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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SLR Consulting Limited (SLR) was commissioned by the West Midlands Regional Technical
Advisory Body (WMRTAB) on behalf of the West Midlands Regional Assembly (WMRA) to
undertake a study of waste treatment facilities (i.e. non landfill facilities) and their respective
capacities.

In excess of 400 facilities were identified as fitting the project scope, with 265 facilities being
identified as a priority for the telephone survey. In addition to the telephone survey, 40
facilities were visited in order obtain a more detailed understanding of operations and
constraints at the facilities. A detailed consultation with the steering committee and the
Regional Minerals and Waste Officers Group (RMWOG) was undertaken to select facilities
for survey, with regular progress updates provided throughout the project to report initial
finds and success. Transfer stations, although often performing some separation, sorting
and recycling of waste, are not included within the scope of this study. A capacity survey of
waste transfer stations is recommended at a future date to complete the regional recycling
capacity picture.

In total 265 facilities were contacted via the telephone survey, 128 facilities responded with
some degree of information, therefore representing a positive response rate of 48%. When
adding the information from the EA incinerator survey to the results the response rate
exceeds 50%. Proportional response rates by facility type illustrates that composting
facilities (A22), accredited reprocessors (AR), materials recycling facility (A15) and End of
Life Vehicles facilities (A19a) all performed well'. Metal recycling sites (vehicle dismantlers)
(A19a) and biological treatment facilities (A23) scored less than a 30% proportional
response rate. For proportional response rate by WPA, Solihull has the best proportional
response; this is due to the small number of facilities within the WPA.

Of the 43 facilities visited during the second stage of surveying, access was gained to 34
(equating to 80% of all sites visited), one of the contributing factors to this success was the
operators receiving a prospective letter to remind people about the survey, and providing a
reference point (and validation of the role of the team members) if questioned. The primary
aim of the site visits was to build on the number of priority questions answered. Most (nearly
76%) of the sites to which access was gained answered additional priority questions (over
and above those answered during the telephone survey).

Of the 256 priority facilities surveyed, 179 facilities contain information regarding the actual
throughputs (either as a result of the EA RATS system, or updated survey capacity data).
The surveyed throughput for the 179 facilities is 5.1 million tonnes per annum. Metal
recycling sites (MRS) (Mixed) (A20) is the most dominant treatment facility type in the West
Midlands in terms of surveyed capacity; this is followed by Incineration (A18). These figures
also correspond with the fact that A20 is the largest non vehicle dismantling ‘A’ code in the
region. Birmingham, Sandwell and Walsall are the three WPA’s with the largest amount of
surveyed throughput in the West Midlands; Telford and Wrekin, Herefordshire and Solihull
have the lowest surveyed throughput.

The main waste type managed at the facilities that were surveyed is metal, with 53%
collecting a form of metal (including vehicles) as their main material type. Of this proportion,
19% collected mixed metals, 15% vehicles, 11% non-ferrous and 8% ferrous metals as their
main material type. The next most commonly collected materials were green waste, with 9%
of the facilities as a main input, closely followed by plastic, which is collected by 8%. A lower
proportion of facilities collect materials such as oil, sludge, paper or inert waste as their main

" Incinerators (A18) resulted in 100% response rate due to the EA incinerator survey.
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material type. The spread of materials across the region shows a fairly even distribution
across WPAs, with limited trends in areas handling one particular material type. Similar
trends are obtained when assessing the main materials handled by tonnage; however
Sludge becomes a more dominant material than when assessed by facility number.

Availability of waste and markets for outputs were consistently the most significant
constraints when analysed by facility type, with only Composting facilities (A22) and
accredited reprocessors (AR) both quoting the size of facility as the most significant
constraint to operations. The second most significant constraint reported for composting
facilities was licence and planning restrictions, whereas accredited reprocessors matched
the response of the majority of facility types in answering 'availability of markets' as being a
principal constraint.

A projection for existing throughput is required for the facilities where no information is
present in order to calculate a best estimate of the total treatment capacity in the West
Midlands; Table ES1 illustrates surveyed and projected capacity by facility type, with the
figures being carried forward to the gap analysis calculations.

