and will be self sufficient in 
the medium to long term subject to securing the capacities identified in the 
Draft Core Strategy Submission 2008 

Greater 
Manchester 

Medium and long term export of municipal residual waste to national 
facilities with some short term use of regional facilities  
C&I self sufficiency capacity to 2018  
 Needs Assessment based on Net Self Sufficiency.   Consultation on landfill 
due to take place early 2009 

Lancashire Self sufficient in long term 
Planning policy for sub-regional self sufficiency across the plan period, - 
from the present time to 2020 

Merseyside Municipal waste export to Warrington to 2013 
Not self sufficient in landfill capacity 
No landfill capacity after 2009  
Planning policy to secure sub-regional landfill capacity 300,000 tpa  

Warrington Self sufficient until 2013 
Beyond 2013 would rely on a planning  application for unutilised capacity  at 
a site subject to mineral extraction 

 

i) Planned built waste management infrastructure 
 
All of the WPAs within the NW region have indicated that they are able to plan for new built 
industrial scale waste management capacity. The pattern of where new built facilities could be 
located should therefore reflect the pattern of arisings and for regionally strategic sites the 
transport infrastructure in order to minimise transportation costs and emissions. 
 
For municipal waste it is concluded that each sub-region will be self sufficient in primary 
residual waste treatment processes. Municipal waste that may be treated at regionally 
significant facilities and thus may require new infrastructure provision may include; recyclates; 
products of residual waste treatment such as Refuse Derived Fuels (RDF); pollution abatement 
residues qualifying as hazardous waste; residual landfill.  If the household waste recycling rate is 
to reach the Regional Waste Strategy (RWS) targets of 45% by 2015 and 55% by 2020 then 
additional capacity for recycling of 500,000 and 830,000 tonnes of materials respectively will 
be required.  
 
  



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 Nationally, Regionally and Sub-regionally Significant Waste Management Facilities  

Final Report 
  

vii 

 
Municipal Waste & Energy Recovery 
A significant development was announced by DBERR on 16 September 2008 that consent and 
planning permission has been granted to INEOUS Chlor for an EfW plant and that the facility 
has the potential to take waste from Greater Manchester, Merseyside, Cheshire and Warrington 
that would otherwise go to landfill. This facility has the potential to recover energy value in 
particular from residual waste treatment products and will be classed as a regionally significant 
site.  This Runcorn facility will have a capacity of 800,000 tonnes per annum when developed. 
Alternative energy from waste applications are also in the planning process that may be in 
competition for the same energy resource.  
 
Hazardous Municipal Residues 
Residual waste treatment processes may produce a variety of residual materials some of which 
may be classified as hazardous. These may include ash and other air pollution control abatement 
residues. The Minosus site in Cheshire has relatively recently been developed to take these types 
of waste for permanent disposal as a nationally significant facility with long term capacity.   
 
Commercial & Industrial Waste  
Analysis of the 2006 NW C&I survey indicates that about 2.5 million tonnes of waste materials 
currently disposed of to landfill could be diverted to alternative management options. C&I waste 
capacity may be required within the region to manage; 
 
• up to 2 million tonnes of recyclate  
• up to 1.5 million tonnes of C&I waste by treatment  
• up to 2 million tonnes of waste through energy recovery 
 
The management capacity allowed for in planning permissions is likely to significantly exceed 
the estimated tonnes of waste to be managed, given that the waste management systems will be 
operating in a market environment which will require both technical and commercial flexibility.  
 

Conclusions 
Broad locations/groups of authorities where demands  and pressures for 
new waste management capacity could be accommodated   
 
The majority of waste arisings in the NW reflect the pattern of urban development. Thus the 
broad belt of urban development stretching across the south of the region taking in Merseyside, 
north Cheshire, Warrington and Greater Manchester provide the location of the majority of 
waste arisings and the urban centres of Lancashire from Preston through east Lancashire 
provide a second concentration. Transport infrastructure naturally reflects these distributions 
with major east west networks and north south routes. The broad locations for any new built 
sub-regionally significant waste management facilities should therefore also follow this pattern 
of distribution and for regionally strategic sites follow this pattern alongside access to good 
transport infrastructure in order to minimise transportation costs and environmental impacts. 
 
The main pattern of urban development within the NW region is located within five of the six 
WPAs that make up the NW region. Taking into account the variability of options for new waste 
management sub-regional/regional developments it would be inappropriate to be prescriptive 
as to which WPA any specific development should be located in. The presumption for 
sustainability and self sufficiency would suggest that the weighting of new built facilities should 
reflect the weighting of arisings and thus the metropolitan sub-regions may be expected to 
provide a high level of capacity for regional waste management built facilities.  
 
  

Recommendations 
 
1.  That the criteria for assessment as Sub-Regional, Regional and National Facilities 

proposed in this report are considered for adoption within regional planning policies.   
 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 Nationally, Regionally and Sub-regionally Significant Waste Management Facilities  

Final Report 
  

viii 

2. In accordance with advice given in PPS10 the identified opportunities for managing 
waste at higher levels within the waste hierarchy in particular for commercial and 
industrial waste and for increased recycling and recovery of heat and energy identified 
in the report should be supported by strategic planning policies. 

 
3. The location of new built waste management facilities should reflect the location of 

waste arisings as shown in Map 6 within this report and the metropolitan sub-regions 
may be expected to provide a high level of built capacity.   

 
4. Planning policy should reflect the fact that sufficient capacity should be allowed for in 

order to run commercially viable waste management built facilities.  
 
5. The positive benefits of new built waste management capacity should be recognised in 

taking forward planning policies at the sub-regional and regional level, including the  
recognition of potential significant opportunities for economic development and 
employment, an important potential contribution to climate change as well as diversion 
from landfill.   It should also be recognised that failure to provide facilities may 
constrain economic growth. 

 
6.  Ongoing monitoring of new built waste management capacity is recommended to 

support the future waste planning process and any future policy development.   
 
7. Monitoring of landfill availability, utilisation and trends should be continued so that 

early steps can be taken to ensure adequate provision of landfill capacity without 
inhibiting the development of alternative management methods. 

 
8.           In order to address the uncertainty over landfill capacity availability after 2013 the 

following action should be taken in order of priority:  
 

• sub-regional planning authorities extend the timescale over which landfill sites may 
operate in order to use all of their potential capacity that is allowed for in existing 
planning permissions, in order to minimise the need to develop new alternative landfill 
sites. This will also require site operator to submit further planning and permit 
applications.   

 

• extend capacity at existing sites where this is reasonably practical until such time as 
long term sustainable alternative options can be implemented. 

 

• Explore the opportunities for new landfill development in particular those WPAs which 
are or may be in danger of being unable to meet their priority for self-sufficiency  

 
 
9.         WPA’s with the least capacity for landfill self sufficiency should give a high priority to 

searching for additional capacity.  Only when all possibility of developing new landfill 
capacity within the sub region has been exhausted should the search move to seek landfill 
capacity from other sub-regions.  Where this is the case WPA’s should be encouraged to 
provide the evidence that demonstrates their inability to provide landfill capacity within 
their own sub-region.  When it is evident that new landfill capacity needs to be provided 
on a regional basis the WPA’s that are likely to be involved in providing this landfill 
capacity and the WPA’s that require this landfill capacity should work together supported 
by the regional planning body and RTAB.  This work should be in accordance with the 
preferred Broad locations for regional landfill facilities as shown in Map 6 within this 
report. 
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1 Introduction 
 

Griffin Hill Ltd working jointly with Urban Mines Ltd were commissioned in July 2008 

following a tender process to undertake this work on behalf of the NW Regional Technical 

Advisory Body and 4NW (NW Regional Leaders Forum).  

 

The project has been supported throughout by a steering group made up of representatives of 

the NW RTAB comprising representation from industry (ESA), WDA’s and WPA’s in the Region, 

EA, and 4NW.  Despite the tight timescale and holiday period 4 steering group meetings have 

taken place with good representation across the region. 

 

A final steering group meeting is planned for the 29th September 2008 when it is proposed to 

adopt this final report.   

 

The project has also had the benefit of a web portal site set up to upload documents throughout 

the project and allows comment from RTAB members at 

http://groups.google.com/group/waste-broad-locations-2008 . 
 

2 Project Scope and Objectives 
 

The project objectives: 

 

• Establish the need for the RSS to develop the pattern appropriate for nationally, 

regionally and sub-regionally significant waste management facilities. 

• As appropriate, identify the broad locations on a geographical and/or criteria 

basis that would be suitable for such development. 

 

2.1 Methodology 
 

Some underlying principles were taken into account in determining the methodology developed 

for this project and these are outlined below: 

 

• The whole approach of this work has been focused on developing a robust 

evidence base for interpretation and allows policy debate by the RTAB and 4NW.  

The methodology was thus designed to “bridge the gaps in the evidence base” and 

secure the agreement of the RTAB concerning the robustness of the evidence base 

created and the subsequent methodology through which type, scale and distribution 

of facilities is derived.   

 

• In meeting the project objectives the methodology focused on enabling the RSS 

to meet the requirements of Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10).   

 

• The methodology followed advice given in PPS10 that consideration should in 

particular be given to commercial, industrial, and municipal waste. Analysis of 

information on waste streams and material types was a key element of the 

methodology which enabled clear options to be evaluated in terms of the types and 
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scale of facilities that may be required in the future. The latest 2006 NW 

Commercial and Industrial Waste survey together with information from municipal 

waste strategies and implementation plans were therefore used to inform this 

process.  

 

• The waste streams and material types for which sub regional provision is 

already provided or planned were agreed by the RTAB sub-group. This enabled the 

work to be focused on waste streams and potential facilities that may be required at 

a regional or national scale.  

 

• The advanced position with the implementation of Municipal Waste Strategies 

in the NW was taken into account and those authorities that propose sub-regional 

self-sufficiency and those waste streams and authorities that will require cross 

boundary movement were identified.   

 

• Guidance from PPS10 was followed in identifying the broad locations to the 

Waste Planning Authorities (WPA) areas. In heavily constrained parts of the NW 

region, the PPS10 guidance recognises that likely opportunities for accommodating 

such facilities may influence the overall pattern identified. Dialogue with WPA’s was 

used to address the issues of where demands and pressure caused by shortages of 

management capacity could be accommodated.  

 

• A check list was developed to facilitate assessment by the RTAB sub-group to 

check compliance and soundness, with requirements and advice contained in PPS 

10 and PPS 10 companion guide and to provide a basis for agreement to the success 

of the project in meeting these objectives.  This can be found in Appendix 1. 

 

• It was recognised that investment in new infrastructure will be required in the 

near future and contacts with the waste management and processing industry were 

used to provide important inputs to the viability of potential investment, in addition 

to input from public sector stakeholders. 

 

• The achievement of consensus was at the heart of the methodology used. 

 

2.2 Review of where the previous study 
did not address the issues raised by 
RTAB members during consultation  

A previous broad locations study (Jacobs, October 2007) had not addressed a number of issues 

raised by the RTAB members who had concerns over both the baseline data and the 

methodology. Whilst Task 2 of the contract requirements (compile a robust baseline set of 

published waste related data) will address issues on baseline data, detailed consideration of the 

method and content of the Jacobs report was not undertaken in detail as the RTAB did not 

consider this to be productive. Our methodology, as described earlier in this report, addresses 

issues with both baseline data and methodology. All the issues with the previous Jacobs study 

identified by RTAB were agreed have now been addressed.   
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3  What is a ‘significant’ site in a 
sub-regional, regional and 
national context 

 

3.1 Context and methodology 
A key task is to produce clear criteria by which any proposed development and planning 

application could be judged in terms of national, regional or sub-regional significance. In 

accordance with PPS10 guidance this assessment was of generic site type and does not prescribe 

the mix of technologies for dealing with waste types. 

 

Consideration of what facilities are likely to be required at national, regional or sub-regional 

significance, through agreement with the RTAB sub group, was focused on waste streams that 

are predicted to generate sub-regional and regional cross boundary waste movements.  

 

Information provided by all the NW WDAs (from face to face interviews and data gathering) 

indicated that for municipal waste the materials likely to be managed at regionally significant 

facilities will be the products from primary treatment processes (e.g. RDF), specific recyclate 

streams, hazardous waste and for some authorities residual landfill.  

 

Commercial and industrial waste streams present potential future requirements for new 

resource management facilities for treatment and to facilitate recycling and energy recovery as 

more sustainable management options. The NW C&I survey (2006) was used to provide an 

indication of recycling and recovery potential from waste streams currently disposed of to 

landfill. 

 

Interviews with waste management and processing companies as well as regional stakeholders 

were used to inform assessments for this task. 

 

3.2 Waste Streams and facility types 
 

Table 1 (overleaf) illustrates the NW region’s principal waste streams and generic waste 

management options together with the main factors that would influence consideration for 

development of facilities at a local or regionally significant level.  “Sub-regional” waste 

management facilities are defined as those only serving one sub region. “Regional” waste 

management facilities are defined as those serving greater than one sub-regional requirements. 

 The assessments provided are indicative of a high, medium or low probability that the need is 

likely to be met sub-regionally or that the facility is potentially of regional strategic significance.  

 

The table indicates that for some types of facility the probability is high that they would 

essentially serve a sub-region and low that they would be regional. For the purposes of this 

study it is proposed that these generic facility types are treated as sub-regional.   
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Table 1 - Analysis of Strategic Significance of Waste Management Activities  

Waste Stream/ 
Generic 
Management 
Activity 

Strategic 
Catchment 
for arisings 

Technical 
Scale/ 
Economic  
Scale 

Minimum 
Scale 
Estimate 
Tonnes 
p.a.1 

Essentially 
Sub-
Regional 

Potential 
Regional 
facility 

Municipal Waste       
Transfer Sub-Regional Sub-Regional - High Low 
Recycling (MRF) Sub-Regional Sub-Regional 5,000 -

50,000 
High Low 

Reprocessing Sub- Regional/ 
Regional/National 

Regional/National Material 
Specific 

Low/ 
Medium 

High 

Composting Windrow Sub-Regional Sub-Regional 5,000 High Low 
Composting In-vessel Sub-Regional Sub-Regional 12,000 High Low 
Residual Treatment 
MBT/AD/Gasification  

Sub- Regional  Sub- Regional 60,000 High Low 

Residual Treatment 
EfW 

Sub- Regional Sub regional 50-
100,000 

High Medium 

EfW  from RDF (SRF) Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

No data Medium High 

Residual Waste 
Landfill 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

100,000 Medium High 

Hazardous 
treatment/disposal 

Regional/National Regional/National  Low High 

C&I Waste 
Strategic 
Catchment 
for arisings 

Technical 
Scale/ 
Economic Scale 

Minimum 
Scale 
Estimate 
Tonnes 
p.a. 

Essentially 
Sub-
Regional 

Potential 
Regional 
facility 

Transfer Sub-Regional Sub-Regional - High Low 
Recycling (general 
MRF) 

Sub-Regional Sub-Regional 50,000 High Low 

Recycling (Metals and 
ELVs) 

Sub-Regional Sub-Regional - High  

Recycling (Material 
Specific) 

Regional Regional Material 
Specific 

Low/Medium High 

Reprocessing Sub-Regional/ 
Regional/National 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Material 
Specific 

Low High 

Composting In-vessel Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

12,000 Medium Medium 

Non (residual) 
Hazardous Treatment  

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

60,000 Medium Medium 

Energy Recovery Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

50-
100,000 

Medium High 

Treatment 
Hazardous 

Regional/National Regional/National Material 
Specific 

Low High 

Landfill Non 
Hazardous 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

100,000 Low High 

Hazardous 
Incineration 

Regional/National Regional/National 50,000 Low High 

Hazardous Landfill Regional/National Regional/National 20,000 Low High 

Table definitions 

“Sub-regional” waste management facilities are defined as those only serving one sub region. 

“Regional” waste management facilities are defined as those serving greater than on sub-

regional requirements. 

 

Where the probability of regional significance is indicated as high it has been agreed by the 

project steering group that these types of facility are likely to be of regional significance and 

                                                             
1 Scale figures based on Delivering the Landfill Directive: The role of new & emerging technologies Report for the 
Strategy Unit: 0008/2002 
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therefore are thus indicative of a need for regionally or nationally significant facilities as shown 

in Table 2. A proposed facility that is consistent with criteria defining it as regional should then 

be considered in the regional context and not just on local sub-regional considerations. 

 

 

Table 2 - Potential for Regionally Significant Facilities 
Waste Stream/ 
Generic 
Management Activity 

Existing and MWMS 
Planned Capacity 

Potential for Regionally / Nationally 
Significant Facilities 

Municipal Waste    
Transfer Sub-Regional Treat as sub-regional 
Recycling (MRF) Sub-Regional Treat as sub-regional 
Recyclate Reprocessing Sub-Regional/Regional Regional with increased recyclate volumes 
Composting Windrow Sub-Regional Treat as sub-regional 
Composting In-vessel Sub-Regional Treat as sub-regional  
Residual Treatment 
MBT/AD/Gasification 

Sub- Regional  Treat as sub-regional 

Residual Treatment 
EfW 

Sub- Regional Treat as sub-regional 

EfW  from RDF (SRF) Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Regional potential - uncertainties over residual 
treatment products 

Residual Waste Landfill Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Regional/National for metropolitan authorities 

Hazardous 
treatment/disposal 

Regional/National Ongoing Regional/National 

C&I Waste 
Commercial & 
Industrial Provision 

Potential for Regionally / Nationally 
Significant Facilities 

Transfer Sub-Regional  Treat as sub-regional 
Recycling (general MRF) Sub-Regional Treat as sub-regional 
Recycling (Metals and ELVs) Sub-Regional Treat as sub-regional 
Recycling (Material Specific) Sub-Regional/Regional Potential Regional requirement  
Reprocessing Sub-Regional/Regional Regional requirement  from increased recycling 

volumes 
Composting In-vessel Regional Regional requirement for segregated food waste 
Non Hazardous (residual) 
Treatment 
MBT/AD/Gasification 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Regional potential however unless integrated 
with MWMS investment doubtful due to 
absence of long term or guaranteed contracts   

Energy Recovery (Non 
Hazardous Waste) (Including 
CHP) 

Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Regional potential in particular if able to attract 
high energy wastes. Smaller scale facilities may 
be sub-regional when specific waste material or 
in house energy recovery 

Treatment 
Hazardous 

Regional/National Increasing material specific requirement due to 
constraints on landfill and implementation of 
requirements such as WEEE, batteries, 
healthcare, etc. 

Landfill Non Hazardous Sub-Regional/ 
Regional 

Ongoing if decreasing requirement. 

Hazardous Incineration Regional/National Ongoing requirement. Potential requirement 
for new capacity to deal with contaminated 
rags, packaging resins etc. 

Hazardous Landfill Regional/National Ongoing regional/national requirement, 
potential increases in hazardous waste include 
residues from EfW plant 

Resource Recovery Parks Regional Co-location may provide business synergies and 
net environmental benefit 

 

 

However, there are also waste management options that have the potential to be developed to 

serve both at the level of single WPAs (e.g. in more densely populated urban areas) or as 
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regionally significant facilities where only larger regional catchments2 are viable. These types of 

facilities have been rated at medium. This indicates that, for some specific processes and or 

locations, facilities may be considered either sub-regional or regionally significant. In-vessel 

composting would be an example of this type of process depending on the scale of plant and 

availability feedstock.  

 

Where the indicative assessment is of a low probability of sub-regional scale, this does not 

indicate a presumption that such facilities should not be developed. Ongoing technical 

development may mean that processes can in future be developed on a more local scale thus 

reducing transport costs and emissions. Locally based community recycling projects are likely to 

rely on material specific processes. Ongoing technical developments for recovering energy on a 

local scale are likely to become more viable with the implementation of carbon reduction 

strategies and fossil fuel cost increases. If the assessment is made that the proposed facilities are 

viable at a sub-regional scale, then it is anticipated that the normal sub-regional decision 

making processes should apply. 

 

3.3 Facilities that have potential to be 
developed to serve regional/sub-regional 
needs  

 

The criteria defining any strategic regionally significant facility will in principal be: 

 

• The facility is not viable on sub-region self-sufficiency basis and the practical 

catchment for arisings includes more than one sub region 

• The facility is dependent on the location of an energy user (heat or power) or   

national grid connection that requires catchment for arisings to include more 

than one sub region 

• The facility is directly linked to another facility in another sub-region/region  

And 

or 

• One or more sub-region cannot provide for a specific type of facility  

 

For any specific proposed waste management facility these principal factors will be informed by 

a more detailed and in depth analysis of regional or sub-regional strategic issues which will 

include: 

  

• Technical viability of operational scale 

• Economic viability of scale  

• Environmental analysis (in terms of sustainability) 

• Strategic arisings catchment, collection, transfer and transportation logistics 

and infrastructure 

• Planning constraints on the availability of locations  

                                                             
2 Management of waste from the C&I sector does not respect WPA boundaries and for the purposes of this report the term catchment is 

taken to be the area from which waste arisings are located with respect to any particular waste management. Catchments for facilities 

managing C&I waste will vary with the types and scale of facilities and the availability of appropriate waste arisings and thus may not 

reflect administrative boundaries.     
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• Availability of sites 

• Location of heat or energy user 

• Existing Facilities (Capacity, lifespan, technical compliance with changing 

requirements) 
 

 

3.4 National Facilities  
 

The Planning Bill, in progress through parliament at the time this report was prepared, sets out 

thresholds over which waste management infrastructure is categorised as nationally significant. 

