BIDSTON MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY (MRF) CAPACITY AND FUTURE MRF REQUIREMENTS ON MERSEYSIDE

WDA/35/06
Recommendations
1.
Members accept the need to maximise the available capacity at Bidston MRF as soon as possible to reduce the risk of a MRF capacity shortfall becoming apparent in 2007/8. A planning application for a second shift at Bidston MRF to be submitted to Wirral MBC no later than the end of November 2006. 

2.
Members agree a policy to procure additional MRF capacity to the north of the River Mersey.  Given that the Factfiles indicate a shortfall in available MRF capacity arising in the next 2 years, the planning, sites acquisition and procurement of this additional MRF capacity should be given high priority and appropriate provision made in the capital programme from 2007/8.

3.
Members note the options presented in paragraph 5 of the report to procure additional MRF capacity and approve Option 2. Procurement through a separate Design and Build contract could bring forward the delivery of a MRF by around 12 months (mid 2009) compared to procurement through the Recycling Contract. 

BIDSTON MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY (MRF) CAPACITY AND FUTURE MRF REQUIREMENTS ON MERSEYSIDE

WDA/35/06

Report of the Director

1. Purpose 
The purpose of this report is to:

a. Provide the Authority with a high level assessment of the provision of MRF capacity at Bidston 
b. Identify the need and timing for a variation in planning application for a second shift at Bidston;

c. Identify the need and deliverability of further MRF capacity on Merseyside with sufficient evidence to support a policy decision on how MRF capacity can be delivered and incorporated into the capital programme for 2007/8.
2. Executive Summary

2.1 The recent moves by District Councils to implement mixed dry recyclable collections is an encouraging one in terms of greater partnership working and the recognition of the recycling and landfill diversion targets within the JMWMS. However, this change in the nature of kerbside collections is bringing increased pressure to bear on the existing MRF facility at Bidston and generating a demand for MWDA to consider developing further capacity on Merseyside earlier than previously envisaged.
2.2  Bidston MRF has a current operational capacity of 30,000 tonnes per annum. It will run out of capacity by 2008 or earlier if a second shift to increase capacity up to approximately 50-55,000 tonnes is not operational by mid 2007. At that time, 47,000 tonnes capacity will be required to accommodate Wirral and Liverpool. The shortfall of capacity rises between 30,000-100,000 tonnes per annum by 2010 if Knowsley, Halton and  Sefton move to co-mingled collection schemes. 
.  

2.3  This report offers a high level assessment of the provisions of MRF capacity and delivery in the short to medium term. It advises on the need to expand capacity and addresses related planning, financial, operational and communication issues and risks. Detailed cost models, technology or multiple option assessments have not been undertaken at this stage.
2.4  This report requests Members agree policy decisions on how MRF capacity should be delivered, make provision in the capital programme from 2007/8 and recommends a specific option to ensure procurement within a short timescale.  

3. Scope

     Enviros Consulting Ltd. has reviewed the tonnages and waste flow models      
     for MWDA in discussion with the District Councils and the preparation of  
     the Local Authority FactFiles. The FactFiles present the overall tonnage of 
     each material waste flow alongside information on its point of delivery and   
     the services required from MWDA including MRF capacity.

 It was also important to consider the planning, operational, political and       
    communication issues and risks associated with the timetables and the ` 
    needs of the District contract changes. Detailed cost models, technical   
    assessments, waste haulage costs or multiple options assessment will still 
    need to be undertaken before a final location is determined and a decision 
  taken to commence the build. 

 There are a number of caveats which need to be included in assessing the 
    profiles provided through Enviros modelling:

· All data is based on the latest District FactFiles. 

· The model is what the Districts will require to meet their targets but not necessarily what will actually be delivered.
· The model is not “predictive” in that it does not make the assumption that the Districts will meet the targets or that the tonnages will appear in reality.
· An assumption that St Helens will remain on kerbside sort for dry recyclable collections.