Figure - ES1
Summary of Surveyed and Projected Capacity (million tonnes) in the West Midlands
by Facility Type

Estimated projected

Code Facility Type Surveyed capacity regional capacity

Material recycling

A15 L 0.25 0.33
facility

A6 Phygcal treatment 0.40 0.63
facility

A7 Physmo-che@cal 0.34 0.57
treatment facility

A18 Inc!nerator (EA 1.09 1.09
Incinerator Survey)

A19 Metgl recycllng site 0.01 0.07
(vehicle dismantler)

A19a Enc.j.of Life Vehicles 0.02 0.13
facility
Metal recycling site

A20 (MRS)(Mixed) 205 >3

A1 Chgmlcal treatment 0.00 0.00
facility

A22 Composting facility 0.31 0.33

A23 Blollc.)glcal treatment 0.15 0.21
facility

AR Accredited reprocessor 0.41 0.64

RMWOG  Miscellaneous 0.07 0.12

Total 5.09 7.46
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A gap analysis calculation was undertaken utilising revised RSS waste forecasts for MSW
and C&l illustrating the amount of diversion from landfill required. Calculations indicate in
2025/26 there would be a minimum gap of 1.7 million (projected regional capacity plus
expansion, C&l low and MSW 1 scenario) and a maximum gap of 6.25 million tonnes
(surveyed capacity, C&l high, MSW 3 scenario).

The capacity outlined in Figure ES1 is based on an aggregation of all capacity to the
regional level. Current RSS waste projection and capacity requirements are subdivided to
WPA for C&l (diversion) and MSW (Recycling and Recovery). Further division of RSS data
by treatment type (similar to the EA ‘A codes’) would allow gap analysis to be undertaken by
facility type, which would highlight the shortfall in particular recycling or recovery treatment
areas.

Although the capacity figures on a regional level suggest that by 2025/2026 there will be a
significant capacity gap, some WPAs will experience a deficit, thus requiring cooperative
waste treatment between WPAs. The gap calculations by WPA, as with the regional figures
assume that capacity can be transferred directly to those processes which may have a
deficit, i.e. metal recycling capacity change of use to biological treatment. The analysis also
assumes that facilities in a particular WPA treat waste from within that WPA, excluding
waste imports and exports, this in reality is unrealistic. The figures do however provide an
indication as to where the majority of capacity lies, and tenuous links to assess which WPAs
may have the largest deficit. The Draft RSS recognises the movements of waste between
WPAs and that some wastes require handling by larger facilities which need waste from a
large area to be economical; as such the RSS principle states that each WPA will not have
all the facilities to be able to manage its own waste, but should have enough capacity to
manage the equivalent amount of waste as that produced locally.

This study has collated a large amount of information regarding re-use, recycling and
recovery facilities in the West Midlands region, which has involved sorting and appending
information from various EA sources and taking on board comments and input from planning
officers in addition to consultation with the waste facilities. It is important that this information
is stored in a suitable location, that the information contained is made widely accessible to all
interested parties (as long as confidentiality of the facility operators is not breached) and that
the information is maintained and updated on a regular basis.

Updates via survey or facility visits could be undertaken throughout the year by waste
planning and or EA officers (as and when they have contact with the facilities) or through a
complete survey (such as the survey undertaken in February/March 2007) undertaken by the
regional assembly, planning/EA officers or an external source.

SLR
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1 INTRODUCTION, BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF WORKS

SLR Consulting Limited (SLR) was commissioned by the West Midlands Regional Technical
Advisory Body (WMRTAB) on behalf of the West Midlands Regional Assembly (WMRA) to
undertake a study of waste treatment facilities (i.e. non landfill facilities) and their respective
capacities.

While the overarching objective of the study was to identify an accurate picture of the current
re-use, recycling and recovery capacity within the region, additional sub-objectives were to:

. produce a database of waste treatment facilities and design a mechanism for the
regular updating of capacity; and

. develop a baseline for future monitoring of data used to support the Regional Spatial
Strategy.

The principal aims of the study (as clearly stated in the project brief) include:

. development of a methodology to survey existing and planned waste management
treatment and recovery capacity;

. apply the methodology and collate up to date data on re-use, recycling and recovery;

o develop an approach for regular and easy data updates.

The West Midlands Regional Assembly has commissioned similar studies in the past, with
varying degrees of survey response and data completeness. Due to the limited success of
earlier studies, this project is based on the most up to date list of facilities (from the
Environment Agency) rather than a base level of data collated from previous studies. In
addition to this study of re-use, recycling and recovery facilities, the WMRA has
simultaneously commissioned a study to survey landfill facilities and remaining void in the
West Midlands region. It is noted at this stage that transfer stations were not included in
either study (due to the numbers of facilities in the region and the project timescales and
resources available). It is recognised that although classified as ‘transfer many transfer
stations undertake a degree of sorting, separation and recycling prior to onward movement
of waste (for treatment or disposal). As such the recycling capacity that transfer stations offer
is not captured within this study, a recommendation of this study is for a separate capacity
study to be undertaken for waste transfer stations to quantify recycling activities and
highlight any potential opportunities for change of facility use.