These thresholds are for; 

 

• 100k tonnes pa for disposal of hazardous waste by landfill or in a deep storage facility 

• 30k tonnes pa hazardous waste in any other case  

• EfW projects in which electricity generation exceeds 50MW 

 

Consent from the Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (DBERR) is 

currently required to build and operate a power station with a capacity of over 50MW under 

section36 of the Electricity Act 1989.  The proposed 100MW EfW facility in Runcorn by INEOS 

Chlor Ltd has recently been consented under this requirement and has also been granted 

deemed planning permission under Section 90 (2) of the Town and County Planning Act 1990. 

 

It will be expected that these thresholds will come into force of law and thus adopted by the 

region to categorise national significant facilities. 

 

4 The Evidence Base 
Baseline data were drawn from Environment Agency data on site capacity, deposits at permitted 

sites within the NW region, and hazardous waste; the 2006 NW Commercial & Industrial (C&I) 

waste survey; data and information provided directly by each WDA within the region together 

with Defra published information on MWMS arisings in the NW region and published 

allowances under the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme. The Environment Agency C&I 

surveys of 1998/9 and 2003 were used as the basis for historic trend analysis. Each of the sub-

regional WPAs across the region provided information on existing and planned facilities 

together with their information on sub-regional policies and assessments.  

 

A summary drawn from an Envirolink survey of reprocessors in the NW is also included in the 

evidence as a stand alone section of the report such that data from this survey is not used in any 

modelling or data analysis elsewhere in the report.  

 

Base data tables are included as Appendix 2. 

 

4.1 Municipal Waste Plans and Projections 
Municipal waste strategies are now in an advanced state of implementation principally through 

PFI initiatives. Whilst some WDAs (Waste Disposal Authorities) are at the stage of identifying 

preferred bidders which may have differing technical solutions they have all provided 

information (for this report) which shows that they are now essentially committed to solutions 

in which primary residual waste will be treated within the sub-region. WDAs have also provided 
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information on what waste material are proposed, likely or possibly to be managed outside of 

their sub-regional areas. The materials that require regional or national waste management 

solutions are the products from primary treatment processes (e.g. RDF), specific recyclate 

streams, hazardous waste and for some authorities residual landfill.  

 

Table 3 below summarises the requirements for the NW WDAs’ residual waste 

treatment proposals. 

 

WDA 
Residual Waste 
Treatment Capacity 
within WDA area 

Treatment Products & 
Regional Facilities 
Requirement  

Landfill Requirement  @ 
year 2020 

Blackpool Included with Lancashire totals 

Blackburn In procurement Possible EfW residues 
Assumed at LATS level 
within WPA 

Cheshire 
200,000 tonnes per 
annum subject to PFI Not yet Known 

Within WPA at or below 
LATS  

Cumbria 2 x 70,000 tonnes MBT Potential in sub-region 
Assumed at LATS level 
within WPA 

Greater 
Manchester 

775,000 tonnes per 
annum (including 
175,000 IVC) 

275,000 tonnes RDF 
 

250,000 tonnes per annum 

Lancashire 
340,000 tonnes per 
annum Proposed nil 

200,000 tonnes per annum 
@ 2020 Contracted capacity 
to 2025 

Merseyside 

450,000 tonnes per 
annum (PFI not 
complete) RDF? Subject to PFI 

Halton 40,000 tonnes per annum  RDF? Subject to PFI 

 Currently under review 
but likely to be negligible 

Warrington 
70-100,000 tonnes per 
annum EfW EfW residues 

30,000 tonnes per annum 
(= LATS + 32%)  

Wigan 
120,000 tonnes per 
annum not yet known 

55,000 tonnes per annum 
(= LATS + 32%)  

 

Whilst WDA proposals for primary treatment of residual waste are at various stages of 

development each of the WDAs in the region have indicated that they propose to develop such 

treatment facilities within their respective WPA boundaries. There has been more uncertainty 

over outlets for the products of the residual treatment processes, in particular materials 

processed as refuse derived fuel (RDF) (alternatively referred to as solid recovered fuel (SRF). 

However there has been a significant development in that DBERR announced on 16 September 

2008 that “consent and planning permission has been granted to INEOS for an EfW plant at 

their site in Runcorn and that the facility has the potential to take waste from Greater 

Manchester, Merseyside, Cheshire and Warrington that would otherwise go to landfill”. This 

regional facility would therefore provide the potential to secure recovered value from residual 

waste treatment products from both Greater Manchester WDA (who have already announced 

their proposal to use this facility) and other WDAs in the region that have not yet finalised their 

residual waste treatment options. This facility should provide a substantial capacity in the 

regional context. However, factors such as the type, character and consistency of the waste 

feedstock, together with commercial and contractual matters mean that the facility may be 

unsuitable or unavailable for various waste streams and alternative energy recover options may 

also be required.        
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Table 4 overleaf shows the long term municipal landfill requirements. These are projected to be 

less than 1 million tonnes per annum in total. Both Cheshire and Lancashire have indicated that 

they expect to use landfill for residual waste disposal at levels below those set out in the LATS 

scheme. Greater Manchester WDA has indicated that they are proposing that 50% of their 

residual landfill after 2013 will be disposal of outside of the NW region.  

 

Table 4 Summary of Sub-Regional municipal landfill requirements at 2020 

(Data in table above and Chart 1 based in information supplied by NW WDAs) 

 

The chart below plots the proposed reduction in landfilled municipal waste to year 2020. From 

year 2020 municipal landfill requirements may stabilise subject to any further developments in 

legislation that may further restrict landfill as a disposal method. 

 

Chart 1 NW Regional Landfill Requirements for Municipal Waste  2009 -2020  
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Tonnes per annum@ year 2020 (Assumes requirement at LATS 
levels where no specific figure was provided by the WDA) 

WDA Sub Regional Landfill  Regional/National Landfill 

Blackpool  Included with Lancashire   

Blackburn 20,000  
Cheshire 115,000  

Cumbria 75,500  

Greater Manchester 125,000 125,000 
Lancashire 200,000  

Merseyside  

Currently under review but likely to be 
negligible  

Halton  20,000 (subject to contractual arrangements) 

Warrington 30,000  

Wigan 55,000  
Totals 420,000 483,000 

 Total  903,000 
Blackburn & Wigan capacity assumed within respective  WPA areas (Lancashire & Greater Manchester) 
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4.1.1 Composting, Recycling and Reprocessing 
Returns from the WDAs with respect to recycling indicate very diverse outlets for recycled 

materials on a sub-regional, regional and national basis. Recycled materials may often pass 

through more than one merchant buyer for bulking or sorting before reaching the reprocessor or 

in some cases export. The information given also does not distinguish whether the receiver is a 

reprocessor or a bulking merchant. Therefore information on the fate of recyclate cannot be 

complete. Examples of materials are seen to be exported for recycling include; 

• Paper – Deeside 

• Textiles – Southampton 

• Glass – Barnsley 

• Tyres – Stoke-on –Trent/Derby 

• Plastics – Nottingham 

• CRTs  - Warwickshire  

 

Exports of recyclate from the region indicate that there may be opportunities to establish or 

expand recycling capacity within the region and thus reduce the requirement for long distance 

haulage.  

 

4.1.2 Future Recycling and Reprocessing for 
Municipal Waste 

  

Recycling and composting diversion for 2006/7 was recorded at some 30% of household waste 

arisings. This is approximately equal to 1000,000 tonnes. If the household waste recycling rate 

is to reach the Regional Waste Strategy (RWS, published 2004) targets of 45% by 2015 and 55% 

by 2020 then additional capacity for recycling will be required; 

 

 

RWS Target Due  
Date 

Addition Annual  
Recycling/Composting  
Capacity - Tonnes 

45% 2015 500,000 
55% 2020 830,000 

                    These estimates are as tonnes of material based in data supplied by NW WDAs. 

 

This estimate is made on the basis of 2006/7 arisings levels, however, in the light of the growth 

analysis given below there is little evidence that significant growth in arisings may be expected. 

However, the infrastructure capacity, in terms of the sum of maximum capacity at individual 

facilities, needed to manage these materials in order to maintain a consistent available capacity 

and market flexibility may significantly exceed the identified quantity of waste in tonnes that 

needs to be managed. The practical experience of recycling infrastructure provision is diverse 

and market driven with facilities in use at sub-regional, regional and national scale. The 

evidence indicates that this pattern is likely to continue. Materials recycling facilities (MRFs) 

may be needed at a sub-regional level as part of the supply chain between collection and 

reprocessor. The identification of the requirement for MRF facilities for municipal waste has 

been or will be determined by the WDAs. Increase in composting capacity is likely to focus on 
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in-vessel composting with a capability to treat food waste and if treating only municipal waste 

WDAs have indicated that these will be developed on a sub regional basis.   A number of sub-

regions are looking for a significant amount of land for compost utilisation. 

 

4.1.3 Municipal Waste Growth projections 
Factors used in growth projections and options have been informed by the RSS, RES, sub-

regional plans and Municipal waste management strategies (MWMS) and has been agreed with 

the RTAB sub-group. At the time that the RWS3 was developed observed waste growth appeared 

to be in the order of 3% per annum. The target to reduce waste growth to 2% by 2006, 1% by 

2010 and 0% by 2014 was seen as ambitious. However, the recorded level of municipal and 

household waste has been stable or shown a slight decline in recent years (see Chart below).  

This trend is not confined to the NW but also seen at a national level. Municipal waste strategies 

and their implementation have been updated to reflect the increasing time series evidence 

whilst flexibility is included to reflect future uncertainties.  

 

The risk of unforeseen growth in municipal waste is considered within the WDAs’ MWMSs, 

these indicate that in general such waste growth would be likely to be accommodated by 

increased levels of recycling and composting together with flexibility built into residual 

treatment installations (including modular extensions).  

 

Landfill quantities are constrained by the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATs) and its 

schedule of allowances and the severe financial penalties for landfill at higher levels. It may be 

concluded that municipal waste landfill requirements will be independent of any increase in 

municipal waste quantities. Continued increases in recycling rates, policy and practice in the 

potential treatment of all residual waste may result in a reduction in landfill below the levels 

projected in the chart on page 8. However, the potential for delayed implementation of MWMS 

proposals in particular with respect to residual waste treatment may result in short and medium 

term requirement for landfill at levels which exceed both the region’s WDAs MWMS projections 

and levels indicated by the allowances under the LATS scheme.   

 

(Chart 2 data based on municipal waste arisings statistics published on Defra web site 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/statistics/index.htm 
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Chart 2 NW Municipal Waste Arisings 2000/1-2007  
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4.2 Commercial & Industrial Waste  
Information on Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste is taken from a survey of C&I wastes for 

the North West region undertaken for the North West RTAB and sub-regional partners. 

Completed between September 2006 and January 2007, the survey collected data from some 

981 companies distributed around the region, based on a survey matrix defining company size 

and sector based on company information provided by the Office of National Statistics. The 

survey data was designed to provide information that would provide consistency with data from 

previous surveys carried out by the Environment Agency for 1998/99 and 2002/3 and enable 

trends to be observed. The survey also captured information not only on how wastes were 

managed at the time of the survey, but also to assess wastes which are currently sent for disposal 

in terms of the possibilities for recycling and energy recovery. These estimates provide a 

valuable tool in assessing how the management of waste currently sent for disposal may change 

in the future.  

4.2.1  Trends and Projections for Commercial and 
Industrial Waste Arisings and Management 
Methods  

When compared with the previous surveys the 2006 survey shows a slight reduction in the 

overall total of commercial and industrial waste at a total of 8.25 million tonnes per annum. 

However, the results show that commercial and industrial wastes have significant differences 

and these differences should be taken into account in assessing any future projections. The 

arisings trends for commercial and industrial waste are illustrated in the chart below, which 

indicates that the trend for reduction in industrial waste is slowing whilst the trend for 

increasing commercial waste is also slowing. The trends show a continuing fall in industrial 

waste arisings of 17% over 3 years from 2003 to 2006 whilst commercial waste arisings continue 

to show an increase of 7% over the same period (Industrial waste was estimated to have fallen by 

30% from 1999 to 2003 whilst commercial waste increased by 23%). The ongoing reduction in 

industrial waste is consistent with an increasing focus on waste minimisation and disposal costs 

as well as reduced manufacturing capacity in the UK, whilst the increase in commercial waste is 

reflective of recent economic growth in each of the commercial sub-sectors.  

 

Charts 3 and 4  below plots the total waste arising trends based on data taken from Environment 

Agency Surveys 1999, 2003 and NW C&I Survey 2006 
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In the chart below these trends have been projected for a further three years by which time it is 

indicated that the growth trends would be close to nil growth or decline and is consistent with 

the RWS target of zero growth for both commercial and industrial waste. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 3 Commercial & Industrial Waste Trends 1999 -  2006 
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The increasing total in commercial waste arisings has also been accompanied by a 27% increase 

in recycling between 2003 and 2006, whilst disposal to landfill has declined 24%. In the case of 

industrial waste, although the total has shown consistent decline the quantity disposed of to 

landfill has also declined whilst the quantity of waste recycled has continued to increase. The 

chart overleaf illustrates the relatively steep decline in commercial and industrial waste 

disposed of to landfill.   The national Waste Strategy 2007 sets a target for a 20% reduction in 

landfilling of C&I waste from 2004 levels (Environment Agency Survey 2003 figures) by 2010. 

The 2006 survey indicates that the total reduction in landfill to 2006 was already at 22%. 

 

The quantity of waste estimated as landfilled from the 2006 survey is consistent with the mass 

balance calculations taken from Environment Agency data on deposits at non hazardous 

landfills (See section Page 8.2). The chart also shows a projection of the total commercial and 

industrial waste landfill requirement on the basis that there is a continuation of the historic 

trend to 2009. This projection would mean that the landfill requirement would reduce to 2.2m 

tonnes by 2009 (and 1.4 m tonnes if the trend were to continue to 2012).  

 

The quantities of waste recorded as used for energy recovery was less than 50,000 tonnes. This 

quantity is of low significance and there has been no trend for increase in energy recovery up to 

the time of the 2006 survey. 

 

(Trend Data is taken from Environment Agency Surveys 1999, 2003 and NW C&I Survey 2006) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There is mounting evidence that the short-term trend in Chart 5 will continue downward for the 

whole period covered by RSS and the next sub-sections discuss the evidence that indicates this 

will be the case 

 

 

Chart 5 Commercial & Industrial Waste Landfill Tren ds 
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4.2.2 Factors Driving Change C&I Waste 
Management 

The historic trend analysis shows that over the six year period covered by the commercial and 

industrial waste surveys there have been major changes in both the quantity of waste produced 

and the methods by which this waste has been managed. In particular the quantity of combined 

C&I waste landfilled in 2006 was approximately half that landfilled in 1999. Whilst the total 

quantity of commercial waste has increased, recycling rates have also increased sharply 

resulting in lower levels of landfill. There have been a number of factors driving this change not 

least the increasing levels of landfill tax. Other factors include increasingly prescriptive producer 

responsibility and Landfill Directive legislation together with more general environmental 

awareness, sustainability and the green agenda.  

 

Whilst these factors have promoted significant recent change in waste management, the factors 

influencing change all point to an increasing rapid change away from landfill disposal of waste 

and towards more sustainable options such as waste reduction, recycling and recovery. Factors 

that will influence this change include; 

 

• Landfill Tax and implications for comparative waste management costs 

Landfill tax is set to double from 2007 levels to £48/tonne by 2010. 

 

Year Landfill Tax per Tonne  
Non-Inert Waste 

2005 £18 
2006 £21 
2007 £24 
2008 £32 
2009 £40 
2010 £48 

 

A report on comparative gate fees in the year 2007 (published by WRAP4 in 

2008) gives landfill total costs at an average £45 per tonne (£24 landfill tax – 

total fee range ex landfill tax £11-£40). By 2010 landfill cost would average £69 

per tonne at 2007 prices. However, the WRAP report notes that landfill 

operators have experienced increasing costs through the introduction of the 

new PPC permitting regime. Industry estimates of the likely gate fee cost of 

landfill will exceed £100. At this disposal rate recycling and recovery options 

are likely to be the more competitive options given the alternatives which the 

Waste Resources Action Programme (WRAP) reports as; 

 

In-Vessel Composting  £40 per tonne (industry quotes £36 up to £90 

for specialist materials) 

 Anaerobic Digestion  £30 - £60 per tonne 

 MBT    £53 per tonne 

 Incineration   £80 per tonne 

 MRF (cans, paper, card, plastic) £21 per tonne 

 

 

                                                             
4 WRAP Gate Fees Report 2008 “Comparing the cost of alternative waste treatment options” 
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• Recyclate material values 

Recyclate material values have increased making recycling more competitive 

compared to landfill cost and providing incentive for source separation of 

materials. In particular values have increased for recyclates competing with raw 

material with high input energy costs or scarcity such as metals and plastic. 

Whilst market values for recyclates will vary from time to time long term 

projections indicate increased values through global demand.  

 

• Energy Recovery 

Increasing fossil fuel costs have raised the value of energy recovery, whilst new 

and improved technologies are increasingly diversifying the options and 

opportunities by which energy can be recovered. Incentives to substitute waste 

which qualifies as non fossil fuel (Renewable Obligation Certificates ROCs) will 

also increase the impetus for exploiting energy recovery, including combined 

heat and power potential, from waste and technologies such as gasification and 

those using RDF/SRF.  

 

• Producer Responsibility 

Legislation requiring producers of waste to take responsibility for not only the 

waste they produce but also the lifecycle and end of use impacts of their 

products has had an increasing impact on waste generation and the way that 

waste materials are managed. Legal requirements to secure the recycling of 

packaging waste have seen increasing targets. The requirements for Waste 

Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) and for End of Life Vehicles 

(ELVs) have also introduced life cycle considerations such as making products 

far more amenable to recycling. These initiatives will have increasing impacts 

as requirements feed through to product design. Producer responsibility 

legislation has also increasingly restricted the use of environmentally 

hazardous materials thus reducing hazardous waste arisings and facilitating 

increasing reuse opportunities for recycling or reuse.     

 

• Revised EU Framework Directive on Waste 

Implementation of the revised EU Framework Directive on waste is likely to 

promote further alterations and potentially accelerated change in waste 

management practice.  New requirements will include assessment of how waste 

materials can be managed within a 5 level waste management hierarchy. 

Deviation from using the highest possible level will only be allowed on the basis 

of a better environmental outcome, which means that disposal by landfill will 

not be permitted on a default basis such as cost. Incineration with energy 

recovery (subject to 65% process efficiency) will be classed as recovery and thus 

of higher rank than disposal in the new hierarchy.  New definitions of when 

materials cease to be waste (through reuse, recycling and reprocessing) may 

reduce the situations in which planning and permitting requirements apply to 

materials currently classified as waste.      
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• The Climate Change Agenda   

The waste hierarchy aligns very well with the need to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. Reuse and recycling have very positive benefits in reducing 

emissions when lifecycle considerations are taken into account, whilst energy 

recovery can substitute for fossil fuels as recognised in the new EU framework 

directive. Elimination and minimisation of waste where possible is clearly the 

best option for climate change. 

 

• Waste Minimisation Initiatives and Resource Efficiency  

In recent years a number of funded initiatives have been active in the NW 

region with the aim of promoting waste minimisation and recycling. These 

include the Resource Efficiency Knowledge Transfer Network (REKTN), 

National Industrial Symbiosis Program (NISP), WRAP and the Carbon Trust 

which all also operate on a national basis and ENWORKS which is a specific 

NW initiative. The ENWORKS programme has a system for capturing and 

publishing data on its successes in waste minimisation and recycling. 

 

• New Technologies  

Initiatives promoting new waste management technologies for treating and 

recovering value from waste have been implemented at a national level by 

Defra, whilst NWDA has focused its NW programme through Envirolink 

(dedicated NW specific regional programme). 

 

• Landfill Directive Requirements for Treatment Prior to Landfill 

The implementation of the Landfill Directive has led to legislation requiring 

waste to be treated prior to landfill. Until recently enforcement of this 

requirement has been limited given that any evidence of source segregation 

qualifies as treatment. However, in the longer term it is possible that the 

Environment Agency may enforce stricter controls over this requirement.  