4. Background
The required MRF sorting capacity for Merseyside has changed     
significantly during 2006 with a number of the District Councils and Halton in the process or planning to change their household waste collection systems from kerbside sort of dry recyclables to kerbside co-mingled collections. The Bidston MRF was built initially to accommodate the needs of Wirral who will commence their new co-mingled scheme from 6 November 2006. Liverpool has requested access to the Bidston MRF from 13 November 2006 onwards for their new collection scheme. Knowsley are reviewing their scheme and have indicated they may move to a co-mingled collection in 2007 subject to member approval. Halton plan to move to a full co-mingled collection scheme in 2008. Sefton may wish to adopt a co-mingled bin collection scheme post 2010 depending on costs/benefits. 
Each District Council has developed and ratified a District Council Action Plan (DCAPS) which provide a framework detailing the relevant waste flows for the various collection systems in their district. From these waste flows it was possible to forecast the tonnages of material that would have to be captured through kerbside recycling to meet the JMWMS targets each year up to 2020. 
Linked to the District Council Action Plans are the Fact Files which present the “best planning framework” for identifying the service requirements of the Districts. All Merseyside FactFiles have been confirmed in writing to MWDA except for Knowsley MBC. Halton is currently developing a District Council Action Plan and FactFile.
The results from the recently completed waste composition analysis has highlighted low levels of compostable garden waste (8%) in the waste arising across Merseyside, Therefore correspondingly higher levels of recycling (paper, glass, plastics etc.) are required to meet targets. As part of the MWDA’s ongoing PFI procurement, DEFRA requested that the latest waste composition figures were incorporated into all waste flow models and this work has been completed.
The Districts must consider the requirements of recovery, recycling and disposal as they plan changes to their collections schemes or appoint new contractors. It is important that the collection and disposal authorities work together at the earliest stage possible in developing new proposals for collection to ensure an holistic approach which supports the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy. 

5. Forecasting MRF Capacity Provision

MWDA’s current MRF asset is at Bidston on the Wirral to the south of the River Mersey. The MRF is designed with an operational capacity to process 30,000 tonnes per annum on a single shift for which planning approval has been granted. With a variation to the current planning approval it would be possible to operate on two shifts. 

Figure 1 (on page 5) clearly shows the MRF capacity requirements for each Authority between 2006 and 2021. The requirements of Wirral and Liverpool in 2007 demonstrate the point at which operational changes at Bidston need to be in place.  After that date, the possible changes to co-mingled collections by Knowsley and Halton demonstrates a sharp rise in the need for MRF capacity. Two scenarios are displayed post year 2010 to reflect different options of collection being considered by Sefton MBC. It is clear from the graph that on current forecasts MRF capacity will exceed 100,000 tonnes per annum by 2011.
Figure 1: Forecast MRF Capacity Requirement
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The forecast tonnage data assume that glass is to be included in the waste flows sent for MRF sorting. This accounts for 20% of the tonnage. This is consistent with the planned collection scheme design of Wirral MBC and Liverpool CC and the design of Bidston MRF. It must be recognised that this assumption need not necessarily be the case for future co-mingled waste collection schemes as the inclusion of glass may can have a detrimental impact on marketability of any co-mingled paper collection. 
A comparison of the forecast MRF capacity shortfall under different assumptions for the capacity available at Bidston operating on a 1 and 2 shift pattern are shown in Table 1 below.
Table 1: MRF Capacity Shortfall.

	Year
	Including Sefton BC post 2010
	Excluding Sefton BC post 2010

	
	Shortfall

(1 shift)
	Shortfall

(2 shifts)
	Shortfall

(1 shift)
	Shortfall

(2 shifts)

	2006
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2007
	17,370
	-
	17,370
	-

	2008
	40,191
	10,191
	40,191
	10,191

	2009
	44,799
	14,799
	44,799
	14,799

	2010
	99,340
	69,340
	63,620
	33,620

	2011
	106,739
	76,739
	70,305
	40,305

	2012
	122,832
	92,832
	85,669
	55,669

	2013
	135,480
	105,480
	97,573
	67,573

	2014
	145,030
	115,030
	106,365
	76,365

	2015
	149,704
	119,704
	110,653
	80,653

	2016
	154,540
	124,540
	115,098
	85,098

	2017
	161,050
	131,050
	121,214
	91,214

	2018
	169,469
	139,469
	127,810
	97,810

	2019
	173,951
	143,951
	131,876
	101,876

	2020
	177,245
	147,245
	135,169
	105,169


Short Term

Wirral and Liverpool will commence their phased co-mingled collections in November 2006 which should be borough wide by April-May 2007. Wirral propose to provide materials initially on an alternate weekly basis so the inclusion of Liverpool materials may off-set additional operational costs identified. 

The FactFiles indicate that there will be insufficient capacity at Bidston to meet demand by the end of 2007 should Knowsley decide to move to co-mingled collections. The FactFiles also indicate that a second shift at Bidston would delay the shortfall in capacity until 2008 when Halton may also require MRF capacity. Thereafter if the relevant districts are to progress towards achieving their 2010 recycling targets, a significant shortfall in MRF capacity becomes apparent even with 2 shifts operating at Bidston.