The scope of works, as outlined in SLR’s proposal, consists of 3 stages of work which can
be broadly categorised into preparation, data collation and data analysis. The following
outlines the scope of work in more detail :

. Stage 1 — Preparation and project inception
o Inception meeting
o Baseline review
o Data sorting and prioritisation of action
o Stage 2 — Consultation, Surveys and Site Visits
o Consultation and GIS mapping
o Undertaking the survey
o Facility visits
. Stage 3 - Modelling, Reports and Meetings
o Modelling and gap analysis
o Final Report, supporting spreadsheets and GIS
o Project closure meeting

SLR



West Midlands Regional Assembly 2 402-1422-00001
Treatment Facilities and Capacity Survey May 2007

This study was part funded through the Defra BREW (Business Resource Efficiency and
Waste) programme and part funded by the Defra LASU (Local Authority Support Unit)
funding.

A WMRTAB steering group was set up to be informed and consulted with throughout the
project. Members of the steering group included the Regional Assembly, Strategic Advisor -
Regional Planning, Environment, the Policy Lead - Waste and representatives from the
Environment Agency (EA) and the National Industrial Symbiosis Programme (NISP). In
addition, the Regional Minerals and Waste Officers Group (RMWOG) were consulted during
project development and execution for their detailed ‘on the ground’ knowledge.

The report is compiled of the following sections:

Chapter 2: Methodology — Provides a summary of the methodology employed to select the
facilities for survey, develop the questionnaire proforma, along with identification of the
priority questions to be asked during the telephone survey and facility visits.

Chapter 3: Data Analysis — Provides a summary of facilities in the region and an analysis
of the telephone survey and facility visit response rates. The chapter analyses the results of
the survey including throughputs, materials handled, constraints and future expansion plans.

Chapter 4: Regional Gap Analysis — Utilising regional waste arising projections for MSW
and C&l, and the information analysed in Chapter 3, regional treatment capacity gaps are
analysed.

Chapter 5: Database Gate Keeper and Updates — A key element of this most recent
survey work is to ensure the data does not become outdated. There is therefore a need to
designate a keeper for the database, and identify a methodology for periodic update of the
information contained within the database.

Chapter 6: Conclusions and discussions — Finalises and summarise the headline outputs
from this study and recommendations for future updates and revisions.

SLR
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2 METHODOLOGY

This section outlines the source of facility data, which is a necessary baseline for a study of
this nature, and the development of a suitable methodology and survey proforma to obtain
maximum response and the information required.

2.1 Refining the project scope

A priority during the inception meeting was to consult with the steering committee and refine
the exact scope of the project to ensure that all parties understood the facilities to be
included under the umbrella of the term ‘waste treatment facility’ or ‘re-use, recycling and
recovery facility’. Following discussion and agreement the following facilities were
considered to come within the scope of this study:

o Operational and planned waste management facilities which handle municipal,
commercial or industrial waste streams (construction and demolition facilities were
excluded from the study?);

. Operational licensed waste facilities in A codes® 15 to 23 (described in more detail in

Table 2-1);
o Accredited reprocessors?; and
. Incinerators included in the EA Incinerator survey®.

Table 2-1
EA ‘A’ Code Listing

'A' Code Facility Process Description
A15  Material recycling facility
A16  Physical treatment facility
A17  Physico-chemical treatment facility
A18  Incinerator
A19  Metal recycling site (vehicle dismantler)
A19a End of Life Vehicles facility
A20  Metal recycling site (MRS)(Mixed)
A21  Chemical treatment facility
A22  Composting facility
A23  Biological treatment facility

The RMWOG was contacted to identify any facilities which were due to open in the near
future, had recently been granted planning permission, or were in an advance stage of
planning discussions in order to build and future proof the database developed.

A summary of the number and nature of facilities in the West Midlands is found in Section 3,
with a detailed list of facilities in Appendix 1 to this report.