 

• Recycling and Recovery Potential in Wastes Recorded as Disposed of to Landfill 

The NW C&I survey 2006 identified the recycling potential of waste currently 

sent for disposal and in addition the recovery potential of waste materials. 

Although to realise this, potential producers will have to segregate their waste at 

source and the industry will have to provide appropriate collection services 

together with infrastructure for recycling and energy recovery.  

 

The following section gives a more detailed analysis of how this recycling and recovery potential 

could be realised based on analysis of the NW C&I survey results. 

 

4.2.3 C&I Recycling/Recovery Potential 
4.2.3.1 Recycling  

The 2006 C&I survey was designed to capture information not only on those wastes that are 

already recycled, but also to assess wastes which are currently sent for disposal in terms of the 

possibilities for recycling, based on a set of instructions and criteria given to the surveyors. For 
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mixed wastes the survey assessed whether the recyclable materials could, with the right sort of 

equipment or technique, be separated or segregated at an earlier stage of processing. This was 

recorded as “possibly recyclable”. All other materials or contaminated wastes were classed as 

“not recyclable”. 

 

Table 5 gives a breakdown of current recycling and estimated recycling potential by substance 

(includes composting potential).This indicated that there may be significant opportunities for 

increased recycling in particular of mixed ordinary wastes and non metallic waste. A total of 

over 600,000 tonnes of waste was identified as recyclable and more than 2,600,000 tonnes 

were identified as possibly recyclable. 

 

Table 5 (Taken from data obtained in the 2006 C&I survey) 

Substance Oriented Classification  
Sub-group Name 

Currently 
recycled 

Not 
recyclable 

Possibly 
recyclable Recyclable 

Solvents 23,436 32,997 27,449 4,605 

Acid/alkali 45,629 163,530 52,239 467 

Used oil 95,597 10,221 57,847 2,270 

Catalysts  13 160  

Waste from chemical preparation 4,910 20,249 144,990 8,897 

Residues 8,386 8,280 114,673 13 

Sludges (chemical) 413,586 9,212 168,870  

Health care  75,133 10,166  

Metallic wastes 714,681 530 2,754 2,846 

Glass 210,270 5,478 3,725 32,230 

Paper & card 877,879 103 144,509 158,182 

Rubber 23,318 11 122 7 

Plastic 199,752 15,224 15,477 6,772 

Wood 164,978 1,100 106,832 31,922 

Textile 17,926 1,553 9,607 15,330 

End of Life Vehicles 1,681    

Batteries 26,503 367 279 72 

Other discarded equipment 8,302 1,018 3,837 4,147 

Food 185,279 30,741 185,496 2,760 

Manure 4,586  8,169  

Other animal & vegetable wastes 47,956 9,590 2,495  

Household 2,602 94,536 197,390 101,321 

Undifferentiated 41,408 181,441 919,870 232,271 

sorting residues 849 14 64,454  

sludges (common) 80,274 3,423 263,491  

Dredgings 150 478   

Combustion 546  50,281  

contaminated soils  2 3,309  

solidified mineral wastes 1,139 3,868 726 345 

other mineral wastes 385,058 4,471 98,270 4,040 

WEEE (other equipment) 3,163 826 1,816 232 

 3,589,846 674,411 2,659,302 608,730 

 

The survey indicates that only 5% of readily recyclable materials in the industrial sectors were 

being sent for disposal. Further development of recycling of waste such as those from the 

chemical industries that are in liquid and sludge form will require material or industry specific 
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solutions. Recycling potential is less well developed in the commercial sectors5 where 25% of 

readily recyclable waste is sent for disposal. The greatest potential for increased recycling 

therefore lies in the commercial sectors and in particular in the public sector where recycling 

could be substantially improved such that 87% of readily recyclable waste materials are not 

recycled but sent for disposal. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Chart 6 above illustrates the potential for recycling of readily recyclable material in the three 

commercial waste sub-grouping (Chart 6 data obtained in the 2006 C&I survey).   

 

 Chart 7 includes the estimated recycling potential of waste assessed as possibly recyclable 

within the commercial sectors. Realising this potential would require producers to undertake 

improved source segregation, particularly of mixed waste, enabling recyclate collection services 

to be further developed. This indicates that better source segregation in retail and wholesale 

together with other services has the greatest potential for change. 

                                                             
5 In the NW C&I survey the commercial sectors were defined as; 

• Public sector (including such as health, further education and all publicly funded institutions which are not classed as 

municipal waste producers 

• Retail and Wholesale 

• Other services (includes all services that are not defined as statutory factories, public sector or retail and wholesale    
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(Chart 7 data obtained in the 2006 C&I survey) 

 

4.2.3.2 Recovery 

Increasing Energy Recovery Potential  

The C&I survey also assessed each waste stream in terms of potential to energy recover by 

combustion via an energy from waste (EfW) or combined heat and power (CHP) facility. 

Materials such as paper/card, plastics, textiles, wood/MDF, and tyres were classed as 

“recoverable”. Materials with a smaller calorific value, but could be energy recovered in the right 

type of equipment, such as meat and bone, municipal waste, food and garden waste, straw, and 

poultry litter were classed as “potentially recoverable”, particularly if mixed or with a high water 

content. 

 

Table 6 shows the quantities of waste that could be subject to energy recovery by commercial 

and industrial waste sector. There are clearly opportunities for recovery of energy from although 

there is likely overlap with recycling opportunities. Maximising recycling would significantly 

reduce the materials available for recovery.  

 

Table 6 Quantities of waste that could be subject to energy recovery by commercial and 

industrial waste sector (Taken from data obtained in the 2006 C&I survey) 

SIC 
Currently 
recovered Recoverable 

Possibly 
recoverable 

Not 
recoverable 

Don't 
know 

 000 Tonnes 

Food, drink and tobacco 7 55 106 46 333 

Textiles/wood/paper/publishing 0 316 85 24 673 

Power & Utilities 0 1 32 1 245 

Chemical/non-metallic minerals manufacturing 25 63 115 174 460 

Metal manufacturing 1 72 44 89 402 

Machinery & equipment (other manufacturing) 2 108 157 53 34 

Retail & wholesale 0 490 559 202 102 
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SIC 
Currently 
recovered Recoverable 

Possibly 
recoverable 

Not 
recoverable 

Don't 
know 

Other services 0 565 377 717 190 

Public sector 12 181 297 116 0 

 49 1,851 1,773 1,422 2,438 

The opportunities for recovery of energy are mainly concentrated in the commercial sectors as 

illustrated in the chart 8 below. Within the industrial waste sectors recovery potential can be 

identified in; textiles, wood, paper and printing/publishing.  

 

Small scale embedded EfW plants, based on thermal recovery, appear to offer attractive options 

for North West companies to recovery heat and electricity from their C&I waste streams. This 

may also offer potential opportunities to develop a supply industry, which is estimated could 

generate up to 1,700 jobs in the UK as a whole. (Labour market investigation in the UK Waste 

Management Sector, Energy & Utility Skills 2006) 

 

Chart 8 (Taken from data obtained in the 2006 C&I survey) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2.4  Assessment of the Impact of Increased 
Recycling and Recovery on Residual Landfill  

Increasing recycling and recovery of energy from C&I waste will result in a reduction in the 

requirement for landfill disposal. A recycling/recovery potential calculator has been developed 

for this project which enables different rates of recycling or otherwise diverting waste from 

landfill for different waste materials to be modelled. The model can be run for the region as in 

Chart below and also for individual sub-regions drawing on base data from the NW C&I survey 

(See Appendix 4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 8 Energy Recovery Potential by Sector 
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(Chart 9 Modelling data obtained in the 2006 C&I survey) 

 

Chart 9 illustrates the requirement for C&I residual landfill with increasing recycling rates6  at 

approximately 8.5% per annum (the rate of increase shown between 2003 and 2006 surveys) to 

reach a practical ceiling by 2015 with no additional diversion to energy recovery. The small 

progressive reduction in total quantity is based on the assumption that industrial waste will 

continue to decline in line with historic trend whilst commercial waste will increase. On the 

basis of the increased recycling assumptions made in Chart 9 a total of 22.5 million tonnes of 

C&I waste would be landfilled between the end of 2007 and 2025.  

 

Given the significant number of factors that indicate recycling and recovery rates may well 

accelerate, it would appear to be more likely that the requirement for residual landfill will be a 

lower level than illustrated in the preceding chart in particular with the introduction of energy 

recovery capacity. Chart 10 provides an illustration of C&I landfill requirements assuming 

recycling potential is reached by 2015 and with an additional 300,000 tonnes of per annum C&I 

waste diverted from landfill to recovery of energy or otherwise treated from year 2013. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
– 6 5% of metals/WEEE continue as landfill 
– 15% Mixed waste continue as landfill  
– 50% of Specialised waste continue as landfill 

 

Chart 9 C&I Landfill Projections with Increasing Re cycling to 
Potential by 2015 (Excludes any Increase in Energy Recovery)
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(Chart 10 Modelling data obtained in the 2006 C&I survey) 

 

The assumption made for the Chart 10 above would result in a landfill requirement inclusive of 

year 2008 to 2025 for 16.5 million tonnes. The landfill requirement for C&I waste would be for 

49 million tonnes if recycling rates remained at 2006 levels and with no additional diversion to 

energy recovery. 

 

4.3 Hazardous Waste 
 

Data from the Environment Agency shows that North West produced just under 730,000 tonnes 

of hazardous waste in 2006. Hazardous waste arisings are included in with both the totals given 

for municipal and C&I waste, however, C&I waste account for the majority of waste that is 

classified as hazardous. The new Hazardous Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2005 

means that it is not possible to compare data directly from before July 2005 with data from after 

that time. However, when construction and demolition waste with asbestos is excluded from the 

total, this corresponds reasonably closely to expectations that the figures would increase as 

more waste types are included. Some 31% of hazardous waste was produced in Greater 

Manchester, 28% in Lancashire and 18% in Merseyside. 

Chart 10 landfill requirements with Increasing Recy cling to 
Potential (Includes 300,000 tonnes EfW from 2015)
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Table 7 Production of Special and Hazardous Waste in the North West 2002 to 

2006 (tonnes) (data from Environment Agency Hazardous Waste Interrogator)   
 

Class 2002 2003 2004 2006 

Mining and Minerals    25 42 28 188 

Agricultural and Food Production   919 344 414 10 

Wood and Paper Production   372 697 958 1,360 

Leather and Textile Production   357 107 75 348 

Petrol, Gas and Coal Refining/Treatment  4,721 4,943 20,484 3,480 

Inorganic Chemical Processes 45,157 41,176 18,108 53,452 

Organic Chemical Processes 135,235 136,320 143,617 164,472 

MFSU Paints, Varnish, Adhesive and Inks 19,692 15,235 16,436 13,680 

Photographic Industry     8,424 14,845 8,474 2,082 

Thermal Process Waste (inorganic)   20,115 28,732 26,315 22,422 

Metal Treatment and Coating Processes  7,149 11,131 10,501 12,303 

Shaping/Treatment of Metals and Plastics  6,156 6,609 4,209 4,699 

Oil and Oil/Water Mixtures   82,225 78,823 73,372 80,402 

Solvents      10,641 6,199 2,943 5,292 

Packaging, Cloths, Filter Materials   14,420 14,191 11,493 9,654 

Not Otherwise Specified    30,245 18,011 21,379 78,379 

C&D Waste and Asbestos   105,196 140,691 258,946 98,993 

Healthcare      2,130 1,397 1,673 17,885 

Waste/Water Treatment and Water Industry  76,620 103,839 124,895 130,342 

Municipal and Similar Commercial Wastes  32,823 30,928 9,495 28,380 

Unclassified      42,185 36,757 20,977   

Total North West    644,807 691,017 774,793 727,824 
 

Hazardous waste provision is generally through specialised sites of national strategic 

significance. The NW has a number of nationally significant hazardous waste facilities. The 

export, import and treatment capacity for hazardous waste is well balanced. Approximately 50% 

of hazardous Waste arisings in the North West, 367,271 tonnes were dealt with within the 

Region, whilst a further 360, 744 tonnes were imported from other parts of the UK and 

managed within the Region. The pattern of distribution of these sites and facilities often reflects 

an historical local industrial specialised need and sites have subsequently been developed to 

meet similar a need on a national basis, in some cases after the local need has reduced or ceased 

altogether.   

 

Whilst the NW has hazardous waste treatment and incineration capacity which is expected to 

remain as ongoing capacity it also has two hazardous waste landfill facilities. Whilst 5 of the 

non-hazardous non-inert landfill sites have dedicated cells for stable non reactive hazardous 

waste (SNRHW), which is principally for asbestos waste. The White Moss site in Lancashire is 

time limited by planning permission to 2013 whilst the Minosus deep mine disposal site has 

long term capacity but is restricted in the types of waste it can accept. The deep mine disposal 

site is particularly significant with respect to future changes in hazardous waste disposal 

requirements as it is able to accept hazardous residues from thermal treatment and air pollution 

control technologies. It is these wastes that are most likely to increase as energy recovery from 

waste becomes more established and it is likely that this facility will increase in importance as a 

nationally significant facility.  
 
 

4.4 Radioactive Waste 
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There are several nuclear sites within the North West region within West Cumbria and these 

also represent the UK’s largest concentration of radioactive waste sites. The nuclear 

decommissioning programme for these sites is likely to give rise to significant volumes of 

wastes, including hazardous wastes (such as asbestos), which are not radioactive. These non-

radioactive wastes could be managed in conventional waste management facilities. It is not yet 

clear how much waste requiring off-site management will be involved.  Each nuclear site is 

required to produce its own Integrated Waste Strategy and these will need to be monitored to 

assess their implications for the region.” 

 
 

5 Recycler Reprocessor Capacity 
 

In the survey of NW recyclers and reprocessors (produced for Envirolink by Urban Mines in 

April 2007) 162 recyclers and reprocessors were identified as active in the North West Region 

(survey carried out in January 2007).  Envirolink have indicated in their latest Directory 

“Recycling and Waste Supply Chain Directory 2008” overall numbers of reprocessors and 

recyclers handling individual waste recyclate materials (textiles, glass, paper etc). 

 

2 plotted GIS maps shows the Reprocessors and recyclers distribution across the region 

(compiled from the data obtained in the 2007 survey). 

 

Map 1 Cumbria 
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Map 2 NW Region (excluding Cumbria) (overleaf) 

 

 

 

Whilst there are fewer sites situated in the north of the region within Cumbria, and the extreme 

south of the region within Cheshire there is good distribution of sites within Lancashire and a 

high density of sites within Greater Manchester and Merseyside. 

 

It would appear therefore that there is some correlation to the density of population and 

therefore proximity to waste arisings to location of the reprocessors and recyclers within the 

region. 
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From the survey in 2007 of the 91 participants in the survey who answered about expansion 

plans 30% indicated that they did have plans to expand their current capacity at their facility or 

expand via a new site within the region, see Table 8 overleaf: 

 

 

Table 8 Participation Results (taken from UM 2007 study for Envirolink) 

 

Region 
Survey 

participants 
(companies) 

Expansion 
planned 

Greater 
Manchester 
(including 
Wigan) 14 6 
Merseyside 
(including 
Halton) 28 11 

Cheshire 15 1 

Cumbria 12 1 
Lancashire 
(including 
Blackburn 
and 
Blackpool) 22 8 

Totals 91 27 

  30% 

 

Overall in the North west region there is a high number of metal recyclers/reprocessors (RR’s) – 

28, a high number of plastic RR’s (26), 18 RR’s handling discarded equipment (including ELV’s) 

12 companies dealing with construction and demolition waste (not soils) and 10 companies 

handling WEEE (IT 7 communications equipment).    

 

Note – in this study within the recorded regional capacity are the high number of metal 

recyclers/reprocessors – these are regarded as sub-regional in this report and should not distort 

capacity requirement. 

 

From the latest Envirolink directory it would appear that there is a lower occurrence handling 

non-metallic wastes; tyres 5 only, 1 reprocessing mixed waste (as opposed to MRF’s that 

sort/shred only) and send off to recyclers and reprocessors) and 4 covering glass. 

 

The following conclusions are reproduced from the Reprocessors Study produced by Urban 

Mines for Envirolink in 2007: 

Conclusion 1 

There is a good geographical spread of RR’s across the region with RR’s located in every region 

reflecting the development and establishing importance of the sector in the region.   

 

Conclusion 2 

There appear to be some sub-sectors at greater maturity and influence in the region that others 

displayed by the higher density of metal recyclers/reprocessors, high numbers of plastic RR’s, 

those handling end of life vehicles (discarded equipment), those dealing with construction and 

demolition wastes (not soils) and those handling IT and communication equipment.    There 

would also appear to be slower development and spread of more specialist RR’s such as those 

handling tyres, glass and reprocessing/recycling mixed waste. 
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From the gap analysis in Table 9, the survey results indicate that it appears that currently there 

is capacity within the region to cover: 

• Metallic Wastes 

• Mineral Wastes and 

• Discarded equipment (the latter interesting as 60% surveyed indicate expansion plans). 

 

Table 9 Gap Analysis North West Region* 

 

SOC group (substance 
orientated 
classification) 

C&I ** 
recycling 
potential 

MSW * * 
recycling 
potential 

Total 
recycling 
potential 

Additional 
capacity 
known 

Gap 
analysis 

Animal & vegetable wastes 136,819 452,099 588,918 129,991 458,927 

Chemical wastes 443,436 0 443,436 10,300 433,136 

Common sludges 204,263 0 204,263 0 204,263 

Discarded equipment 9,214 92,738 101,952 333,816 -231,864* 

Health care 9,065 0 9,065 0 9,065 

Metallic wastes 4,255 11,592 15,848 549,644 -533,796* 

Mineral wastes 107,311 0 107,311 170,384 -63,073* 

Mixed (ordinary) wastes 1,165,339 185,476 1,350,816 0 1,350,816 

Non-metallic wastes 301,011 417,322 718,333 231,115 487,218 

 2,380,714 1,159,227 3,539,941 1,425,250 2,114,691 

*The results shown are based of course on the 91 companies who participated in the survey and 

a few in addition were not willing to give detailed additional capacity figures so results given are 

an indicative snapshot picture regarding capacity of the reprocessing/recycling situation in the 

North West.   

 

** recycling potential estimated for C&I as maximum potential from the 2006 NW C&I survey 

and generic composition analysis for municipal waste. 

 

*** negative figures indicate capacity which was available but not utilised at the time of the 

survey 

 

The survey results indicate however that there are capacity gaps for (in descending order): 

• Mixed ordinary Waste  

• Non-metallic Wastes (33% expansion plans identified) 

• Animal & Vegetable Wastes (55% expansion plans identified) 

• Chemical Wastes (50% expansion plans identified) 

• Common sludges 

• Health Care 

 

This does therefore appear to mirror industry understanding and intentional response to the 

market for all waste streams except for discarded equipment. 

 

Conclusion 3  

The lower occurrence of such RR’s may present capacity problems in the future as the survey 

revealed capacity gaps for the region as a whole for dealing with mixed ordinary waste, non-

metallic wastes (including glass and rubber).  The survey also revealed capacity gaps for animal 

and vegetable wastes, chemical wastes, common sludges and health care wastes.  
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There would appear to be a need for either additional facilities to provide for the potential 

recycling and reprocessing of these materials within the region and/or significant additional 

expansion of existing facilities to increase capacity. 

 

Conclusion 4 

The sub-regional gaps and consequent sub-regional needs for RR’s are discussed in the 

Envirolink report together with any data obtained indicating export and import of waste 

material streams into the sub-region.  From the data gathered it would also indicate that the 

reprocessing and recycling environment is also complicated as there is some export out of the 

region and some import into the region of the materials undergoing reprocessing and recycling. 

6 Stakeholders  
 

In order to inform the project a number of stakeholders were consulted beyond the WPA’s & 

WDA membership of RTAB these included waste management companies active or with 

interests in the North West Region, bodies involved in sustainable waste management and the 

NWDA. Set out below are a summary of the views expressed and issues by the stakeholders.  

These should not be read as conclusions of the report but as evidence presented by key players 

within the waste management industry and related organisations. The stakeholder views were 

taken on a non attributable basis  

 

Organisations consulted are shown in Table 10  

Organisation  
Viridor 
Global Renewables  
WRG 
Veolia 
VT Group 
TEG  
Envirolink 
SITA 
NWDA 
ESA  
Preston Recycling 
CRN 
Envirolink 

 
 
There were a number of issues that were raised during this consultation: 
 

• Landfill - industry experience is that it is  very difficult to find sites and when they do so 

they will give priority of use to their own company, thereby even if there is void space in 

a landfill it may not be available to other waste operators wanting to deposit materials 

there. 