The shortfall in available MRF capacity rises to between around 30,000 and 100,000 tonnes per year by 2010, depending on the different scenarios adopted for Bidston shift operation and Sefton MBC’s collection scheme.

Operationally there remain a number of issues including payments/recycling credits to the Districts and whether the market will accept co-mingled glass and paper. Initial discussions have been held with the paper industry about “contamination” of paper. As part of the current arrangements, the paper mill has agreed to undertake a trial but at present the assumption has been made by Wirral and Liverpool that co-mingled will be acceptable. There will be a risk for their new systems should the paper industry reject the collections following the trial and changes by householders will be required. If glass is not included in the co-mingled waste (but collected through an alternative system) the overall MRF capacity requirement may be reduced by around 20% which could mitigate the capacity shortfall. However, Bidston is designed to process 30,000 tonnes including glass. If glass is not included in the waste stream the actual throughput available at Bidston may be correspondingly reduced which would serve to maintain an overall capacity shortfall.  
A decision needs to be made about whether it is necessary to apply for any variation to the Planning Permission at Bidston and what that variation could be. The safest course of action would be to treat the issue as if a variation was required. Current conditions need to be reviewed and following a decision on variation of hours regarding maintenance which should be decided by Wirral Council shortly, a robust way forward in respect of changes to the shift pattern can be taken. 

Essential to the development of Bidston and future MRF facilities will be effective and clear communications that deal with key messages and multiple audiences to minimise the risks in terms of planning and negative political and public perception. Effective communications can also be an opportunity to educate and raise awareness of waste management issues.
Medium/Long Term

Long term waste forecasting beyond 2010 is more uncertain as it will be influenced by long term waste growth assumptions, potential changes in waste composition and achievement of recycling targets. However, the FactFiles indicate a MRF capacity shortfall of 100,000- 180,000 tonnes per year by 2020.
6.  Future Provision of MRF Capacity

Options for Procuring Additional MRF Capacity 

Enviros has considered two fundamental options available to MWDA    which will allow additional MRF capacity to be procured.  These are:

1. Option 1: Procure new MRF capacity through the existing Recycling Contract procurement process, or;

2. Option 2: Procure some of the new MRF capacity directly through a bespoke procurement (Design & Build) in parallel with the Recycling Contract procurement, with MRF operation services being provided through the Recycling Contract.

Option 1 – Procurement through the Recycling Contract

The current Recycling Contract procurement programme has a contract commencement date of 1st October 2008.  Thereafter, if it is assumed sites and planning permissions have been secured in advance (including an Environmental Impact Assessment if necessary), the following works would be required before MRF capacity could be made available:
· Preparation of Waste Managements License, and License determination

· Detailed design and construction contract procurement (undertaken by the Recycling Contractor);

· Mobilisation and construction works;

· Commissioning.

A realistic time period to conduct all of the above activities would be around 22 months.  Therefore, additional MRF capacity would not be available through the Recycling Contract until around August 2010.  This date may be 2 to 3 years after significant MRF capacity is required.

Option 2 –Design & Build procurement
Though adopting a Restricted Procedure Design & Build procurement it may be possible to bring forward the operational date of further MRF(s) to provide additional MRF sorting capacity, and address the capacity shortfall at an earlier date.
If it is assumed that the MRF will require an Environmental Impact Assessment then it is likely to take up to 12 months to secure planning permission.  On this basis, if a decision is taken by the Authority in the near future to adopt this option, it would be possible to have planning permission for a MRF by the end of 2007. The Authority is already looking at options for sites acquisition.

It would be possible to procure in parallel to the planning process, a Design & Build contract for the delivery of a MRF.  Therefore, it is should be possible to have a MRF construction contract awarded by the end of 2007.  Post-contract award the following works would be required:

· Preparation of Waste Management License, and License determination;

· Mobilisation and construction;

· Commissioning

A reasonable time scale for conducting the above works would be 18 to 20 months.  Therefore, additional MRF capacity could be delivered by around mid 2009.  This is 12 months sooner than if the MRF were to be procured through the Recycling Contract; yet several months after the award of the Recycling Contract; therefore the Recycling Contractor would be available to operate the MRF under a service contract arrangement.