2 On the basis that a national study relating to C& D wastes is regularly undertaken. However it is noted that some facilities
handle a combination of waste types, and as such some C&D waste capacity may be included in the results

®The EA assigns an ‘A code classification system’ to each licensed facility based on its activity type

4 The Packaging Waste Directive requires all obligated companies to recovery a proportion of their packaging waste, either by
recovering the waste themselves, or joining a compliance scheme. Facilities which recover packaging waste can register with
the EA in order to distribute Packaging Recovery Notes (PRN).

5 Large incinerators are covered by the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) regulations, with the facility details
being located on a separate database system. The EA undertook a capacity survey of incinerators during 2005, this throughput
and capacity data was incorporated into the survey database to ensure a complete understanding of the regional capacity was
obtained.
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2.2 Collation of existing data

In order to undertake a survey of waste treatment facilities it is vital to obtain base data
documenting the type of facility, location and contact details. Due to the outdated nature of
previous capacity studies, the steering group decided that previous databases developed
would not be utilised, and that a new list of facilities would be obtained ostensibly through
the EA.

The Environment Agency hold a national database of all licensed waste facilities in a system
titted Regis (Regulation Information System). Tonnage data returns for the facilities are held
in a system called RATS (Regis Attached Tonnage System). Information from Regis was
provided by EA for licensed sites in the West Midlands region, where possible, and this
information was supplemented with throughput information (for the year 2004/05) from the
RATS database. The Regis (and RATS) data formed the background facility list and contact
information for those operational facilities with a waste management licence. Details of the
accredited reprocessors and incinerator facilities were also obtained from other EA sources.
A recent ‘cleansing’ of the Regis database has been undertaken by the EA lending further
weight to using this more robust, up to date dataset.

Section 3 outlines the number of facilities in the region, the distribution between the various

‘A’ codes and the spatial distribution of sites in the West Midlands. Section 2.4 briefly
describes how facilities were prioritised for the telephone survey.

2.3 Survey development

The project brief outlined an aspirational list of key data requirements, including:

. Existing and planned facilities
. Waste treatment and recovery capacity
. Easy updates of data

This key data has been further expanded to produce a comprehensive survey template
which contained questions enabling the survey to be expanded and built upon in future
survey years. The survey template was divided into several sections (which roughly flow
from high priority to lower priority information, including:

Contact details (Name, address and telephone number of contact);

Site details (address®, grid reference, licence number of facility);

Facility details (type of facility, source of waste, materials handled);

Facility throughput (actual throughputs, licence maximum, theoretical throughputs’ and
constraints on achieving throughputs); and

. Future expansion plans (details of ability or plans to expand).

A draft survey template was circulated to the project steering committee for comment, and
then subsequently shown to the RMWOG before being finalised. A blank survey template is
contained within Appendix 2 to this report.

® Contact details and site address may in some instances be different
" Definition of theoretical throughput
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2.4 Priority requirements

2.4.1 Priority facilities to survey

In excess of 400 facilities were identified as fitting the project scope identified in Section 2.1;
these facilities are presented in GIS Drawing Number 1 (with supporting GIS Data Table 1
identifying the basic facility details). showing the spatial distribution across the region
(Section 3 provides analysis on the composition of the facility types in the region).

Due to the project timescales and resource allowance, all facilities could not be contacted as
part of the telephone survey. Therefore, a requirement for prioritisation of facilities arose.
The regions facilities could be broadly divided into vehicle dismantling facilities (A19 and
A19a) and non vehicle dismantling facilities (all others). The non vehicle dismantling facilities
were selected as being of higher priority for surveying, and as such those facilities were
contacted first during the telephone survey.

Vehicle dismantling facilities were deemed as being of a lower priority for a variety of

reasons, including:

. experience from previous surveys in the West Midlands indicated that responses from
the vehicle dismantlers was fairly poor (and therefore valuable resource maybe
misguided),

. vehicle dismantlers (due to the nature of the business and their strong link with market
prices) will generally expand or shrink to fit open market commercial needs,

. they often do not view themselves as part of the waste management industry.

Despite vehicle dismantling facilities being given a lower priority, it is still important to sample
a representative selection of facilities. In order to maximise potential response, and capture
the main players in the vehicle dismantling industry the list of vehicle dismantling facilities in
the West Midlands was sent to the Motor Vehicle Dismantling Association (MVDA) for
comment to aid the selection of a representative sample of A19 and A19a facilities to survey.