 

• The economic viability is paramount for the development of waste management sites – 

at present for a merchant C&I site transport costs set the typical transport distance for 

material at 25/30 mile radius for waste treatment processes.  The industry feels that this 

should increase to 35/40 miles with next years additional landfill tax.  At present 

however transport expansion with landfill tax has not taken place because of the 

increase price of fuel 
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• Facilities to cater for C&I waste need greater flexibility than perhaps those for municipal 

facility as they are not connected to long term guaranteed contracts – C&I contracts 

tend to be small, short timescale, multiple in nature and not predictable (especially with 

cultural changes with businesses influenced by cost and new legislation).  There is no 

guarantee of supply (industry changes along with their waste management needs) 

therefore they need wide catchments and flexibility in terms of distance for import to 

ensure commercial viability. 

 

• Industry agrees that C&I waste management should move up the waste hierarchy and 

the industry is seeking to respond to this.  They do not tend to be governed by political 

boundaries however as C&I does not work in the same way as municipal waste through 

proximity principle (see above point) and therefore they will “export” waste from one 

county boundary to another depending upon the type of waste, the location of the 

facility and the quality of the road (or rail) infrastructure and the contracts for services 

that they have secured. 

 

• There is support for the Resource Recovery Park principle – benefits can be gained from 

the proximity to market, located close to industry to use the value added products 

(recyclate materials, steam, and energy) opportunity for co-location of reprocessors and 

recyclers especially if connected with municipal facilities economic benefits and 

attractions for co-location and investment.  Recognise that the site has to be “right” – 

good access and transport infrastructure – road rail and or/water – road being 

essential, not near to residents but large enough to accommodate reprocessors and 

recyclers. 

 

• Many of the industry consulted are looking to extend C&I waste management capacity 

in the NW – within the next 2 years – facilities proposed will be both sub-regional and 

regional.   

 

• There are opportunities to “top up” municipal built facilities connected to PFI/large 

scale contracts where energy from waste technology being applied as C&I waste lends 

itself well (same types of waste to municipal) to be treated this way.  The industry would 

like to build in this additional capacity as it helps with the price and ease of operation 

(consistent feedstock).  The industry is also using modular kit that can allow additional 

expansion (subject to planning). Other specific technologies such as MBT are less 

flexible to accommodate C&I waste built to accommodate specifically the qualities of 

municipal waste arisings and therefore not so much ability to build in top up capacity. 

 

• Reprocessors/Recyclers can be more dependant on potential municipal contracts to 

secure financing and development of a site and would probably not build solely for C&I 

waste as they need this security to help with investment.   

 

• Reprocessors/Recyclers are looking to build regional facilities as need wider catchment 

areas to cater for their specific treatments.  They do export out of the NW region but this 

is related to where they sites are and where they are collecting materials.  I.e. / proximal 

viable distances to facilities based in Yorkshire and Humber. 

 

• One of the waste management companies stated that they would only invest in new 

facilities connected to large scale PFI/other municipal contracts. 
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• Several waste management companies reported good experience in obtaining planning 

permission for new waste infrastructure but others reported challenging experience.   

 

• The waste management companies are also investing internally in developing the 

markets for the recyclate materials they are creating. They are conscious of this need 

and also the need to promote waste minimisation and build capacity of the social 

enterprise network. 

 

• Waste Management companies are anticipating economic benefits associated with the 

landfill tax to help make other treatments viable and many are focusing on 2010/11 as 

the time to be ready to have new facilities up and running (hence they are internally 

planning). 

 

• There is a recognition and perception that “Merseyside” welcomes waste management 

new technologies. 

 

• MRF’s typically will go for industrial sites and will cover predominantly local areas 

 

• There is still a clear need to manage and process the Northwest’s commercial and 

industrial waste arisings. Whilst facilities do exist for the majority of key materials in 

the region, organic waste and mixed waste plastic have been slow to develop.  

 

• Energy from Waste, AD and ethanol production plants continue to have a place in the 

region, either as stand alone plants or small scale plants processing their own waste to 

create heat/energy in order to reduce their reliance on the grid as well as their overall 

susceptibility to fluctuation in the price of oil/gas. 

 

• Resource recovery parks are a good idea and a sustainable option. RRP’s become more 

attractive in remote areas where a specific supply chain can work in close proximity to 

each other.  Problems arise when trying to encourage well established waste 

management companies to relocate, coupled with this issue maybe associated planning 

constraints.  Envirolink have commissioned a study looking at Resource Recovery Parks 

and have assessed the critical success factors. 

 

• As landfill capacity continues to diminish, turning waste into resources will always have 

benefits for the region. Reprocessing coupled with energy production and recycled 

product manufacturing will reduce our reliance on raw materials. Socially, these 

facilities will lead to job creation. Envirolink’s study looking into the economic impact of 

the Merseyside’s PFI may provide an insight into the wider economic impacts. 

 

• The timescale for expected investment in new waste management infrastructure is likely 

to take place over the next 3 – 10 yrs. 

 
 

7 WPAs’ Plans and Policy 
 

The WPAs within the NW region are at different stages with the production of needs 

assessments and Waste Local Plans. Cheshire County Council is the only authority in the NW 

region that has recently produced and adopted a Replacement Waste Local Plan. Cumbria and 
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Lancashire County Councils have produced a Minerals and Waste Development Framework 

Submission Draft Core Strategy. Warrington has to date taken no recent formal action with 

respect to waste plan development. The remaining waste planning areas Greater Manchester 

and Merseyside have produced needs assessment towards the end of 2007.  

 

All of the WPAs indicated that their policies would include the accommodation of primary 

residual treatment of municipal waste within their WPA areas in accordance with the WDAs’ 

MWMSs. 

 

7.1 Cheshire  
Cheshire has produced a Replacement Waste Local Plan which was adopted in July 2007. The 

plan includes a comprehensive series of policies against which applications will be considered. 

The plan seeks to provide capacity of waste that arise in Cheshire but also includes a policy 

statement with respect to national and regionally strategic sites referring to consideration of the 

need and spatial advice set out in the Regional Special Strategy. 

 

The document also sets out a detailed list of site selection criteria and identifies 22 locations 

selected as the preferred sites for waste management facility requirement identified in the plan. 

The plan notes that more sites have been included than may be needed in order to provide 

flexibility and choice. The locations include sites for both built facilities and landfill sites, one of 

which has recently received planning permission. This site is notable in terms of regional 

significant there is an agreement (under section 106) to limit the quantity of waste accepted 

from outside the County of Cheshire. The identified locations also include provision of land (up 

to 254 hectares) with potential uses given as mechanical biological treatment, thermal treatment 

as well as bulking and recycling. The plan was completed before the NW C&I survey report was 

available.  

 

7.2 Cumbria     
In March 2008 Cumbria County Council has produced a Minerals and Waste Development 

Framework Submission Draft Core Strategy. The policies are intended for provision of capacity 

to manage all of Cumbria’s waste (net self sufficiency). The position on import of waste from 

outside the County is that proposals would have to demonstrate that local, social and economic 

benefits outweigh other sustainability criteria. The need for eleven new built waste treatment 

facilities is identified. This  includes MBT plants and MRFs and possibly for 2 energy from waste 

incinerators, together with a need for 2 million cubic metres of landfill in addition to existing 

permitted capacity. A list of 12 site location criteria is included. The documents also indicated 

the need for new built facility including between 2 and 4 energy from waste incinerators and 2 

million m3 of non inert landfill capacity. 

 

7.3 Greater Manchester 
A need assessment was completed for Greater Manchester in late 2007 and incorporated 

analysis from the 2006 NW C&I waste survey. This assessment was made on the basis of 

identifying the need to manage all waste generated within the Greater Manchester area.  Whilst 

this may be the case it is acknowledged that Greater Manchester may experience difficulties in 

identifying the necessary landfill capacity particularly as a result of constraints such as the 

extent of the urban area and major aquifers.  GMWDA has provided information that its 

expectation is for significant levels of disposal of residual landfill outside of the NW region, 

which will impact on long term need. The lack of available sites could potentially be off-set by 
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the availability of industrial land suitable for built facilities.  It is understood that developments 

such as resource recovery parks may be positively encouraged. 

 

 

7.4 Lancashire 
Lancashire published its needs assessment together with a document dealing with strategic 

waste issues as supporting evidence to the Submission “Draft Core Strategy Managing Our 

Waste and Natural Resources” in November 2007. The assessment deals with the need to 

manage all waste generated within Lancashire (including the unitary authorities of Blackburn 

with Darwen and Blackpool). The assessment provides projections of future requirements for 

landfill void space.   The draft Core Strategy document includes a section on the approach to site 

identification and assessment. Lancashire are planning to provide for and identify the potential 

for a limited number of RRP/waste park type developments through the Core Strategy. 

 

7.5 Merseyside 
A need assessment was completed for Merseyside in late 2007 and a comprehensive set of 

information is available on need together with a number of significant planning proposals and 

applications which are currently in the pipeline within Merseyside. Further policy development 

was discussed at the one to one meeting. Merseyside faces significant problems in locating new 

non inert landfill capacity in the light of both the highly urbanised geography of the 

metropolitan area and the sensitivity of its geology and hydrogeology. Whilst it may be possible 

to find new non inert landfill capacity, this will be difficult. However, it is indicated that disposal 

capacity for 300,000 tonnes of non inert waste will be sought within the strategic plan. The 

Needs Assessment currently suggests landfill shortages will persist till around 2017/8.  After 

that the level of diversion required just to meet WS2007 targets should mean that Merseyside 

might become self-sufficient. It is anticipated that Merseyside will continue to rely on regionally 

strategic sites for its landfill disposal requirements, and thus it was acknowledged that it is likely 

that it would be required to accommodate regionally strategic built industrial scale waste 

management facilities.  

 

7.6 Warrington 
Warrington has not undertaken any recent work on formal strategic planning for waste. 

Informal discussions indicated that there may be resistant to the development of any new 

strategic regional landfill, whilst new recycling or reprocessor capacity may be more favourably 

considered. 

 

7.7 Conclusions on Sub Regional 
Planning 

As a whole the WPAs in the NW region acknowledge the requirement for regionally and indeed 

nationally strategic waste management facilities. Cumbria is planning for self sufficiency. 

Cheshire has included steps to limit if not halt landfill disposal of waste from outside of its 

planning area. 

 

The WPAs have included or are proposing to include some additional landfill development in 

their development plans. However, the metropolitan authorities recognise that they may have 
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serve practical difficulties in securing additional landfill capacity within their own planning 

areas and may therefore need to plan for export to regional or national facilities. 

 

None of the WPAs have provided evidence such that they would be unable to provide land areas 

for new built facilities such as recycler/reprocess, treatment plant, anaerobic digestion, in vessel 

composting or thermal facilities to recover energy from waste. The metropolitan WPAs have 

indicated that they may need to accommodate additional built facilities in recognition that they 

may be reliant on strategic regional facilities for their landfill capacity. This is significant for the 

broad location of new facilities which should thus be able to be located in accordance with the 

observed pattern of arisings, collection and transportation routes. 

 
8 Landfill trends and projections 
 

Landfill capacity for managing municipal and commercial and industrial waste is essentially 

provided as sites which are classified as non-inert and open gate.  Data on open gate non inert 

landfill capacity at the end of 2007 has been estimated for each site in the NW region (see 

Baseline Data in Appendix 2).  This data on landfill capacity has been provided by the NW 

RTAB. The data includes the estimated capacity (with planning permission) remaining at the 

site at the end of 2007 and the recorded inputs of both non-inert and inert waste for the year 

2006.  Also recorded is the date at which the permission for landfill will expire and where 

relevant a note for those sites for which the development of significant capacity is dependent on 

prior mineral extraction. The data does not include information as to whether the site has an 

Environment Agency permit and it may be the case that a site with planning permission may fail 

to secure a permit or may be severely restricted in the waste types that can be accepted due to 

environmental considerations. 

 

The record of data on landfill capacity is the best that is currently available, but has not included 

a comprehensive review of all planning permission or Environment Agency permit conditions 

the scope of which lies outside of the report. In reviewing the availability of capacity it must 

therefore be noted that for any specific site there may be restrictions on the use of the landfill’s 

capacity which has not been taken into account in the analysis in the report.       

 

Great care need to be taken in the interpretation of this landfill capacity data. Simple divisions 

of historic deposits rates or projected arisings rates and total permitted capacity should be 

avoided.  

 

8.1 Recorded Deposits and Inert Use 
Requirements at Non Inert Sites 

Detailed landfill deposit data has been made available by the Environment Agency for each non 

inert open gate landfill in the NW. These records show that in total 4.8 million tonnes of non-

inert waste, together with 1.8 million tonnes of inert waste were deposited at open gate sites in 

the NW in 2006. This gives a total of 6.6 million tonnes, whilst the total quantity of waste 

deposited at non-inert landfill site published on the Environment Agency Web site indicates a 

total of 7.7 m. The variance has been identified by work undertaken by the RTAB as arisings 

from Environment Agency classification of sites as non-inert open gate that were in 2006 in 
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practice taking only inert waste in closure phases or were in fact closed gate facilities with no 

facility to accept non inert waste.    

 

The proportion of inert waste deposited at non inert sites (mostly for daily cover, engineering 

and restoration) is an important consideration as this waste will also use site capacity. In 2006 

700,000 tonnes of inert waste were deposited at three sites essentially for restoration which 

have subsequently closed whilst another 600,000 tonnes were deposited at 2 further sites 

nearing closure indicating that only 500,000 million tonnes of inert waste were deposited at the 

remaining 26 operational sites. This indicates that the operational requirements for inert waste 

for engineering and cover give an average requirement at about 10% of the total input. However, 

it is notable that the smaller capacity sites tend to take a higher proportion of inert waste, whilst 

the site with the highest level of annual deposits accepts less than 1% of inert waste.  

 

8.2 Landfill Deposits and Arisings 
Records and Estimates (Mass Balance) 

The recorded deposits for 2006 also give an opportunity to review the mass balance between 

records and estimates of arisings and deposit records. The municipal arisings and records of 

materials sent for landfill  provided by the WDAs including waste deposited outside the region 

(GMWDA have recorded landfill in Humberside and Merseyside WDA in North Wales) ( It 

should be noted that municipal waste includes about 190,000 tonnes of commercial waste much 

of which will be landfilled). The 2006 NW C&I survey gives estimates of waste landfilled but also 

records waste taken to transfer stations much of which it can be anticipated will be disposed of 

ultimately to landfill. Some waste producers were not aware of where their waste went and again 

much of this may well go to landfill (the figures given below estimate that 80% of transfer and 

“not known” waste is assessed as landfill). Whilst it is probable that C&I waste does cross the 

regions borders for landfill disposal, there are no sources of information or intelligence from 

within the industry the quantities of such waste movements are significant within the overall 

regional totals. 

 

The municipal waste and C&I waste landfill totals are therefore in reasonable agreement (2% 

variance) with the recorded deposits at landfill sites in the NW: 

 

Municipal landfilled in NW region 2006   = 2.0 m tonnes 

Estimated C&I landfilled     = 2.9 m tonnes 

 

2006 Environment Agency Landfilled Household, C&I  = 4.8 m tonnes 

 

The mass balance given above provides assurance that the quantity of C&I waste estimated as 

landfilled is a reasonable and can be used with some confidence as a starting point for forward 

projections.  

 

 

8.3 Historic Trends 
In considering any potential requirement for new landfill capacity it is essential to estimate at 

what rate the available capacity will be used. A starting point is to review the deposit trends at 

open gate non hazardous landfills. These are illustrated in the Chart  11 below and show a 

significant decline in deposits from 2002/3 to 2006 from over 7 million tonnes per annum to 

less than 5 giving a decline of more than 30% over 4 years. 
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(Data from www.environment-agency.gov.uk/subjects/waste & EA 2006 published landfill 

deposits at sites in NW region) 

 

This trend is consistent with the recorded reductions in municipal waste and the trends 

observed in the C&I survey results.  

 

8.4 Availability of Capacity 
 

The total capacity for open gate non-inert sites in the NW region with planning permission 

includes sites for which mineral extraction must take place prior to the void capacity becoming 

available.  Approximately 9.3 million m3 has been identified as falling into this category 

comprised of 6.3 million in Lancashire and 3 million in Warrington. It should be noted that 

some of the permitted capacity will only become available when subject to successful 

Environment Agency permit applications.   

 

Time limited planning permissions and limits on the maximum annual rate of input either 

through the planning permission or Environment Agency permit place constraints on the 

flexibility with which landfill capacity with planning permission may be utilised.  Whilst the 

total capacity landfill at non-inert open gate landfill with planning permission in the NW region 

is recorded as approximately 63.5 million m3 at the end of 2007, more detailed analysis 

indicates that the availability and distribution of available capacity is complex and will be 

subject to variables that are not wholly predictable through the short, medium and long term.   

 

Analysis of the availability of future landfill capacity must therefore be made on the basis of 

various assumptions based on historic data and/or projected trends.   

 

If the 2006 rate of input to sites in the NW region were maintained on a site by site basis some 

19 million m3 or 30% of landfill capacity would remain unfilled at the end of planning 

Chart 11 Deposit Trends at Non-Inert, Non-Hazardous  
Landfills 2002/3 to 2006
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permission time limits (this is a net value which assumes that input to sites that are completed 

within planning permission time periods transfers to sites that remain open). The full utilisation 

of the apparent landfill capacity with planning consent may therefore be only realised subject to 

future planning applications and decisions as well as thee required permit applications.   

 

8.5 Future Landfill Requirements 
 

The requirements for landfill capacity for municipal waste will essentially be determined by 

LATS, (see chart 1 Projected Total MSW Landfilled in the NW – Municipal Plans and 

Projections). This scheme sets out the total quantity of biologically active waste that a Waste 

Disposal Authority can landfill in each year until 2020 such that nationally EU Landfill Directive 

targets can be met. Local Authorities face stiff fines for exceeding the allocated quantities and 

therefore plan to meet the progressively reducing levels by increased recycling and treatment of 

residual waste.  

 

Progressively increasing recycling rates are seen to be reducing municipal waste disposal to 

landfill. However, treatment of residual waste will be required in order to divert further waste 

from landfill and to meet the medium and long term landfill allocations. The majority of WDAs 

in the region have indicated that they expect to keep within their allocation; however, some 

authorities will in the short to medium term depend on trading allocations. GMWDA has stated 

that they have provided for a minimum of 400,000 tonnes per annum of landfill outside of the 

NW through contract until 2013, which substantially reduces the total for landfill within the 

NW. 

 

Municipal waste landfill requirements in the NW region can therefore be expected to fall to 

about 1 million tonnes by 2014 and potentially less by 2020 where WDAs propose higher levels 

of diversion.  The sharp reduction in MWS landfill between 2012 and 2014 is dependent on the 

timely commissioning of residual waste treatment facilities.  

 

The main risks with respect to municipal waste exceeding targets are that there is slippage in 

planned increased recycling rates and/or that commissioning of residual treatment facilities is 

delayed.  

 

The evidence available (see section  4.2 Commercial and Industrial Waste) indicates that there is 

also significant potential for both increased recycling (in particular of commercial waste) and 

recovery of energy potential, in particular with combined heat and power as a viable option. It is 

estimated that realisation of this identified potential would result in a requirement for landfill 

disposal for non recyclable and non recoverable residues in the order of less than 1 million 

tonnes per annum. 

 

8.6 Modelling of Future Landfill Capacity 
Requirements 

If landfill deposits at non inert open gate sites were to remain at 2006 levels (approximately 5.5 

million tonnes non inert and inert deposits at non inert landfill sites; 63.5 million m3 capacity 

with planning permission) a simple calculation would indicate about 10 years of landfill capacity 

remaining within the NW region (subject to 9.3 million m3 dependent on future mineral 

extraction). The continuation of deposits at 2006 levels would appear highly unlikely given the 

evidence from historic trends and the factors surrounding both municipal and C&I waste 
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discussed elsewhere in this report. The trend for landfill disposal has been falling in recent years 

and all indications are that this trend will continue.  

 

The three scenarios are modelled overleaf to illustrate the potential future landfill requirements 

under a range of possible variables. The first scenario is based on historic disposal records 

and trends. This scenario assumes that although the trend for less landfill the rate on landfill 

usage declines more slowly than the historic trend up until year 2013 reflecting the situation in 

which there may be significant delays with the introduction of new infrastructure to divert both 

municipal and C&I waste from landfill. The second and third scenarios are based on projections 

from arisings. Scenario 2 assumes that municipal waste strategy targets and plans are 

achieved but there is no relative change in the waste management methods used for C&I waste. 

The third scenario sets out the landfill requirement in which both municipal waste strategy 

targets and plans are achieved as is the identified potential for managing C&I at higher levels in 

the waste hierarchy.  