7.  Outstanding Issues

7.1 
MRF Capacity and Cost

There are financial implications for the implementation of a second shift at Bidston. Based on the operation costs of the current shift, at approximately £650,000 per annum, the potential additional costs to run a second shift is in the range of £500,000 per year
It can be assumed that if further MRF capacity were to be built, it would be constructed to the north of the River Mersey, as Wirral already has sufficient MRF capacity (although it should be noted that, if the Wirral MRF continues on single shift working, Wirral would require further MRF capacity of up to 30ktpa following 2010 based on their FactFile). 
Further MRF capacity (60-100,000 tpa) may be required by 2010 and the capital cost of MRFs with such capacity would be expected to be around £8-15M for the baseline year of 2006. This cost estimate excludes land acquisition costs. The need for further MRF capacity would be significantly influenced by Sefton’s decision to opt for co-mingled or stay with a kerbside sort collection scheme. After 2010, should the success of co-mingled collection be proven, it may be possible to deliver further MRF capacity directly through the Recycling Contract. 
MRF capital costs would be heavily influenced by the technology specified within the MRF – from “low-tech” bulk sorting processes (screens, and manual separation, etc), to a more automated “high-tech” MRF process featuring, for example, Near Infra-Red (NIR) plastic polymer or paper grade separation systems.  
Given that the forecast MRF capacity requirement is large, it is likely that “high-tech” separation technology would be financially viable at this scale, and offer cost economies in the longer term through reduced operating costs and higher material revenues.  The anticipated capital cost of a high-tech MRF is towards the upper end of the cost bracket provided (£12-15M).

It should be recognised that the delivery of a MRF prior to 2010 would not only support the districts in achieving their JMWMS recycling targets, but could also make a significant contribution to the BMW diversion rate in the first Landfill Directive target year (2009/10), and subsequent years prior to MWDA’s residual waste facilities being available.  
The BMW diverted would be in the form of paper (100% BMW) and potentially textiles (50% BMW), should these be included in the co-mingled collection scheme.  If it is assumed that only paper is diverted through the MRF, and that only one shift is available at Bidston, the BMW diverted through MRF recycling can be estimated as shown in Table 2 below.
Table 2: BMW diversion through paper recovery

	Year
	BMW diverted

(tonnes per year)
	LATS cost

(@£150/t)
	Cumulative LATS cost

	2009
	            26,234 
	£     3,935,055
	£     3,935,055

	2010
	            57,167 
	£     8,575,086
	£   12,510,142

	2011
	            60,691 
	£     9,103,662
	£   21,613,804

	2012
	            69,039 
	£   10,355,814
	£   31,969,618

	2013
	            75,840 
	£   11,376,001
	£   43,345,619


From Table 2 it can be seen that kerbside collection supported by additional MRF capacity would have the ability to divert up to 75,840 tonnes of BMW from landfill by the year 2013, after which time it is forecast that MWDA can achieve full LATS compliance without the need to trade for LATS certificates.  In order to achieved the higher figures in latter years (2012 onwards) further MRF capacity may be required.

If a single additional MRF were to be operational in 2009, it is forecast that the reduction in LATS exposure achieved in the first year of operation could be worth up to £3.9M if LATS penalty costs of £150/t are assumed.  This figure increases to £8.5M in 2010 when JMWMS targets of over 30% recycling should be achieved by the districts
7.2  
Planning

As our contracted planning Advisor, Mouchel Parkman are available to prepare and submit the variation of planning application for the second shift at Bidston.
There is a possible requirement of Environmental Impact Assessment if planning applications are above the notional £50,000 tonnes “trigger” including the second shift at Bidston.
7.3   
Operational
There remain a number of operational issues still to be resolved or clarified including payments for materials and recycling credits to Districts, the paper industry’s view on the glass/paper contamination, MWDA internal resources, and MWHL/future contractor issues.
7.4 
Communications

There will be major communications and information requirements needed to manage internal and external expectation of the MRF. Key issues will be the  understanding the function of Bidston MRF and the need for a second shift, perception of Bidston as a Wirral facility rather than a Merseyside one, potential environmental impacts including traffic, noise and landfilling of collected materials. It would be appropriate to link this work with the communications protocol for planning and sites.
The current “negative” press coverage of recycling and new collections in the media locally and nationally, particularly around “fortnightly residual collections” or “alternate week” collections, will have an impact on the participation by residents. District Councils will need to work on the positive and beneficial messages of recycling and MWDA must manage the risk around the operational and capacity issues of the facility.
8.  Financial Implications
The financial implications, both revenue and capital, will be contained within the levy predictions arising out of the Authority’s financial model for its new three contracts.
9.  Risks
The key project risks can be summarised as follows:- 

9.1
Planning Risks

· That the Planning Authority does not agree any mechanism by which the Planning Permission can be varied.