The full list of waste facilities in the West Midlands (in excess of 400) was prioritised for the
telephone survey stage, a summary of the facilities chosen for survey are summarised in
Table 2-2, the full list of facilities surveyed are contained in GIS Data Table 1 and presented
in GIS Drawing Number 1 as a coloured symbol (those facilities not identified as priority are
coloured grey.

Table 2-2
Summary of facilities identified as a priority for telephone survey
Source of Facility Details No. Facilities
Non Vehicle Dismantling 'A' Coded Facilities 197
Vehicle Dismantling 'A' Coded Facilities 31
Accreditted Reprocessors 27
Facilities identified by the RMWOG 10
Total Selected for Telephone Survey 265

2.4.2 Priority information to obtain from surveys

The survey proforma (as described in Section 2.3 and presented in Appendix 2) contains
space for a large amount of information to be provided. During the project inception an

SLR
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agreement that all survey questions would not be completed during the telephone survey?®.
The full survey proforma would be progressively completed during future surveys.

As with prioritising the facilities to be surveyed, it is important to prioritise those questions
which are of high priority to ensure these answers are obtained during the first round of
surveying. The prioritisation of answers is presented in Table 2-3 and discussed and agreed
by the project steering group and the RMWOG.

Table 2-3
lllustration of how survey questions were prioritised.
MEDIUM LOW
Throughput 04/05 Licence maximum Future plans for expansion
(or alternative year)
Source of waste handled Theoretical maximum Source of additional
(MSW, commercial, materials handled
industrial, other)
Principal materials handled Operational constraints Materials and estimated
quantity of additional
materials handled
Approximate Constraints to expansion
proportions/tonnages of the
above materials

The methodology for surveying the facilities involved a combination of telephone
consultation with the facility operators and follow up visits to the facility. The two survey
methods are described briefly below, with the results of the facility consultation presented in
Section 3 of this report.

2.5 Telephone survey

Telephone questioning represented the first phase of the facility surveys. Initial contact via
telephone allowed a large number of facilities to be contacted in a relatively short period of
time. This resulted in collection of as much information as possible required from the survey
proforma, whilst remaining focused on the priority questions. Resource allocation resulted in
the flowing methodology being adopted for the initial telephone consultation stage:

o Telephone contact

. Transfer information to proforma and update records (using available information)

. Updated proforma sent to facility for verification (via e-mail/fax/post, accompanied with
an introductory letter from the WMRA)

o Survey responses added to the output database

Agreement on the resource requirements and allocations for the survey enabled the study to
be assessed on its methodology as well as the results obtained (as surveys can often yield
low responses, even though the methodology is valid). The resource allocation for the
telephone survey allowed:

D Two initial contact attempts;
. If a response was not obtained, then the facilities were set aside until all priority
facilities had been contacted at least twice; and

8 (it should be regarded as a first round, or pass to complete as much information as possible)

SLR
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o Following contact of all priority facilities at least twice, those where a response was not
obtained were re-contacted for further attempts.

A resource allowance of 30 minutes for each facility to be contacted was provided, to
encompass calling, processing the information, sending information for verification, (updating
information if the facility sent back further details after reviewing the survey), and updating
the main database. Initial resourcing for this study made provision for a total of 300 facilities
to be contacted in the telephone survey.

Part way through the telephone survey, summary results were provided to the steering
group. A relatively large proportion of facilities (approximately 30% of the survey stock) had
requested that the survey be sent (e-mail, fax or post) rather than responding to questions
over the telephone. A recommendation to the steering group at this stage that available
resources should be redirected to those facilities with which either contact had already been
made (but answers to the survey had not been obtained) or facilities where so far the correct
contact could not be located. Concentration of remaining resources on the 265 priority
facilities resulted in the long term response rate increasing by approximately 17% (Section 3
outlines the response rate performance).

2.6 Facility visits

The study proposals included two stages of data collection, an initial telephone survey,
followed by a series of facility visits. The purpose of the visits is to focus on areas of greatest
interest as wells as gaining a more detailed information relating to / concerning:

Current throughput, available capacity, potential plans for expansion
Site location / surrounding land use

Constraints on throughput and expansion

Ability to handle alternative waste types / change of process

In addition, facility visits allowed a number of observations to be collated to gain valuable site
information pertaining to:

Site size

Accessibility

Road routing

Surrounding land use compatibility
Proximity to sensitive receptors
Visual intrusion

Constraints

This additional anecdotal information is useful when concerning possible future expansion
and ability to accept new waste types, and would have been difficult to obtain through the
telephone survey alone.