 

8.6.1 Scenario 1 (projected from historic landfill 
deposit records)   

In modelling forward to year end 2013 (based on historic landfill deposit rates) with the 

assumption is made that waste inputs to sites due to close within this period are transferred to 

sites that remain open. This represents a base case with landfill continuing at a relatively high 

level with limited change in waste management practices which may be the case were there to be 

failure of major delays in the introduction of new systems and infrastructure for recycling, 

treatment and recovery of energy. The time period to end of year 2013 represents a critical 

period for the implementation of residual waste treatment for municipal waste and is a key 

period for LATS allowances. Assumptions made include; 

 

• The total quantity of non inert and inert waste deposited at each site is at 2006 

recorded input level with a 3% per annum reduction reflecting increased 

municipal waste diversion through recycling and composting  

• No implementation of residual waste treatment for municipal waste before 

2014 with diversion of residual waste from landfill to treatment from this year. 

• Commercial and industrial waste remains essentially at 2006 levels i.e. there is 

no continuation at  the rate of an 8% per annum reduction in landfill recorded 

between 2003 and 2006 

• Waste quantities equivalent to those deposited at sites which have closed since 

2006 or close within the period to end 2013 would be taken to operational sites 

within the same Planning Sub-regional (or nearest alternative site) 

• High levels of inert waste accepted in 2006 at 5 sites closing or near closing and 

presumed for restoration are excluded from the calculations 

• Landfill volume is used at an average rate of one tonne per m3 taking account 

of both inert and non inert waste 

If these assumptions were realised the total landfill void used from the end of 2007 to the end of 

2013 would be 28.3 million m3. This would leave in the order of 27.5 million m3 of remaining 

landfill capacity with planning permission and with up to 7.4 million m3 of planned capacity 

which was not filled within the planning time constraints specified in individual planning 

permissions.  Chart 12 illustrates the annual landfill capacity requirement under scenario 1 to 

2025. 
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The situation with the Arpley site in Warrington is particularly significant as this site is 

projected in this scenario to be taking about 25% of the NW region’s non hazardous waste up to 

2013 at which time its planning permission expires. The annual rate of input to the site is 

limited by permit and thus even if the site accepts waste at is maximum level it is estimated that 

at least 3.2 million m3 of volume within the original planning permission would remain unused.   

 

Table 11 Shows the Scenario 1 model (as described) at the end of 2013 the 

remaining capacity in each sub region would be (Based on data supplied by RTAB) 

 

 

Continued disposal at the annual levels shown in this scenario (i.e. no significant diversion from 

landfill) would exhaust current landfill capacity by about 2019 leaving 9.3 million m3 that would 

be subject to mineral extraction. 

 

From 2014 and onwards WDA strategies and plans for municipal landfill requirements within 

the region fall below one million tonnes per annum. Significant failure of landfill diversion for 

municipal waste would leave local authorities open to large scale fines and it may be reasonably 

anticipated that by year 2014 even allowing for slippage and delays that the majority of WDAs 

across the region would have secured required diversion rates.  The assessments of recycling 

and recovery potential of commercial and industrial waste and relative costs of alternative 

options (discussed in Section 4.2  of this report) it is also quite practicable to assume that the 

Planning Sub-
Region 

Remaining capacity with Planning Permission end 2013 
000s m3  (Includes  capacity subject to mineral prior mineral extraction 
and future Environment Agency Permit 
 

Cheshire 2,800 

Cumbria 
2,300 

Greater 
Manchester 

7,400 

Lancashire 10,900 

Merseyside 
0 

Warrington 4,100  

 Chart 12 Scenario 1 C&I Landfill Projected from His toric Deposits
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requirement for landfill disposal of commercial and industrial waste residues may fall below 1 

million tonnes per annum. This would result in the long term requirement for non inert landfill 

disposal at less than 2 million tonnes per annum. 

 

Table 12 shows for Scenario 1 model the projected landfill requirement for 

residual municipal & C&I from 2014 

 

 

 

8.6.2 Scenario 2 Municipal waste strategy targets 
and plans are achieved but no relative change in 
the waste management methods used for C&I 
waste. 

This scenario projects the case in which the potential for recycling of C&I waste is realised 

progressively by year 2013 together with the development of capacity to recovery energy from 

C&I waste.   The assumptions are: 

 

• Residual municipal waste disposal to landfill in the NW region meets MWMS 

strategy targets 

• Practice in C&I waste management remains at the 2006  

• Landfill volume is used at an average rate of one tonne per m3 taking account 

of both inert and non inert waste 

• Inert waste for cover and site engineering averages 10% of total input. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Planning Sub-Region 

Projected indicative landfill requirement for  
residual municipal and C&I waste from 2014 
000’s tonnes per annum  

Cheshire 260 

Cumbria 
160 

Greater Manchester 400 

Lancashire 450 

Merseyside 
540 

Warrington 60 

Chart 13 Scenario 2 - Total Non Inert Landfill Capa city Projection 
Assumes 2006 levels of C&I Recycling & Municipal Ta rgets 
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Under scenario 2 (Chart 13) 30 million m3 of landfill space would be used by the end of 2013 

and assuming flexibility in permissions given for currently identified void space all current 

landfill volume with planning permission would be used by 2020 leaving only that volume 

conditional on mineral extraction.    

 

8.6.3 Scenario 3 Implementation of MWMS 
strategies and potential for recycling and recovery  
of C&I waste realised 

This scenario projects the case in which municipal waste targets are achieved and the potential 

for recycling of C&I waste is realised progressively by year 2013 together with the development 

of capacity to recovery energy from C&I waste.  The assumptions are: 

 

• Residual municipal waste disposal to landfill in the NW region meets MWMS 

strategy targets 

• Recycling potential identified in 2006 NW C&I survey reached in year 2013 

(assumptions of waste that remains as disposed of to landfill by category given in 

footnote7)  

• Recovery of energy of from 300,000 tonnes per annum comes on stream from 

2013 

• Landfill volume is used at an average rate of one tonne per m3 taking account 

of both inert and non inert waste 

• Inert waste for cover and site engineering averages 10% of total input. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this case under Scenario 3 (Chart 14) in the period up to 2013 require landfill would be; 

 

Municipal 10.5 million tonnes 

  C&I  10    million tonnes 

  Inert    2    million tonnes 

                                                             
7  5% of easily recycled materials (metals, WEEE etc. landfilled) 
  20% of mixed wastes landfilled 
  30% of specialist waste landfilled 

Chart 14 Total Non Inert Landfill Capacity Projecti on Assumes 
Optimised C&I Recycling, 300,000 tonnes per annum E fW & 

Municipal Targets Achieved  
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  Total   22.5 million tonnes 

 

In this case the capacity remaining would be dependent how quickly the time limited sites were 

filled over this period. However, up to 32.5 million m3 of landfill capacity would remain at the 

end of 2013, with at least 7.5 million m3 of planned capacity which was not filled within the 

planning time constraints specified in individual planning permissions. In this case the long 

term landfill requirement would fall to about 1.5 million m3 per annum.  This scenario would 

indicate that identified capacity could last up to and well beyond 2025. 

 

8.7 The Developing Pattern of Landfill 
All sub regions currently have landfill capacity as illustrated in Maps 3a and 3b  

 

However the capacity in Merseyside will expire before 2013. Landfill capacity in the NW region 

would appear to be adequate under each of the above scenarios well beyond 2013, although time 

limits on planning permissions means that most sites would be no longer available by 2020. At 

year 2020 the only sites with identified continuing permissions are located in Lancashire and 

potentially Warrington (the development of this capacity is subject to prior mineral extraction 

and permitting). See the following maps 4a, 4b, 5a and 5b. 

 

 

Maps 3a show landfill capacity for Cumbria 
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Maps 3b show landfill capacity for the NW region (excluding Cumbria) 
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The remaining landfill capacity from 2013 is shown in Map 4a Showing Cumbria based on 

scenario 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 Nationally, Regionally and Sub-regionally Significant Waste Management Facilities  

Final Report 
  

45 

 

 

 

The remaining landfill capacity from 2013 is shown in Map 4b Showing all NW region 

(excluding) Cumbria based on scenario 3. 
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The remaining landfill capacity from 2020 is shown in Map 5a Showing Cumbria based on 

scenario 3. 

 

The remaining landfill capacity from 2020 is shown in Map 5b Showing all NW region 

(excluding) Cumbria based on scenario 3. 
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Table 13 Taking into account time limited planning permissions year 2020 landfill capacity 

with current planning permissions (Based on data supplied by NW WPAs) are indicated as; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.8 Landfill Capacity Conclusions 
The trend in recent years has been for a significant reduction in reliance on landfill for the 

disposal of non-inert waste. The evidence available for this report indicates that the combination 

of policy, legislation and economic factors points to a continuation of this trend and indeed an 

accelerated reduction in the requirement for future landfill disposal of both municipal and C&I 

waste. Not least in economic conditions in which landfill is no longer the least cost option it may 

be expected that waste will divert to other opportunities as soon as these become available. This 

suggests that landfill capacity requirements may be closer to the third scenario modelled may be 

a more likely outcome than scenarios 1 or 2.  

 

The relative cost of disposal options is likely to be a determining factor for potential investor’s in 

future alternative waste management infrastructure. A tipping point is probable from 2010 

when the imposition of additional landfill tax (totalling £48 per tonne for non inert waste) is 

indicated which would have the effect of making landfill more expensive that most of the 

alternative options (see report section 4.2).   

 

However, this reduction and the rate of reduction in the use of landfill disposal will be 

dependent on the timely provision of alternative management options and systems including the 

timely commissioning of planned and proposed new waste management infrastructure.  

 

It is possible that an increasingly rapid take up of alternative waste management options may 

result in an apparent surplus of non inert landfill capacity in the medium term taking into 

account time limited planning permissions. This may result in existing non inert capacity being 

filled with construction and demolition waste in order to complete a site within business plan or 

planning permission time scales. In such a climate landfill operators may be reluctant to bring 

forward new capacity that may be not cost effective in the light of significant application and 

engineering costs. Furthermore provisional landfill capacity may not be developed until such 

time as the capacity provision is aligned with the demand, which in the long term is likely to be 

for disposal of intractable residues for which there is no alternative disposal option.  

 

The analysis given above also indicates that potentially up to some 30% of the identified non 

inert landfill capacity would remain unfilled at the end of planning permission time limits. The 

full utilisation of the identified apparent capacity may therefore require flexibility from sub-

regional planning authority with respect to planning timescales and will also be subject to site 

operators submitting further planning and permit applications.  The full utilisation of landfill 

Planning Sub-Region 
Remaining sites with Planning Permission 2020 
000s m3 

Cheshire 0 (permissions expire 2020) 

Cumbria 
0 (permissions expire 2020) 

Greater Manchester 0 (permissions expire 2018) 

Lancashire 2 sites (permissions to 2028 and 2045) 

Merseyside 
0 

Warrington 1 site (not limited but requires mineral extraction) 
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capacity with existing planning permission could be adequate to provide capacity to 2025 and 

beyond on a regional basis although site closures may result in local shortages of capacity. 

 

There are factors which could delay the potential for reducing reliance on landfill disposals. 

Failure or slippage in the development of alternative waste management services and facilities 

may result in a continuing landfill disposal activity. Future volatility on recyclate commodity 

prices could result in a demand for reversion to landfill if systems and waste management 

provision is not sufficiently flexible to cope with potential peaks and troughs. 

 

9 Planned built infrastructure 
 

9.1 New Waste Management Capacity 
New waste management capacity will be required mainly as a result of changes in future 

management methods. For municipal waste these new capacity requirements are detailed in 

section 4.1 of this report. It is concluded that each sub-region will be self sufficient in primary 

residual waste treatment processes. Section 4.2 of this report provides analysis of C&I waste in 

terms of waste arisings and the potential opportunities that these waste materials present in 

particular for alternatives to landfill disposal. This section of the report looks at the options and 

capacity that may be required to manage the identified opportunities in particular where the 

capacity may be provided by facilities of a strategic regional scale. 

 

9.2 Municipal Waste  
Municipal waste that may be treated at regionally significant facilities and thus may require new 

infrastructure provision may include; recyclates; products of residual waste treatment such as 

Refuse Derived Fuels (RDF); pollution abatement residues qualifying as hazardous waste (see 

hazardous waste); residual landfill (see landfill section8). 

  

In order to reach the 2015 Regional Waste Strategy target of 45% an additional 500,000 tonnes 

of household waste will have to be recycled or composted, and a further 350,000 tonnes will 

have to be recycled of composted to meet the 2020 target. This means that in total 850,000 

tonnes per annum of recycling and composting capacity will have to be found.  

 

9.3 Municipal Waste & Energy Recovery 
The products of municipal waste treatment processes may include materials such as RDF. 

Greater Manchester WDA has provided information that it is proposing to export 250,000 

tonnes of RDF per annum to an EfW facility at Runcorn. .It was announced by DBERR on 16 

September 2008 that consent and planning permission has been granted for this facility. The 

announcement also stated that the facility has the potential to take waste from Greater 

Manchester, Merseyside, Cheshire and Warrington that would otherwise go to landfill. This 

Runcorn facility would have a capacity of 800,000 tonnes per annum if granted which would be 

adequate to also accept similar products from residual waste treatment processes in Cheshire 

and Merseyside were that to be required. Alternative energy from waste applications are also in 

process that may be in competition for the same energy resource (see section 4.1).  
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9.4 Hazardous Municipal Residues 
Residual waste treatment processes may produce a variety of residual materials some of which 

may be classified as hazardous. These may include ash and other air pollution control abatement 

residues. The Minosus site in Cheshire has relatively recently been developed to take these types 

of waste for permanent disposal as a nationally significant facility with long term capacity.   

 

9.5 Commercial & Industrial Waste  
Section 4.2 of this report provides an analysis of the recycling and recovery potential of 

commercial and industrial waste.  

 

Analysis of the 2006 NW C&I survey indicates that about 2.5 million tonnes of waste materials 

currently disposed of to landfill could be diverted to alternative management options. The 

analysis taken from section 4.2 indicates that for C&I waste capacity may be required within the 

region to manage; 

 

• Up to 2 million tonnes of recyclate  

• Up to 1.5 million tonnes of C&I waste by treatment  

• Up to 2 million tonnes of waste through energy recovery 

 

The figures above are given as round numbers which are indicative of the scale of arisings. The 

management capacity allowed for in planning permissions is likely to significantly exceed the 

estimated tonnes of waste to be managed, given that the waste management systems will be 

operating in a market environment which will require both technical and commercial flexibility.  

 

There may be options for how any particular waste may be managed. Thus if a commitment is 

made to managing the waste through a specific route it will not be available to alternative 

processes. Undifferentiated mixed commercial waste for example will be composed of materials 

such as; paper, card, plastics, glass and food waste which if source segregated would produce 

materials suitable for recycling or composting.  These materials also have calorific value that 

would also provide a feedstock to energy recovery processes. Waste that is unavoidably mixed 

and cross contaminated and items that are composed of multi-materials may be suitable only for 

energy recovery. 

 

9.6 C&I Waste Recycling and Reprocessor 
Capacity 

Recycling capacity may be provided by a combination of collection, sorting, bulking, size 

reduction and reprocessor and manufacturer. Sorting (Material Recovery Facilities MRFs) and 

bulking facilities are likely to be required at a sub-regional level, whilst reprocessors and 

manufacturing processes using recyclate are more likely to draw on regional or national 

catchments. Evidence from the WDAs and other stakeholders shows that whilst there is 

significant recycling and reprocessing capacity materials are currently sent all over the UK.  

 

It remains likely that new strategic reprocessing capacity will be developed at various locations 

across the UK, which cannot be predicted within this study. However, the development of new 

reprocessing capacity not only provides waste management capacity but also presents economic 

and employment opportunities (see section 11) these have been recognised within the NW 

region’s economic strategy, and through Envirolink support is given to potential new 
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development in the NW. At the time of this report a proposal to develop a recycled paper and 

card processing plant has been announced in Greater Manchester. This may provide 400,000 

tonnes per annum capacity and could take paper and card for recycling from the NW and also 

draw on material for other adjacent regions.       

 

It should also be recognised that community and small scale enterprises may provide recycling 

and reprocessing capacity perhaps based on specific local waste arising or niche markets. These 

may make a valuable contribution to capacity but would be considered for planning on a sub-

regional basis. Given that the waste management systems will be operating in a market 

environment which will require both technical and commercial flexibility the management 

capacity allowed for in planning permissions is likely to significantly exceed the estimated 

tonnes of waste to be managed. 

 

In considering any investment in recycling the potential volatility of recyclate markets must be 

taken into account. The value of recyclate is dependent of both the recycling and reprocessing 

capacity and demand for recycled and reprocessed product. Inadequate processing capacity or 

product demand can result in depressed prices. Export of materials outside of the UK cannot be 

ignored as significant capacity for managing recyclable materials is currently provided by 

export. The reliance of export introduces risk that demand and capability of receiving countries 

may not continue and this would if realised have impacts on recyclate price and the overall 

capability of waste management systems. The development of adequate recycling and 

reprocessing capacity within the NW would reduce long term risk and increase sustainability.      

 

9.7 Treatment    
The 2006 NW C&I survey indicates that there may be up to 1.5 million tonnes of waste which 

could be treated using processes designed for treating residual municipal waste. However, 

whilst national waste strategy encourages commercial waste capacity to be provided within 

municipal residual waste treatment solutions, information provided by the WDAs is that no 

significant capacity will be available over and above that for dealing with commercial waste 

collected by Waste Collection Authorities (WCAs). It is also anticipated by some WDAs that 

commercial waste collection by the WCAs may become prohibitively expensive when new 

treatment costs are recharged at full recovery rates. 

 

There are a number of proposals for new treatment and recovery processes in the southern part 

of the region. One treatment plant in Merseyside with planning permission and a number of 

proposed development for treatment and energy recovery in both Cheshire and Merseyside have 

indicated that they would accept both municipal and C&I waste (of suitable unit size and 

composition). It is understood that viability of these proposed developments may be strongly 

influenced by securing long term municipal waste contracts. The operator of the treatment 

facility for up to 400,000 tonne per annum at Eastham in Merseyside has stated that the 

development will be modular and will be scaled up on the basis of secured contracts for 

municipal waste or the availability of suitable commercial waste. It remains to be seen if 

treatment processes for mixed residual C&I are commercially viable unless linked to 

mainstream municipal waste treatment contracts. 

 

Treatment by in-vessel composting has already proved viable as a treatment for food and food 

processing waste from C&I sectors. An existing in-vessel composting plant may currently be 

considered as regionally significant as it takes waste from various locations in the NW region. It 

is likely that further in-vessel capacity for C&I waste would also have strategic value. 
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9.8 Energy Recovery 
The value of energy that can be recovered from waste is being increasingly recognised and it 

would appear probable that significant capacity could be developed. Energy recovery facilities 

are likely to be developed at both regionally strategic and sub-regional scales. The viability of 

large scale strategic facilities is heavily dependent on secured long term contracts and supply of 

input waste material which can be provided by residual municipal waste as discussed above.  

 

Technical developments now mean that smaller scale energy recovery facilities may be viable 

particularly when the efficiencies of combined heat and power are taken into account. Capital 

and running costs for energy recovery facilities can be reduced if waste streams consistent in 

material type and specification such as can be provided by some commercial and industrial 

producers. Smaller scale energy recovery facilities are more likely to be sub-regional in terms of 

the catchment supplying their waste, although facilities that rely on very selective inputs may 

have regional catchments. A report commissioned by Envirolink includes the conclusion that for  

C&I streams small scale embedded EfW plants based on thermal recovery appear to offer 

attractive options for Northwest companies. 

 

 

9.9 Planning Applications and Proposals 
in Progress  

At the time of reporting there are a number of potentially significant waste management 

facilities that are currently under application or have come forward as proposals (see table 14 

below). At face value these would appear to be offering a significant treatment capacity for 

municipal and commercial and industrial waste. However, it may be deduced that the ultimate 

development of these facilities will depend not only on the granting of planning permissions but 

also on the success of bids and contractual arrangements with respect to municipal waste for the 

waste disposal authorities of Cheshire and Merseyside. In Merseyside there have also been 

recent approvals for two new waste treatment facilities one of which is a working demonstrator 

as part of Defra’s Waste Implementation (new technologies) Programme processing 50,000 

tonnes of municipal waste, the other at Eastham is for a 400,000 tonne per annum facility 

capable of treating residual municipal waste and C&I waste of a similar physical character. 

 

Table 14 Recent new planning applications and proposals in the NW Region 

(Data supplied by NW WPAs) 

Location 
Proposed through put in 1000’s tonnes 
per annum 

Ince Marsh 
Cheshire  

MBT/IVC: 100; 
RDF: 600; WEEE recovery: 250; plastics 
recovery: 100; wood recovery: 
150te; ethanol production: 250;  
WTS:100 

Greater Manchester  400 reprocessor capacity paper and card 
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10 Broad locations/groups of 
authorities where demands and 
pressures for new waste 
management capacity could be 
accommodated  

 
 

The section brings together conclusions from the various elements of this study and reviews the 

options for the future location of regionally significant waste management facilities.  