· That the Planning Authority believes that they can agree a change and subsequently this is challenged by a third party.

· That the Environment Agency will not modify one of its consents because of the lack of clarity in the planning arena.

· That the root permission is not properly implemented meaning that the whole project is exposed to challenge.

· That the proposed variation  may lead to local opposition.

· Any delay during the planning process through any of the above.

· Any delay due to a refusal of planning permission leading to a Planning Appeal.

· Associated planning and site acquisition risks associated with new MRF(s)

· Any delay due to Environmental Impact Assessment requirements.

9.2 
Financial Risks

· Costs associated with running of 2nd shift unacceptable;

· Charging mechanism to districts unacceptable;

· Tonnages may not materialise in practice from Merseyside authorities. Need to find other users of facility or 2nd shift becomes redundant. 

· Financial constraints placed on the Authority

· Related MWHL/Contractor management of existing or new MRF facilities
9.3 
Operational Risks

· Delays in establishing, staffing and managing the second shift. 

· Second shift does not deliver the throughput required.

· Contamination issues cause rejection of paper by Shotton.

9.4 
Communications Risks

· Objections to planning applications

· Local media will respond negatively to proposals

· Local elected members object/refuse planning applications

· Mixed messages given to householders in local areas (especially if collection scheme has to be changed or collected materials are landfilled for any reason), which could reduce participation and capture rates.

10.  Conclusions
The data provided in this report is based primarily on the contents of the District FactFiles.  Whilst forecasts of waste recycling rates in the future are uncertain, and Districts have expressed some reservation about accepting long-term forecasts, the key issue is apparent.
Given the plans to adopt co-mingled collections systems in Liverpool, and Wirral, and serious consideration by Knowsley, Halton and Sefton, the forecasts show that there will be a significant shortfall of MRF sorting capacity in Merseyside within a short space of time.
Wirral and Liverpool indicate that their collection roll outs will be completed by April/May then the planning application for the second shift at Bidston needs to be submitted no later than November 2006. 
Should sufficient MRF capacity not be available for the Districts, particularly if Knowsley commence a new collection scheme before the second shift is in place at Bidston, it is possible that a significant proportion of the collected recyclable material may need to be landfilled or transported long distances to other available facilities outside Merseyside. This would impact on recycling rates, BMW landfill diversion, increase costs and may result in increasing negative perceptions by councillors and the public.
A shortfall in MRF capacity may become apparent in 2007 or 2008, after full roll-out of co-mingled collection schemes in the relevant districts. The precise time a MRF capacity shortfall becomes apparent depends on the available capacity at Bidston MRF, and its potential for a 2 shift operation. The specific operational capacity for 2006 and 2007 is currently being identified by the Authority’s Contracts team.
The Recycling Contract procurement could be used to deliver additional MRF capacity.  However, given the current programme, a MRF is not likely to be available before mid-2010 if procured through this contract.
If a MRF were to be procured under a Restricted Procedure Design & Build contract, it would be possible to have a new operational MRF by mid-2009, soon after the Recycling Contract had been awarded. The MRF could then be operated under a service contract.
The delivery programme for bringing forward MRF capacity is dependent on being able to secure both sites and planning. The proposed delivery date for sites and planning of December 2007 used in this report is accepted by the Authority’s planning officer as achievable.
The likely capital cost of a MRF with sufficient capacity to satisfy demand in the medium term is around £8-15M excluding land acquisition.  
Although no detailed cost modelling has been undertaken regarding the costs associated with potentially having to haul waste to Bidston (baseline option), or the cost/benefits of supporting districts in diverting waste from landfill (prior to LATS compliance being achieved through the Recovery Contract waste treatment facilities). It is considered that there would be significant costs associated with both haulage of materials across the river to access Bidston MRF, and investments to achieve LATS compliance by 2010.  Securing new MRF capacity would have the potential to mitigate both of these potential costs.

The contact officer for this report is Stuart Donaldson, Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority, 6th Floor, North House, 17 North John Street, Liverpool L2 5QY

Tel:  0151 255 2570

Fax: 0151 227 1848

E-Mail: stuart.donaldson@merseysidewda.gov.uk
The background documents to this report are open to inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local Government Act 1972 - Nil
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