 

10.1 Landfill Capacity 
 

The modelling in section 8 of this report shows that in theory there could be adequate landfill 

capacity for residual municipal and C&I within the region for at least 10 years or longer taking 

into account a reasonably predictable medium to long term fall in landfill requirements. 

Furthermore, if municipal strategies are implemented to target and if the identified 

opportunities for more sustainable management of C&I waste are optimised, capacity identified 

at landfill sites with current planning permissions could prove adequate well after 2025. 

 

However, the medium and long term rollout of how this capacity could be utilised is complex 

and underscored by limits on annual capacities, time limited planning permissions and capacity 

that is dependent on prior mineral extraction. Some 30% of the non inert landfill capacity with 

current planning permission would remain unfilled at the end of planning permission time 

limits, whilst 20% of the remaining capacity will only become available in the future if planned 

mineral extraction takes place. The utilisation of landfill capacity in practice is also dependent 

on the commercial consideration of operators.  The arrangement of contracts, and in particular 

long term contracts for residual municipal waste disposal, may have the effect of reserving 

capacity for use over an extended period of time.  This in turn may limit the capacity of sites to 

accept commercial and industrial waste which is generally disposed of under short term contact. 

 

The capacity requirements and reliance of sub-regional self sufficiency or regional or national 

capacity are different for each of the sub-regions. These are summarised in the table overleaf.   

 

Table 15 Landfill Self sufficiency provision by WPA 

 

Waste Planning 
Authority 

Landfill Self Sufficiency Provision  

Cheshire Self sufficient capacity until 2018 with additional capacity potential 
identified which would provide sub-regional capacity beyond 2025 
Cheshire sites provide some regional capacity 

Cumbria  Planning policy for sub-regional self sufficiency and will be self sufficient 
in the medium to long term subject to securing the capacities identified in 
the Draft Core Strategy Submission 2008  

Greater 
Manchester 

Medium and long term export of municipal residual waste to national 
facilities with some short term use of regional facilities  
C&I capacity to 2018  
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Needs Assessment based on Net Self Sufficiency Consultation on landfill 
due to take place early 2009 

Lancashire Self sufficient in long term 
Planning policy for sub-regional self sufficiency across the plan period, - 
from the present time to 2020 

Merseyside Municipal waste export to Warrington to 2013 
Not self sufficient in landfill capacity 
No landfill capacity after 2009  
Planning proposal to secure sub-regional landfill capacity 300,000 tpa  

Warrington Self sufficient until 2013 
Beyond 2013 would rely on a planning  application for unutilised capacity 
at a site subject to future mineral extraction 

 

With reference to the maps (1a-3b) showing the location of landfill within the NW it is notable 

that although there is a bias to more rural specific locations the distribution of current landfill 

capacity shows a good fit with the principle of broad location that services the region’s pattern of 

urban development.  The mapping of existing reprocessor capacity in section 5 of this report 

also shows up a similar pattern of development.  

 

Whilst there is strong evidence that the requirement for residual landfill disposal will continue 

to fall for both municipal and C&I waste, provision of long term landfill capacity remains an 

important consideration given the long lead times necessary to secure new capacity. Uncertainty 

over the rate of diversion to alternative waste management options is a significant factor in 

assessing how long landfill capacity will last. The evidence shows that in the event of landfill 

deposits continuing at the current (2006 data) levels regional capacity will be adequate to year 

2013. However, after this date the availability of capacity becomes complex and dependent on 

the extension of planning permission timescales by sub-regional planning authorities.  

 

The projections shows that landfill deposits will not will sufficient to use the total permitted 

capacity at a number of sites. Where this is the case sub-regional planning authorities will have 

to extend the timescale over which landfill sites may operate in order to use all of their potential 

capacity that is allowed for in existing planning permissions.  In the absence planning 

authorities agreeing to extend the timescale over which landfill sites may operate, gaps in 

landfill capacity are likely to appear in the Merseyside, Warrington and the west and south of 

Greater Manchester areas after 2013.   

 

In addressing long term landfill provision opportunities to extend capacity at existing sites 

should be taken where this is reasonably practical. Such provision should be made taking in 

environmental and wider planning considerations into account including where the 

maintenance of capacity and pattern of provision for landfill capacity meets a regional and 

strategic need.    

 

At the point that it becomes evident from monitoring that gaps in landfill capacity will appear 

new landfill sites will have to be accommodated through the planning process.  A previous 

report completed for the NW RTAB in 20048 included a mapping exercise which identified areas 

of search and constrained areas for landfill development  for each of the waste planning sub-

regions of the NW (at the time of the report Halton and Warrington were grouped as Mid-

Mersey). The maps from this report are included in Appendix 5. This mapping exercise shows 

that all the waste planning authorities have identified areas of search, although there is no 

                                                             
8 A Waste Strategy for  the North West – The Challenge Ahead – The Banks Foundation April 2004 
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certainty that new sites would be available within these areas of search.  However, the maps also 

show that Merseyside has the least possibility for areas of search.    

 

Notwithstanding the difficulties in securing new landfill capacity priority should be given to 

securing self sufficiency on a WPA basis.  In this context the WPA with the least capacity for 

landfill should give priority to securing new landfill capacity within its own area.  Only when all 

possibility of developing new landfill capacity within the sub region has been exhausted should 

there be reliance on other sub-regions.  Where this is the case WPA’s should be encouraged to 

provide the evidence that demonstrates their inability to provide landfill capacity within their 

own sub-region.  When it is evident that new landfill capacity needs to be provided on a regional 

basis the WPA’s that are likely to be involved in providing this landfill capacity and the WPA’s 

that require this landfill capacity should work together supported by the regional planning body 

and RTAB. 

 

Landfill capacity in Cumbria is likely to serve the sub-region only (due to its geographical 

isolation to the rest of the region). The current distribution in Cumbria reflects settlement 

patterns surrounding the heavily constrained Lake District National Park. Plans for maintaining 

sub–regional self sufficiency in Cumbria should ensure that this pattern is maintained. It is 

recognised that for self sufficiency in Cumbria there is a need to identify additional disposal 

capacity in the south of the county as at present waste is taken to landfill in Lancashire. 

 

In the long term and in accordance with the objectives contained in the recently adopted 

Landfill Framework Directive, landfill as a disposal option may be confined to the disposal of 

treated residuals.  These treated residuals will present only low levels of potential impact on the 

environment and amenity.  In the longer term, therefore opportunities for securing disposal 

sites may be less constrained than is currently the case for non-inert waste.    This may increase 

the potential areas of search for landfill greater than that shown in the appendix maps provided 

by Banks. 

 

 

10.2 Built Waste Management Capacity  
New built capacity will be required in order to meet municipal waste management requirements 

for residual waste treatment products and recyclates together with the opportunities identified 

for recycling and recovery from C&I waste. The implementation of this new built capacity 

development is likely to be market driven and complex and thus investment will be based on the 

financial viability of opportunities taking into account the process requirements for feedstock, 

catchments and transport infrastructure together with the availability of sites. 

 

All of the WPAs within the NW region have indicated that they are able to plan for new built 

industrial scale waste management capacity. The pattern of where new built facilities could be 

located should therefore reflect the pattern of arisings for sub-regional provision and in addition 

for regionally strategic sites along side the pattern of arisings the transport infrastructure in 

order to minimise transportation costs and environmental impacts (such as GHG emissions). 

 

The majority of waste arisings in the NW reflect the pattern of urban development. Thus the 

broad belt of urban development stretching across the south of the region taking in Merseyside, 

Cheshire, Warrington and Greater Manchester provide the location of the majority of waste 

arisings and the urban centres of Lancashire from Preston through east Lancashire provide a 

second concentration.  
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Transport infrastructure naturally reflects these distributions with major east west networks 

and north south along the M6 Motorway.  The core locations for potentially strategic regional 

waste management facilities are principally defined by the motorway networks. The east west 

M62 and its continuation north of Manchester defines the spine of a network providing access to 

all of the metropolitan areas of Merseyside and Greater Manchester. This corridor is also 

defined by the M56/M60 to the south whilst to the north the M6, M57, M58, M61 and M65 

provide linkage with the main east west corridor and the main urban areas of Lancashire. The 

broad locations for any new built regionally significant waste management facilities should 

therefore also follow this pattern of distribution in order to take advantage of the efficiency of 

this transport infrastructure.  

 

This pattern of urban development is located within five of the six WPAs that make up the NW 

region. Taking into account the variability of options for new waste management developments 

it would be inappropriate to be prescriptive as to which WPA any specific development should 

be located in. The presumption for sustainability and self sufficiency would suggest that the 

weighting of new built facilities should reflect the weighting of arisings and thus the 

metropolitan sub-regions may be expected to provide a high level of capacity.  
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 Map 6 This shows the preferred “Broad locations” for regional waste management 

infrastructure (landfill and built waste management facilities) 

It focusing on the major urban areas for waste arisings and transport corridors   

  

Key 
Area Shown in 
cross hatch 
represents: 
Regional Broad 
Locations of arisings 
and preferred 
location for regional 
waste management 
facilities (landfill 
and built waste 
management 
facilities 
 
Flags 
Represent existing 
landfill sites 
(operational at 
2008) 
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Map 6 overleaf shows the broad locations in which planning provision should be preferred for 

regional waste management infrastructure (landfill or built waste management facilities). 

 

Applications outside these broad locations may provide regional strategic facilities and therefore 

should be considered on a case by case basis according to the specific merits of the proposal or 

opportunity and the criteria outlined in this report. 

 

 

 

11  Conclusions 
 
 

11.1 Criteria for assessment as Sub-
Regional/Regional/ National Facilities 

 
11.1.1 Sub- Regional Waste Management Facilities 
 
“Sub-regional” waste management facilities are defined as those only serving one sub region. 
 
 

11.1.2 Regional Waste Management Facilities 

From the detailed discussion in Section 3 of this report in conclusion 

the criteria defining any strategic regionally significant facility will in principal be: 

 

• The facility is not viable on sub-region self-sufficiency basis and the practical catchment 

for arisings includes more than one sub region 

• The facility is dependent on the location of an energy user (heat or power) or national 

grid connection that requires catchment for arisings to include more than one sub 

region 

• The facility is directly linked to another facility in another sub-region/region  

And/ 

or 

• One or more sub-region cannot provide for a specific type of facility  

 

For any specific proposed waste management facility these principal factors will be informed by 

a more detailed and in depth analysis of regional or sub-regional strategic issues which will 

include: 

  

• Technical viability of operational scale 

• Economic viability of scale  

• Environmental analysis (in terms of sustainability) 

• Strategic arisings catchment, collection, transfer and transportation logistics and 

infrastructure 

• Planning constraints on the availability of locations  

• Availability of sites 

• Location of heat or energy user 

• Existing Facilities (Capacity, lifespan, technical compliance with changing 

requirements) 
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11.1.3 National Waste Management Facilities 

 

The Planning Bill, in progress through parliament at the time this report was prepared, sets out 

thresholds over which waste management infrastructure is categorised as nationally significant. 

These thresholds are for; 

 

• 100k tonnes pa for disposal of hazardous waste by landfill or in a deep storage facility 

• 30k tonnes pa hazardous waste in any other case  

• EfW projects in which electricity generation exceeds 50MW 

 

Consent from the Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (DBERR) is 

currently required to build and operate a power station with a capacity of over 50MW under 

section36 of the Electricity Act 1989.  The proposed 100MW EfW facility in Runcorn by INEOS 

Chlor Ltd has recently been consented under this requirement and has also been granted 

deemed planning permission under Section 90 (2) of the Town and County Planning Act 1990. 

 

It will be expected that these thresholds will come into force of law and thus adopted by the 

region to categorise national significant facilities. 

 

The criteria proposed in this report allow for proposals to be assessed relative to the situation of 

any specific development and recognise that generic types of waste management may fall into 

either sub-regional, regional or national facility classification.  
 

 

11.2 Built Waste Management Facilities 
 

For municipal waste it is concluded that each sub-region will be self sufficient in primary 

residual waste treatment processes. Municipal waste that may be treated at regionally 

significant facilities and thus may require new built infrastructure provision may include; 

recyclates and the products of residual waste treatment such as Refuse Derived Fuels (RDF). If 

the household waste recycling rate is to reach the 2004 Regional Waste Strategy (RWS) targets 

of 45% by 2015 and 55% by 2020 then additional capacity for recycling of 500,000 and 830,000 

tonnes of materials respectively will be required.  

 

Analysis of the 2006 NW C&I survey indicates that about 2.5 million tonnes of waste materials 

currently disposed of to landfill could be diverted to alternative management options. C&I waste 

capacity may be required within the region to manage; 

 

• up to 2 million tonnes of recyclate  

• up to 1.5 million tonnes of C&I waste by treatment  

• up to 2 million tonnes of waste through energy recovery 

 

The waste management capacity allowed for in planning permissions is likely to significantly 

exceed the estimated tonnes of waste to be managed, given that the waste management systems 

will be operating in a market environment which will require both technical and commercial 

flexibility.  
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A 2007 survey of NW reprocessors for Envirolink indicated capacity gaps for dealing with mixed 

ordinary waste, non-metallic wastes (including glass and rubber), animal and vegetable wastes, 

chemical wastes, common sludges and health care wastes. This demonstrates a need for the 

expansion of existing facilities and/or additional facilities. However the current pattern of 

provision indicates that many of these types of facilities work at a nation scale and thus this 

provision could develop both in the North West which would exploit opportunity for economic 

development and employment or in other regions.  

 

The value of energy that can be removed from waste is increasingly recognised and it would 

appear probable that significant capacity could be developed.  Energy recovery facilities are 

likely to be developed at both regionally strategic and sub-regional scales.  Technical 

developments now mean that smaller scale energy recovery facilities may be viable particularly 

when the efficiencies of combined heat and power are taken into account.  Smaller scale energy 

recovery facilities are more likely to be sub-regional in terms of the catchment supplying their 

waste, although larger facilities, such as is allowed for in the combined heat and power facility 

planning granted to Ineos Chlor, would have regional catchments. 

 

11.3 Landfill 
 

It is concluded that planning for future landfill capacity requirements must take into a 

combination of  factors : 

• the demand for landfill disposal as the option of last resort 

• the availability of landfill void space (with existing permissions and permits)  

and 

• the potential to develop new capacity.   

 

The trend in recent years has been for a significant reduction in reliance on landfill for the 

disposal of non-inert waste. The evidence available for this report indicates that the combination 

of policy, legislation and economic factors points to a continuation of this trend and indeed an 

accelerated reduction in the requirement for future landfill disposal of both municipal and C&I 

waste.  Analysis of municipal waste management strategies and the potential for diversion of 

C&I waste from landfill to recycling or energy recovery indicates that in the medium to long 

term landfill capacity requirements for the region could fall from the order of 5 million m3 per 

annum to less than 2 million m3 per annum.  

 

This change is consistent with National and EU strategy for moving waste up the waste 

hierarchy and with the climate change agenda for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The rate 

of change and extent to which new waste management options are exploited is dependent on a 

wide range of factors which will include the capability of the spatial planning process.  Whilst 

the requirements for municipal waste is becoming clearer, changes for C&I waste are essentially 

dependent on economic conditions, the markets and the viability of private sector investment, 

which are inherently variable.   

 

The modelling in section 8 of this report shows that in theory there could be adequate landfill 

capacity for residual municipal and C&I within the region for at least 10 years or significantly 

longer taking into account a reasonably predictable medium to long term fall in landfill 

requirements. Even in the event of landfill deposits continuing at the current (2006 data) levels 

regional capacity will be adequate to 2013. However, after this date the availability of capacity 
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becomes complex and dependent on the extension of planning permission timescales by sub-

regional planning authorities.  

 

The existing landfill capacity estimate gathered together for this report represent the most 

realistic assessment that has been available to data at a regional level. However, this data also 

reveals underlying complexity in the available capacity through time such that potentially up to 

some 30% of the non inert landfill capacity with current planning permission would remain 

unfilled at the end of planning permission time limits, whilst 20% of the remaining capacity will 

only become available in the future if planned mineral extraction takes place.  

 

The full utilisation of the identified apparent capacity may therefore require sub-regional 

planning authorities to extend the timescale over which landfill sites may operate in order to use 

all of their potential capacity that is allowed for in existing planning permissions.  Such 

extensions of use will also require site operators to submit further planning and permit 

applications. The extension of the period of operation for the landfill sites i.e./  increasing the 

deposit period at existing sites should, in most circumstances, represent a preferred option and 

have a higher priority to the development of entirely new sites.   

 

At the time of drafting this report, landfill capacity requirement and availability cannot be 

predicted with certainty beyond 2013. In the light of uncertainties over potential time and 

planning restrictions on currently identified capacity there may be a requirement to find new 

landfill capacity in the medium term, in particular where the closure of existing sites would lead 

to undue transportation of waste for alternative disposal.  On going monitoring of both waste 

arisings and disposal patterns as well as landfill capacity will be vital to this consideration until 

such time as long term sustainable alternative waste management options can be implemented.     

 

In the light of uncertainties over long term landfill capacity, opportunities to extend capacity at 

existing sites should not be dismissed, where this is reasonably practical and is subject to 

appropriate consideration of locational, environmental and cumulative impacts in both local 

and regional contexts. This together with the full utilisation of capacity that has already been 

identified in planning permissions, as well as the provision of alternative waste management 

options will minimise the need to develop new alternative landfill sites.  

 

11.4 The Pattern for Broad Locations of 
Waste Management Facilities 

 

The pattern of where new built waste management facilities could be located should reflect the 

pattern of waste arisings and for regionally strategic sites the transport infrastructure in order to 

minimise transportation costs and environmental impacts. The main pattern of urban 

development is located within five of the six WPAs that make up the NW region. Taking into 

account the variability of options for new waste management developments it would be 

inappropriate to be prescriptive as to which WPA any specific development should be located in. 

The presumption for sustainability and self sufficiency would suggest that the weighting of new 

built facilities should reflect the weighting of arisings and thus the metropolitan sub-regions 

may be expected to provide a high level of capacity.  

 

All of the WPAs within the NW region have indicated that they are able to plan for new built 

industrial scale waste management capacity. None of the WPAs have provided evidence such 
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that they would be unable to provide land areas for new built facilities such as 

recycler/reprocess, treatment plant, anaerobic digestion, in-vessel composting or thermal 

facilities to recover energy from waste.  The metropolitan WPAs have indicated that they may 

need to accommodate additional waste management built facilities in recognition that they may 

be reliant on strategic regional facilities for their landfill capacity. 

 

The mapping of potential areas of search for new landfill in the Banks study shows that all the 

waste planning authorities have identified areas of search in 2004.  WPA’s with the least 

capacity for landfill self sufficiency should give a high priority to searching for additional 

capacity.  Only when all possibility of developing new landfill capacity within the sub region has 

been exhausted should the search move to seek landfill capacity from other sub-regions.  Where 

this is the case WPA’s should be encouraged to provide the evidence that demonstrates their 

inability to provide landfill capacity within their own sub-region.  When it is evident that new 

landfill capacity needs to be provided on a regional basis the WPA’s that are likely to be involved 

in providing this landfill capacity and the WPA’s that require this landfill capacity should work 

together supported by the regional planning body and RTAB.    

 

The broad location for new facilities (including landfill) should be located in accordance with the 

observed pattern of arisings, collection and transportation routes. The majority of waste arisings 

in the NW reflect the pattern of urban development. Thus the broad belt of urban development 

stretching across the south of the region taking in Merseyside, Cheshire, Warrington and 

Greater Manchester provide the location of the majority of waste arisings and the urban centres 

of Lancashire from Preston through east Lancashire provide a second concentration. Transport 

infrastructure and in particular the motorway networks naturally reflects these distributions 

with major east west networks and north south routes.    
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12 Recommendations 
 

1.  That the criteria for assessment as Sub-Regional, Regional and National Facilities 

proposed in this report are considered for adoption within regional planning policies.   

 

2. In accordance with advice given in PPS10 the identified opportunities for managing 

waste at higher levels within the waste hierarchy in particular for commercial and 

industrial waste and for increased recycling and recovery of heat and energy identified 

in the report should be supported by strategic planning policies. 

 

3. The location of new built waste management facilities should reflect the location of 

waste arisings as shown in Map 6 and the metropolitan sub-regions may be expected to 

provide a high level of built capacity.   

 

4.  Planning policy should reflect the fact that sufficient capacity should be allowed for in 

order to run commercially viable waste management built facilities. 

 

5. The positive benefits of new built waste management capacity should be recognised in 

taking forward planning policies at the sub-regional and regional level, including the  

recognition of potential significant opportunities for economic development and 

employment, an important potential contribution to climate change as well as diversion 

from landfill.   It should also be recognised that failure to provide facilities may 

constrain economic growth. 

 

6.  Ongoing monitoring of new built waste management capacity is recommended to 

support the future waste planning process and any future policy development.   

 

7. Monitoring of landfill availability, utilisation and trends should be continued so that early 

steps can be taken to ensure adequate provision of landfill capacity without inhibiting the 

development of alternative management methods. 

 

8.   In order to address the uncertainty over landfill capacity availability after 2013 the following 

action should be taken in order of priority:  

 

• sub-regional planning authorities extend the timescale over which landfill sites may 

operate in order to use all of their potential capacity that is allowed for in existing 

planning permissions, in order to minimise the need to develop new alternative landfill 

sites. This will also require site operator to submit further planning and permit 

applications.   

 

• extend capacity at existing sites where this is reasonably practical until such time as 

long term sustainable alternative options can be implemented. 

 

• Explore the opportunities for new landfill development in particular those WPAs which 

are or may be in danger of being unable to meet their priority for self-sufficiency 
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9.         WPA’s with the least capacity for landfill self sufficiency should give a high priority to 

searching for additional capacity.  Only when all possibility of developing new landfill 

capacity within the sub region has been exhausted should the search move to seek 

landfill capacity from other sub-regions.  Where this is the case WPA’s should be 

encouraged to provide the evidence that demonstrates their inability to provide landfill 

capacity within their own sub-region.  When it is evident that new landfill capacity 

needs to be provided on a regional basis the WPA’s that are likely to be involved in 

providing this landfill capacity and the WPA’s that require this landfill capacity should 

work together supported by the regional planning body and RTAB.  This work should be 

in accordance with the preferred Broad locations for regional landfill facilities as shown 

in Map 6 within this report. 
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1 Checklist 
Planning Policy Statement 10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management Check 
List Appendix Table 1 

Key requirements from PPS10 Study contribution to meeting PPS 
10 requirements 

Required to help deliver sustainable development 
through driving waste management up the waste 
hierarchy (Appraisal of options) 

Analysis include identified 
opportunities for driving waste 
management up the hierarchy 

Regional planning bodies should in particular identify 
the tonnages of waste requiring management for – 
Commercial and Industrial and Municipal waste  

Municipal arisings and NW C&I 
survey provide data on tonnages  

Waste management requirement identified nationally Requirements for national waste 
management requirement is given 

Likely demand for waste management capacity from 
neighbouring regions, Wales/Scotland 

No intelligence suggesting any 
significant movements 

Look forward for a fifteen to twenty year period Analysis includes assessments of 
capacity up to 2025 however 
potential for legislative and 
technical development make long 
term projections of questionable 
value in particular for landfill 

The tonnages of waste requiring management should be 
apportioned by waste planning authority area or (to sub-
regions comprising more than one waste planning authority 
where waste planning authorities have indicated through their 
local development schemes that they intend to work jointly on 
development plan documents.) 

The study provides evidence of what 
tonnages require management for 
both municipal and C&I waste  

A pattern of waste management facilities of national, 
regional or sub-regional significance  

The study identify the current and 
future pattern of landfill provision 
and identifies in broad terms the 
pattern for built development  

Identify the broad locations where the pattern of waste 
management facilities should be accommodated. 

The study identifies the WPAs which 
may provide new built industrial 
scale facilities although these 
include 5 of the 6 WPAs in the 
region 

Robust analysis of available data and information  
 

Key requirements from 
Companion Guide 

 

Draws on work carried out at the local level 
including existing waste plans, data and other 
work in the preparation of local development 
documents and municipal waste management 
strategies (MWMS). 

The study takes into account all sub-regional 
WPA plans together with MWMSs and 
implementation plans   

The waste hierarchy has been considered with 
each tier sequentially 

The report does not address the option of 
waste reduction but does include analysis of 
reduction trends opportunities and options 
for managing waste at higher levels within 
the waste hierarchy are assessed 

The uncertainty associated with forecasting is 
recognised explicitly. 

This is explicitly recognised and various 
scenarios are assessed  

Information on current arisings, and trends in 
growth in informing forecasts are justified 

These factors have been assessed and agreed 
with the steering group 

Sensitivity analysis has been conducted  Sensitivity in particular to different levels of 
diversion from landfill has been assessed 
within the study 

Overall pattern identified is influenced by the WPAs have stated where they have heavy 



APPENDICES 
 

 Nationally, Regionally and Sub-regionally Significant Waste Management Facilities  

Draft Final Report 
  

ii 

likely opportunities for accommodating 
facilities In heavily constrained parts of a region 

constraints on development and these factors 
have been included in the study 

Pattern of waste management facilities is driven 
by distribution of arisings, generally similar to 
the existing and anticipated settlement 
morphology 

The pattern of waste management facilities is 
driven by distribution of arisings which 
reflect the existing urban distribution in the 
region 

The anticipated pattern of facilities is 
influenced by the catchment and necessary 
flows of waste for the type of facility in 
question. 

Catchments and transport links provide a 
defining influence on the recommended 
pattern of facilities  

Co-ordination of specialist facilities for wastes 
that arise in relatively small quantities, or that 
have wide geographic dispersal and require 
specialist treatment technologies is included 

The study recognises within the definitions 
assessment that specialist waste facilities will 
have regional significance  

In considering the broad locations for the 
pattern of waste management facilities, care has 
been taken, particularly for the smaller scale 
waste streams, to avoid limiting market 
flexibility. 

The study takes note of the requirement to 
avoid limiting market flexibility and assesses 
the scale of provision over a range of options 

Opportunities considered to co-locate facilities 
together and with complementary activities 
reflecting the concept of resource recovery 
parks 

The concept of resource recovery parks is 
included in assessments 

Apportionment of wastes to be managed is not 
at a level of detailed analysis that is more 
appropriate for the local level to undertake 

Wastes and facilities that are clearly sub-
regional are assessed on the report 

The effect of other spatial planning 
considerations such as economic and housing, 
growth, regeneration and transport have been 
considered 

The study draws together sub-regional and 
regional  

Commercial considerations and constraints of 
the waste management industry have been 
considered 

 

For Municipal waste the potential impact of 
Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) 
commitments for the longer-term in municipal 
waste management contracts have been taken 
into account 
 

 

 
 
 
Checklists (pasted from Companion guide) 
• Has spurious accuracy been avoided in your analysis and presentation of data?  
• Is data being collected and provided by the right stakeholders in your area?   
• Have arrangements for data gathering been agreed between the RPB and WPAs?  
• Have assumptions and uncertainties been clearly highlighted, especially those to which the   

strategy is particularly sensitive? 
 

• Has data gathered and analysed in the context of MWMS development been drawn in?  
• Have assumptions on waste composition been reviewed to ensure that data for one waste   

stream is not inappropriately used for another? 
 

• Have forecasts based on historic data used a long enough time series and have attempts 
been made to explain variances in historic data?  

 

• Are limitations acknowledged with transparency?  
• Do forward projections take account of household/population forecasts and planned 

initiatives in respect of reduction and re-use, and changes in waste management systems? 
 

• Has adequate sensitivity analysis been employed?  
• Have broad areas for facilities of national, regional or sub-regional significance been  
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identified? 
• Are these areas clearly designated by WPA? 
• Have apportionment principles been developed in collaboration with constituent WPA? 

 

• Does apportionment provide an annual rate of waste to be managed for at least ten years 
from the planned date of adoption? 

 

• Do apportionments reflect the planning realities of each area of the region? Is adequate 
realistic provision made for final disposal? 

 

• Do apportionments incorporate the pattern of waste management facilities of national, 
regional or sub-regional significance? 
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2 Baseline Tables  
 
Other baseline data used will be made available in electronic format. 
Appendix Table 2 

NW Region Non Hazardous and open gate landfill capa city estimates    
Site  Grid reference Operator District LF Type Sub Region Estimated 

Capacity 
end 2007 

Comments 

Danes Moss 
Landfill Site 

SJ 90570 71160 

3 C Waste Ltd Macclesfield Non-Inert Cheshire 299,367  close 2009  

GOWY 
LANDFILL SITE 

SJ 44300 71700 

3 C Waste Ltd Chester City Non-Inert Cheshire 2,684,000 At historic deposit rate end 2007 
capacity would be about 1200000 
Planning for deposits to 2016 

Maw Green 
Road Landfill 
Site SJ 71815 57192 

3 C Waste Ltd Crewe and 
Nantwich 

Non-Inert Cheshire 1,394,336  Planning for deposits to 2011 

Kinderton 
Lodge, 
Middlewich 

SJ7200066000 Banks Congleton Non-Inert Cheshire 2,400,000 Planning time limit 13 years from 
2006 indicates 2019 

         Sub Total Cheshire 6,777,703   

Bennett Bank 
Landfill SD 21500 

75000 

W R G 
Environmental 
Ltd 

Barrow-in-
Furness 

Non-Inert Cumbria 225,000 Application in process for 
additional 800,000 m3 for use by 
Cumbria CC 

DISTINGTON 
LANDFILL SITE NY 02500 

24300 

Cumbria Waste 
Management 
Ltd 

Copeland Non-Inert Cumbria 150,000 

 
FLUSCO PIKE 
LANDFILL SITE NY 36342 

62729 

Lakeland Waste 
Management 
Ltd 

Eden Non-
Inert/SNRHW 

Cumbria 1,600,000 
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NW Region Non Hazardous and open gate landfill capa city estimates    
Site  Grid reference Operator District LF Type Sub Region Estimated 

Capacity 
end 2007 

Comments 

HESPIN WOOD 
LANDFILL SITE NY 36342 

62729 

Cumbria Waste 
Management 
Ltd 

Carlisle City Non-Inert Cumbria 1,550,000 At historic deposit rate end 2007 
capacity would be about 1250000  

LILLYHALL 
LANDFILL 
PHASE 3 

NY 02700 
24900 

Alco Waste 
Management 
Ltd/Waste 
Recycling 
Limited 

Allerdale SNRHW 
Landfill 

Cumbria 1,450,000 low levels of deposits at this site 
68,000m3 void reduction pa   

Thackwood 

NY 42564 
46669 

H & E Trotter Eden Non-Inert Cumbria 200,000 

 
         Sub total Cumbria 5,175,000 

 
CLIFTON HALL 
LANDFILL SITE 

SD 79425 
01929 

Biffa Waste 
Services Ltd 

Salford Non-Inert Greater 
Manchester 

407,000 site mothballed in 2004 no MSW 
waste. Landfill directive compliant 
phase only 407000cum  from 
risley appeal 2008 

Highmoor 
Quarry Landfill 

SD 97313 
06705 

Onyx Highmoor 
Ltd 

Oldham Non-Inert Greater 
Manchester 

2,680,000 inputs restricted by planning 
conditions to year 2014 

Pilsworth South 
Landfill SD 82588 

09583 

Viridor Waste 
Management 
Ltd 

Bury SNRHW Greater 
Manchester 

8,630,000 
Recent Planning permission gave 
6m m3 EA figure planning to 2017 

Whitehead 
Landfill Site SJ 71390 99490 

Viridor Waste 
Exeter Ltd 

Wigan Non-Inert Greater 
Manchester 

2,500,000 close planning 31 Oct 2013 

         Sub total Greater 
Manchester  

14,217,000   

Bent Hall Farm 
L F S 

SD 70700 
19500 

Edmund Proctor 
Ltd 

Blackburn with 
Darwen 

Non-Inert Lancashire 100,000 
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NW Region Non Hazardous and open gate landfill capa city estimates    
Site  Grid reference Operator District LF Type Sub Region Estimated 

Capacity 
end 2007 

Comments 

CLAYTON 
HALL LANDFILL 
SITE 

SD 56600 
21500 

Quercia Ltd Preston/Chorley Non-Inert Lancashire 900,000 

input 110,000 tpa planning to 2028 
CLIFTON 
MARSH 
LANDFILL SITE 

SD 46700 
28500 

Sita ( 
Lancashire ) Ltd 

Fylde/Preston 
Borough 
Council 

SNRHW 
Landfill 

Lancashire 2,800,000 Only asbestos not SNRHW  May 
2008 - end 2012 (SITA) 

Deerplay Landfill 

SD 85600 
28300 

Shanks Waste 
Services Ltd 

Burnley Non-Inert Lancashire 1,200,000 Planning extended to 31 
December 2022. 300,000cu m of 
mineral plus 1.5m cu m airspace. 
Site mothballed at present and 
inputs estimated at 100,000 from 
when operations recommence. 

Jameson Road 
(Phase 2) 
Landfill Site 

SD 33000 
45800 

Sita ( 
Lancashire ) Ltd 

Wyre Non-Inert Lancashire 2,500,000 has 2.5m cum due to close 
31/12/2018 ref from Sita May 2008 

RIGBY 
LANDFILL 

SD 58343 
12126 

Waste 
Recycling 
Group Ltd/3C 
Waste Limited 

Wigan/Chorley Non-Inert Lancashire 300,000 Planning extended May 2008 to 11 
September 2010 

Westby Landfill 
Site 

  Woods Waste 
Ltd 

Fylde/Blackpool Non-Inert Lancashire 400,000   

Whinney Hill 
(New Area) SD 75900 

30400 

Sita ( 
Lancashire ) Ltd 

Hyndburn Non-Inert Lancashire 12,000,000 More void with planning but no 
permit/ break in planning 2x6m m3 
planning to 21/2/2045 

WHITEMOSS 
LANDFILL 

  J Routledge & 
Sons Ltd 

West 
Lancashire 

Haz Landfill Lancashire 
 

2,013 

Withnell Quarry SD 63900 
23900 

Biffa Waste 
Services Ltd 

Chorley/Preston Non-Inert Lancashire 100,000 
planning to 2010 
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NW Region Non Hazardous and open gate landfill capa city estimates    
Site  Grid reference Operator District LF Type Sub Region Estimated 

Capacity 
end 2007 

Comments 

         Sub Total  Lancashire 20,200,000  
Lyme & Wood 
Pits 

SJ 56500 96500 

Cory 
Environmental 
(Central) Ltd - 
was Lyme & 
Wood 
Developments 
Ltd 

St Helens Non-Inert Merseyside 1,500,000 At historic deposit rate 500,000 tpa 
void at end 2007 would be 
1750000   planning till 2009. it is 
estimated that the void space at 
the end 2007 should be about 
1.5m cu m 

         Sub total  Merseyside 1,500,000   

ARPLEY 
LANDFILL SITE 

SJ 58958 86793 

3 C Waste Ltd Warrington Non-Inert Warrington 11,000,000 EA void indicate 11m m3 but 
inputs limited to 1.4mtpa (permit 
restriction) planning expires 2013 -
From Risley appeal may 2008 - 
void estimate 11m m3 at 800,000 
tpa 

Fir Tree Farm 
Landfill Site 

SJ 67800 91700 

Collier Industrial 
Waste Ltd 

Warrington Non-Inert Warrington 1,000,000 Fir tree and Moss Hall effectively 
one site  planning permission open 
ended 

Moss Hall Farm 
Landfill Site 

SJ 67940 91662 

Collier Industrial 
Waste Ltd 

Warrington Non-Inert Warrington 

 

Fir tree and Moss Hall effectively 
one site   

Western Moat 
Lane and 
Omrod Farm 

SJ 68200 90900 

Collier Industrial 
Waste Ltd 

Warrington Non-Inert Warrington 3,000,000 Planning permission but no permit 
of development no time limits on 
planning 
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NW Region Non Hazardous and open gate landfill capa city estimates    
Site  Grid reference Operator District LF Type Sub Region Estimated 

Capacity 
end 2007 

Comments 

RISLEY 
LANDFILL SITE 

SJ 66500 93500 

Uk Waste 
Management 
Ltd 

Warrington Non-Inert Warrington 594,000 Appeal for additional capacity 
rejected 

    Sub total  Warrington 15,594,000  
        
    Regional Total 63,463,703  
 
 
Data and 
Information 
to be 
supplied by 
WDAs – for 
year 2006/7 Blackburn  Blackpool Cheshire  Cumbria 

Greater 
Manchester Halton  Lancashire Merseyside Warrington  Wigan 

NW 
Regional 

Total 
Figures below 
in Tonnes                     

Total 
Household 

Waste 66,740 71,058 405,563 297,548 1,148,927 66,453 599,656 772,986 103,243 160,504 3,692,678 
Total 

Municipal 
Waste 78,557 84,201 421,794 345,698 1,332,000 74,601 675,587 849,105 113,200 204,618 4,179,361 

Collected 
Waste            

Total 
Household 

Waste  49,772 56,112 343,380 258,899 933,443 66,453 473,643 632,320 103,243 125,903 3,043,168 
Commercial 

Waste 6,244 7,000 16,231 23,535 80,439 2,724 32,142 19,258 2,335 0 189,909 



APPENDICES 
 

 Nationally, Regionally and Sub-regionally Significant Waste Management Facilities  

Draft Final Report 
  

vi 

Other 
Municipal 

Waste 1,330 3,137  27 9,411 1,364 10,368 21,368 7,622 10,093 64,720 
Recycled 5,156 9,944 56,085 40,922 143,567 7,083 86,758 53,924 16,151 10,008 429,598 

Composted 2,886 7,168 56,202 34,630 77,527 4,597 67,496 39,867 12,728 11,019 314,120 
Materials 
managed 
through a 

MRF 3,454 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,047 0 0 8,501 
Residual 

Collected 
(passed to 

WDA) 45,850 49,137 170,289 159,784 792,788 43,015 361,899 530,782 n/a 96,610 2,250,154 
HWRC 
Managed 
waste            

Recycled 5,355 5,889 16,598 16,879 62,022 5,823 58,469 48,660  10,724 230,419 
Composted 1,606 1,438 17,307 9,363 25,301 2,602 13,890 26,595  3,347 101,449 

Residual 10,008 6,345 72,851 35,941 128,161 7,006 53,654 107,377 10,914 19,721 451,978 
HWRC Non 
Household 4,046 3,724 0 20,388 11,994 4,060 51,536 35,493 5,302 10,343 146,885 

Residual 
Treatment            
Residual EfW 0 0 0 0 121,113 0 0 330 0 0 121,443 

Residual 
Landfill 55,858 55,482 275,669 239,716 850,753 54,061 396,676 598,562 78,871 125,407 2,731,054 

% Household 
Waste 
Recycled 20.62 19.9 17.9 18.42 17 14.6 25.0 13.9 15.6 12.92 17.87367 
% Household 
Waste 
Composted 6.69 11.8 18.1 13.79 8.72 10.4 14.0 8.6 12.3 8.95 11.25386 
Combined 
diversion R&C 
% 27.31 31.7 36.0 32.21 25.72 25.0 39.0 22.5 28.0 21.87 29.1 
% EFW 0  0.0 0 9.25 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.03 
% landfill 73.29 68.3 64.0 67.78 64.99 72.5 61 77.4 69.7 78.13  
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KG/head of 
population 
(arisings)BV84 494 479 590 594 524 556 506 562 531 523 539 
KG/head of 
population 
(residual)BV8
4 348 336 376 437 389 416 310 436 383 409 417 
Cost £(BV87) 49.65 38.95 59.82 50.08 58.86 49.14 40.94 52.24 40.58 37.07 51.68 
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3 Overview of Types of Waste 
Management Facility and 
potential regional significance  

 
 
 
 
Recycling and Reprocessing 
 
Most recycling facilities for sorting, shredding, baling and storage of recyclate are appropriate at 
a sub-regional level. Community based recycling is also likely to be at the sub-regional scale. 
However, specialised material specific transfer facilities and downstream processes such as 
reprocessing and re-manufacturing facilities may require development at an adequate economic 
scale such that most facilities will service a wide geographic catchment at sub regional, regional 
or national level.  
 
Recyclate reprocessing facilities have usually been developed within constraints applied to the 
general industrial manufacturing sector.  In the event of any challenge to planning applications 
for new or extended reprocessing plant the issue of need on a sub regional, regional or national 
basis would be relevant.  
 
Reprocessor inputs and outputs 
 
Appendix Table 4 
Waste Source Output Product 
Aluminium cans:  Packaging Cans 
Aluminium cans:  General Manufacturing 
Cardboard:  Fluting paper/packaging 
Glass  Packaging Glass  
HDPE: (Multi-layered bottles)  Granules 
HDPE: (Multi-layered bottles)  Paillettes 
Mixed plastics:  Blast furnace 
Mixed plastics:  (recycling) stakes 
Mixed Plastics:  (Recycling) pallets 
Newspapers and magazines:  Newspapers 
Papers (complex):  Sanitary and domestic 
Papers:  Fluting paper/packaging 
Papers:  Moulded cellulose 
PET:  (bottles) closed loop 
PET:  (bottles) three layer injection 
PET:  Clothes fibres 
PET:  Fibres (hot wash) 
Plastic film:  Plastic sacks 
PVC:  Plastic tubings 
 
Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment classifications 
 
1. Large Household Appliances (e.g. washing machines, cookers) 
2.  Small Household Appliances (e.g. toasters, irons, hairdryers)  
3.  IT and Telecommunications Equipment (e.g. PCs, copiers, phones, mobiles) 
4.  Consumer Equipment (e.g. TVs, videos, hi-fis) 
5.  Lighting Equipment (e.g. fluorescent lamps, but excludes filament light bulbs)  
6.  Electrical and Electronic Tools, exception large-scale stationary industrial tools (e.g. 
lawnmowers, sewing machines, drills) 
7.  Toys, Leisure and Sports Equipment (e.g. video games, bike computers, slot machines) 
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8.  Medical devices, except implanted and infected products (e.g. ventilators, analysers) 
9.  Monitoring and control instruments (e.g. smoke detectors, thermostats) 
10. Automatic dispensers (e.g. drinks dispensers, chocolate dispensers, ATMs) 
 
 
Composting 
 
Closed vessel composting will be increasing required to meet both the higher levels of diversion 
of municipal waste through composting of kitchen waste and the requirements of the Animal-
By-Products Regulations. These will be industrial scale facilities. It may be expected that 
economies of scale will result in the development of facilities that serve more than one WPA 
area.  
 
It is proposed that windrow composting is considered at a sub-regional scale. 
 
Anaerobic Digestion 
 
A process where biodegradable materials break down in the absence of oxygen in an enclosed 
vessel under controlled conditions into a digestate, liquor and biogas.  Feedstocks are 
biodegradable fractions from MSW and C&IW such as food processing wastes following removal 
of materials for recycling and non-biological materials using mechanical processes such as MBT. 
The organic waste stream is passed to the anaerobic digester where biogas produced during 
digestion is transferred to a gasholder and used to provide internal electrical power generation 
and heating requirements or sold to the grid. 
 
Treatment of Residual MSW (Mechanical Biological Treatment type treatments) 
 
Residual waste treatment plants for municipal waste are in practice being planned or developed 
at a scale within individual WPA areas (metropolitan area). Cross boundary movements will be 
the exception although economies of scale and partnerships may optimise solutions for the 
stand alone unitary authorities. 
 
Hazardous Waste Treatment 
 
These facilities are almost certainly required at a regional or nation scale of operation although 
it will be difficult to establish any broad location in terms of individual WPAs. 
 
Secondary Residual Waste Treatment (Energy Recovery) 
 
These types of facilities can be developed at any scale from pilot upwards and thus have in 
theory a wide potential for location. However, optimisation of process, logistics and BPEO may 
well suggest sub-regional or regionally significant facilities provide the optimum scale of 
development. 
 
Specialised Material Specific Treatment  
 
Increasing segregation of waste materials (including through legislation and economic drivers) 
may lead to new specialised treatment options (examples being the requirement to segregate 
and treat batteries) for which regional and potential nationally significant facilities represent the 
most appropriate scale of operation. 
 
New Technologies 
 
There are a wide range of new technologies that are emerging from research or are under 
development. These include processes which result in the production of valuable materials or 
energy recovery. Whilst the type of facility and scale of operation may vary sub-regional, 
regional and national significance will be subject to the same the assessment of criteria. 
 
Energy from Waste 
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High capital costs which reduce significantly with economies of scale suggest that these facilities 
would be preferentially if not exclusively developed at a regionally significant scale. Any such 
facility developed for open gate commercial and industrial use would almost certainly fall into 
the regionally significant category. However, high energy cost and ongoing technical 
development indicate that local energy recovery utilising material specific feed stocks may be 
developed on a smaller more local scale in particular with combined heat and power.   
 
Landfill – Biodegradable Waste 
 
Despite the strong drivers to move away from landfill as the primary method of disposal some 
ongoing capacity will be required for the foreseeable future (especially for residual wastes?). 
Landfill of biodegradable materials has the greatest number of locational planning constraints. 
New landfill capacity will be required for municipal as well as commercial and industrial waste 
and given the constraints on location this will almost certainly be of regional significance. 
 
A critical factor will be the point when landfill ceases to be least cost option, in particular for 
commercial and industrial waste. From this point onward landfill may be increasingly be 
confined to treated residues with low potential environmental impact. Landfill site volume 
requirements will also reduce. These factors may reduce the planning constraints on location 
and increase the potential areas of search. 
 
Appendix Table 5 

Facility9 Tonnage Footprint Employment 
WEEE Reprocessing  40,000 tpa 1.6 ha 30 
Textiles (re-use) 7,000 tpa 1,5 ha 17 
Compost Facility 60,000 tpa 1.6 ha 10 
Construction & Demolition 
Waste 

300,000 tpa 1.6 ha  

Glass (aggregates) 50,000 tpa 0.8 ha  
Plastics Plant (1) 30,000 tpa 1.5 ha 94 
Plastic Plant (2) 6,000 tpa 1.5 ha 75 
High grade paper recycling 5,000 tpa 0.4 ha  
Paper (mill) 500,000 tpa  372 
RRP Visitor Centre - 0.5-1.0 ha 3-5 
 
Appendix Table 6 Illustrative Site Requirements of Re-Use and Reprocessing 
Facilities10 
 

Waste Facility 
Typical 

Throughput 
Footprint Space 
Requirement11 

Employment. How 
many people to 
operate? 

MRF, clean 
40,000 tpa
75,000 –

100,000 tpa

1-1.5ha
1.3 ha, (4ha with 

depot)

20-25
27-40

MRF, dirty 
200,000 to 
250,000 tpa

5 ha 60-200

EfW, advanced thermal 
50,000-70,000 

tpa
0.5 -1 ha 10-50

EfW, direct burn 
70,000 tpa
100,000 –

500,000tpa

1.5-4 ha
4-5 ha

11-14
15-20
30-35

MBT 
70,000 tpa
120,000 tpa

1-2 ha
2.5 ha

18
30

                                                             
9 All include car parking/storage and some form of visitors centre/meeting room 
10 Basic data from “Meeting the Challenge – A Guide to Waste Planning in London” ALG, Nov 2004, with additions from specific 

reprocessing companies i.e. TEG, Lynwood Plastics, Linpac Plastics 
11 Note all costs and footprints assume individual units, and do not take into account cost and area benefits of an integrated waste 

management plant 
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Waste Facility 
Typical 

Throughput 
Footprint Space 
Requirement11 

Employment. How 
many people to 
operate? 

AD 
20,000 tpa
50,000 tpa

1 ha
4-5

7-20

IVC 25,000 tpa 1 ha 6-10

Autoclave, part of MBT 
100,000 –

150,000 tpa
2-3 ha 20

Integrated: 
MRF/MBT/AD/Recycling 

150,000 tpa
(AD 40,000 tpa)

Min 5* ha 20-100

Landfill (*) 1.5m m3 100-300 ha 15

Windrow compost (*) 10,000 tpa 1-2.5 ha 6-10

Waste Transfer Station (*) 80,000 tpa 1.25 ha

 
 
Footprints and employment of Typical Waste Facilities12  
*Information on footprint space requirement provided by Greater Manchester 
WDA 
 
 
 

4 Identifying the positive benefits 
of new waste management 
infrastructure  

 

Benefits which contribute to the objectives within the draft RSS and Regional 

Economic Strategy 

 

The Northwest Regional Economic Strategy (RES) 2006 lists targets under eight different 

headings. Of these eight, six can be directly contributed to by the development of new waste 

management infrastructure. 

 

• GVA Growth 

• Job Creation 

• Firm Formation 

• Qualifications 

• Employment 

• CO2 Savings 

 

(The other two targets are Graduate Qualifications and Deprivation). 

 

Qualifications 

The RES targets individuals without qualifications and aims to reduce the number of working 

age people with no qualifications by 80,000. The development of new waste management 

infrastructure does have the potential to contribute to this.  

 

                                                             
12 Input from Peter Jones, Biffa Waste; Steve Bell, Veolia; Tim Wheeler, WRG; also from “Future Perfect”, Biffa Waste 2002-3, “Waste 

Strategy for England 2007” Annex A, Defra, May 2007; “Catalogue of Applications, New Technologies Demonstrator Programme”, Urban 

Mines for Defra 2007 
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One of the criteria for operating a permitted waste management site is that there must be an 

employee that holds, or is working towards, a Certificate of Technical Competence (COTC) in 

the relevant discipline. Although this qualification cannot be held without achieving previous 

qualifications (and therefore would not contribute to RES targets in its own right), the 

philosophy of the awarding body, WAMITAB (Waste Management Industry Training & Advisory 

Board), is to introduce non-statutory competence at all levels in the sector. 

 

The existing workforce in the waste industry has historically had low literacy and numeracy 

levels. In reaction to this WAMITAB proactively offers literacy and numeracy courses as part of 

the suite of qualifications it approves for the waste industry. This approach is recognised as best 

practice by the Department for Schools, Children and Families and the literacy test is recognised 

by the Qualifications Curriculum Authority.  Other qualifications range from those for operators 

at Level 1 to those for managers at Level 4 and are based around the NVQ system. These 

typically cover operations such as refuse collection, recycling, street cleansing, landfill and 

treatment of waste. 

 

As WAMITAB notes on their web site, improving the skills of the workforce enables companies 

to keep pace with changing technology in the waste management industry. The site goes on to 

say the NVQ system: 

 

• improves company performance  

• develops an adaptable workforce  

• motivates employees  

• shows commitment to quality and ‘investing in people'  

• gives a measurement of people's skills and experience  

• helps to find the right employees  

• recognises people's achievements  

• identifies training needs and set training targets  

 

Energy & Utility Skills (EUS) also targets waste management companies with training 

opportunities. Some of these, such as literacy, are in partnership with WAMITAB CIWM and 

ESA and others are through third party training bodies across England & Wales. The basic level 

waste management courses cover Recycling Operations, Recycling Management and Waste 

Management Operations - treatment, transfer, landfill & incineration. Each of the courses is 

Are delivered through a number of units. EUS has also developed its own technical competence 

programme called the Competence Management System. This has been developed in 

partnership with operators and the ESA. The programme is currently submitted to Defra for 

approval and, if this is received, will be offered as an alternative to the COTC. 

 

With such a spectrum of courses on offer and with government recognition of the need for 

training in the sector, waste management companies are in a good position to be able to assist 

with the delivery of qualifications targets set in the RES. 

 

 

CO2 Savings 

There are a number of ways that the introduction of a recycling based waste management 

infrastructure contributes to reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

 

• through the reduction in GHGs emitting from landfill  

• through a reduction in raw material production 
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• through the generation of energy from waste 

 

Like all industrial activity and energy usage, waste management, recovery and recycling 

activities do have a detrimental greenhouse gas impact. However, balanced against this is the 

GHG impact of the traditional waste disposal option of  landfill. 

 

Biodegradable material, for instance food, paper, cardboard and wood, when disposed of via 

landfill, degrades in the absence of air, producing methane as a by-product. Methane is 21 times 

more potent GHG than carbon dioxide, hence the restrictions of landfilling biodegradable waste. 

Some landfill sites reclaim this methane to produce electricity, but the capture is not complete 

and this does not represent an effective method of methane disposal.  

 

The Stern Report  assessed the impact of the waste management industry on GHG production. 

Stern cited a US EPA report that notes waste is currently responsible for 1.4 GtCO2e/year, of 

which over half is from landfill sites and most of the remainder from waste water treatment.  

 

Recycling materials can result in significant CO2 savings. The table below demonstrates the 

savings that are achieved for some commonly recycled materials. 

 

Table 16 Recycling & Co2 savings 

Material Savings/Tonne 

Aluminium 3.3tCO2e 

Glass 0.32CO2 

Plastic 1.25CO2 

 

Technologies such as energy-recovering incinerators also help to reduce emissions. The 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) estimate that 0.7 GtCO2e/year could be 

saved in 2020, of which three quarters could be achieved at negative cost  and one quarter at a 

cost of $5/tCO2e. 

 

Therefore the development of new waste management facilities can be an important contributor 

to reducing CO2 emissions for the northwest.  

 

Contribution to PPS10 

The relevant target here which is not covered in detail elsewhere in this report is the 

requirement for waste management facilities to drive waste management up the waste 

hierarchy. 

 

Essentially any facility that diverts waste from landfill can contribute to this. The majority of 

facilities that achieve such diversion will perform recycling and move the waste one step further 

up the waste hierarchy. Other facilities that enable the reuse of items, such as schemes for 

municipal and office furniture and those for WEEE, would take this further as would scrap 

metal facilities that include a reuse element. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 Nationally, Regionally and Sub-regionally Significant Waste Management Facilities  

Draft Final Report 
  

vii 

Economic benefits – Employment Estimates 

The first attempts to forecast job creation through growth in waste processing and recycling, 

were carried out by Waste Watch13 in 1999, using published data from a number of sources, 

including the USA. They estimated employment in sorting and reprocessing based on 

throughput. This was represented as the “Sorting Coefficient” or “Reprocessing Coefficient”, 

calculated by Waste Watch after consultation with companies involved in processing, as the 

volume of material processed per employee, in tonnes. 

 

Table 17 Employment Estimates in sorting and reprocessing based on throughput 

 

 Sorting 
Coefficient 

Reprocessing 
Coefficient 

Paper & 
Card 

351 530 

Plastics 351 149 
Textiles 351  
Glass 351 3207 
Ferrous 351 2102 
Non-ferrous 351 933 
Garden 351  
Others 351  
 Tonnes/ 

employee 
Tonnes/ 
employee 

 

 

Waste Watch Job Creation Coefficients 

In the resultant report14, job creation is assessed for these individual recycling sites, and for the 

wider reprocessing sector. Summarising their conclusions, and based on previous Lepu 

research, they concluded typical tonnes per employee for key process stages and materials: 

 

Table 18 Job gain for waste recycling/reprocessing sector 

Material Collection/Sorting Re-Processing Jobs Gain per 
1,000 tonnes 

Plastics 15.6 0 15.6 
Paper 2.6 1.9 3.5 
Glass (mixed) 0.33 0.42 0.75 
Glass (separated) 0.60 0.42 0.75 
Green Waste 0.5 0.8 1.3 
WEEE 40.0 - 40.0 
Furniture non-
WEEE 

13.6 - 13.6 

Aluminium 11 0 11 
Steel 5.4 0 5.4 

 

 

Job Creation per Tonne Recycled15 

Translating through to the delivered eco-sites, job generation amounted to: 

                                                             
13  “Jobs from Waste” Waste Watch 1999. 
14 “Jobs from Recycling: Report on Stage II of the Research” Andrew Jones, Sue Percy, LEPU/London South Bank University, August 

2004 
15 From report p29 
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Table 19 Job generation 

Eco-Site Direct Jobs (inc. sub-
contracted) 

Annual Tonnage 
processed 

Glass 28 19,104 tpa 
C&D Waste 3 186,000tpa 
Paper 50 54,000 tpa 
Organics 21 111,770tpa 
Total 102  

 

Job Impacts per Eco-Site16   

Taking into account the upstream and downstream impact of this processing (i.e. collection, 

transport, re-manufacturing etc) and those displaced (e.g. Through not landfilling the material 

any longer) the report claims a total job impact of +366 jobs. 

 

In the operation of a MRF and associated sales and logistics, from a Lepu survey of local 

authorities, the report also estimated the job creating in MRF operation to amount to 541 tonnes 

per employee, plus 444 tonnes per employee in sales and transport. A review of the existing and 

potential job market in Waste Management in Scotland17 quotes higher figures for MRF 

operation of 1,370 to 3,000 tpa per employee based on local facilities (and hence fewer jobs). 

 

In a recent report, by Deloitte “Assessing the economic impact of Merseyside Waste PFI’s, July 

2008 the total net short-term benefits associated with the construction of new waste PFI 

facilities are estimated to be: 

 

• 1,100 jobs in total during the total course of the construction project (not annually) 

within the authorities where the sites are located; 

• A further 100 jobs in the rest of Merseyside and another 300 jobs in the rest of the 

North West; 

 

The report noted that there may be negative disruption and congestion costs associated with this 

depending on development-specific factors.  The report also states: 

 

• The Waste PFI facilities, when up and running, may support as many as 101 jobs on-site 

and generate around £12 million (in value at cost) from electricity generation. 

 

The total net longer-term quantifiable benefits of ongoing operations can be summarised as: 

• Approximately 91 jobs within the authorities where the sites are located; 

• A further 11 jobs in the rest of Merseyside; and 

• A further 21 jobs in the rest of the North West; 

 

After accounting for the residual economic value in the waste-stream, it is estimated that the 

increase in GVA associated with the Waste PFIs would be of the order of: 

• £5.9 million to 10 million in the authorities where the sites are located; 

• A further £0.5 million in the rest of Merseyside (0.08 per cent annual GVA); and 

• A further £1 million in the rest of the North West (0.02 per cent annual GVA); 

                                                             
16 Derived from report p41 with volumes added from elsewhere in the report 
17 “Assessment of the Existing and Potential Job Market in Waste Management in Scotland” Colin Murchison, Caledonian Shanks Centre 

for Waste Management, May 2003 
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Additionally there are other effects which are not easily quantifiable and are excluded from the 

above estimates. These include: 

• House price externalities; 

• Agglomeration and clustering effects;  

• Induced trade in waste and recyclates; and 

• The environmental benefits of Waste PFI activities. 

 

The exclusion of the latter consideration from the analysis is likely to result in an underestimate 

of the monetary benefits of the scheme, but we are not placed to say by how much. 

 

Economies of scale  

Economies of scale can be enjoyed by any size firm expanding its scale of operation. The 

common economies are purchasing (bulk buying of materials through long-term contracts), 

managerial (increasing the specialization of managers), financial (obtaining lower-interest 

charges when borrowing from banks and having access to a greater range of financial 

instruments), marketing (spreading the cost of advertising over a greater range of output in 

media markets). Each of these factors reduces the long run average costs (LRAC) of production.  

This theory has traditionally applied to single facilities and we stick with this distinction here.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Economies of Scale 

 

A recent study for Defra on economies of scale18 stated that the technical (theoretical) economic 

scale was expected to be at the point where the costs were minimised through the decreasing 

facility costs and increasing transport costs.  However, the report found that for most 

technologies the decrease in facility costs dominated and costs fell for all scales tested i.e. the 

process average cost curve in the figure above never turned upwards.  This led the authors to 

conceive the term “practical optimal capacity”, to the left of the theoretical optimum, as seen in 

facilities currently in the market place.  

 

The conclusions of the optimisation project are illustrated in the table below.  The majority of 

plants currently in operation or planned for 2012 are at much smaller scales than the practical 

optimal capacity suggested by these results (apart from MRFs). 

 

Table 20 Economics of scale associated with waste treatment 

 

                                                             
18 Economies of Scale – Waste Management Optimisation Study Final Report.  Defra 2007 

Process 
average cost 
 

Facility size 

Cost 
per 
tonne 
 

Theoretical 
optimum capacity 

Practical optimum 
capacity 
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Technology 
Practical 

optimal facility 
scale (ktpa) 

Comparison 
facility scale (ktpa 

Cost savings available 
by fully utilising 

optimal facility scales 
(£ million) 

EfW Energy from 
waste 

400 100 352 

MBT Mechanical 
biological 
treatment 

200 50 178 

IVC In-vessel 
composting 

50 25 24 

GWC Green waste 
windrow 
composting 

50 25 10 

MRF Materials 
recycling facilities 

50 25 43 

 

 

Optimal Capacities - waste technologies 

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the Defra  report is the fact that reduced technology costs 

from scale dominated increased transport costs.  As such the methodology used for estimation 

of transport costs matters and bears repeating here.  Population densities were calculated for 

urban, suburban, and rural areas and subsequent waste arisings. 

 

Economies through co-location  

There are positive benefits associated with the clustering of groups of waste management 

infrastructure in on one site, acknowledged by the NWDA as supporting the development of 

Resource Recovery Parks.  Urban Mines have been championing the concept of sustainable 

Growth Parks for over 10 years and recognise potential sustainability benefits such as reduced 

transport impacts from reprocessors/recyclers situated in conjunction to where waste is 

collected, bulked, sorted and preliminary processed.  There are added potentials of utilising 

energy and steam produced from the processing and treatment of the materials to surrounding 

industrial facilities including additional waste treatment facilities themselves requiring energy 

and steam.  There are also additional benefits stimulating employment and creating the added 

value from the original waste materials to be utilised within the local economy rather than 

export. 
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5 Maps from Banks Foundation 
report 2004 “Areas of least 
constraint for landfill site for 
category 1 (landfill) facilities” 
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