Following completion of the telephone survey, and initial analysis of data, a number of
potential areas for facility visits was drafted. The high response rate achieved during the
telephone survey enabled the focus of the visits to be on improving the level of
understanding the quality of information, rather than improving the response rate. During a
meeting with the Environment Agency and RMWOG, the initial facilities list was discussed
producing a final priority list for site visits. The prioritised list identified 57 potential sites and
consisted of:
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Priority 1 — Facilities of interest to the RMWOG

Priority 2 — Facility types with a low response rate (A19, A21, A23)

Priority 3 — Facilities that completed a low proportion of priority questions (only answered
1 or 2 of the 4 priority questions identified in Table 2-3)

Priority 4 — A19 and A19a — original selection was 20% of total facility stock (A19 included
within Priority 2)

Facilities identified in the above priority list were sent a letter to inform them that members of
SLR would be visiting the region during a two week period, and may briefly be calling into
their facility. Section 3.3 details the success of the facility visits, a spatial plan of those
facilities visited is presented in GIS Drawing Number 3.
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3 DATA ANALYSIS

3.1 Existing facilities in the West Midlands

The information from the EA (Regis) detailed in excess of 1,100 licensed facilities in the
West Midlands encompassing operational and closed facilities within ‘A’ codes 01 to 24.
Operational facilities in ‘A’ codes 15 to 23 resulted in 354 facilities; Table 3-1 provides the
distribution between the 10 ‘A’ code categories, as well as sub dividing the licensed facility
by WPA.

Table 3-1
Distribution of operational facilities between ‘A’ code and WPA
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A15 2 2 2 8 1 1 3 1 2 1 23
A16 2 4 1 2 5 1 3 1 4 1 3 27
A17 1 1 3 1 1 10
A18 1 3 1 5
A19 8 5 2 11 14 4 1 4 2 51
A19a 26 1 3 3 8 8 1 28 1 6 7 4 10 106
A20 10 18 2 14 4 11 4 3 22 4 13 3 111
A21 2
A22 1 1 3 4 3 1 13
A23 1 1 2 1 1 6
Total 53 5 32 12 35 35 2 63 7 4 38 21 26 21 354
The EA incinerator survey lists 14 incinerators within the region; these are further sub
classified by a suffix letter (as shown in Table 3-2):
e A — municipal waste incinerator
e B - sewage sludge incinerator
e C — hazardous incinerator
e D — clinical animal carcass incinerator
e E —clinical other incinerator
e F —other incinerators
Table 3-2
Distribution of incinerator sub-types by WPA
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Al8a 1 1 1 1 1 5
A18b 1 2
A18c 2 4
Atgd 1
Al8e 1 1 2
Total 1 1 2 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 14
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A list of Accredited Reprocessors in the region has been obtained from the EA website
(January 2007). Reprocessors are described by a size indicator (Small or Large) and the
main material reprocessed identified (for example, Aluminium, Paper/Board, Other (MSW)).
Of the 27 accredited reprocessors in the region, 18 are classed as “large” and 9 are “small”.
Table 3.3 illustrates the materials reprocessed, categorised by the facility size.

Table 3-3
Breakdown of facility sizing and respective materials processed
Large Small Total
Aluminium 2 3 5
Composting (Paper) 1 1
Glass 1 1
Other (MSW) 5 5
Paper/board 2 2
Plastics 5 5 10
Wood 3 3
Total 18 9 27

GIS Supporting Data Table 1 lists all operational facilities in the West Midlands in ‘A’ codes
15 to 23, plus incinerators in the EA survey, accredited reprocessors from the EA list, plus
facilities identified by the RMWOG. These facilities are mapped in GIS Drawing Number 1.

GIS Supporting Data Table 1 identifies those facilities prioritised for the telephone survey,
with GIS Drawing Number 1 showing the facilities by type across the region represented by
coloured symbols (non prioritised facilities are shown in grey). Figure 3-1 illustrates the
number of facilities to be surveyed from each facility type, with AR representing Accredited
Reprocessors, and RMWOG representing the facilities identified which do not hold a WML.

Figure 3-1
Chart showing the distribution of facilities to be sampled by facility type

60

50

40

30

20 A

A15 A16 A17 A18 A19 A19a A20 A21 A22 A23 AR RMWOG

[ Total in Region EFacility Surveyed O Facility Visited |

Note: Figures are truncated at 60 facilities. Actual facility numbers for A19a = 106; A20 = 111 (in
region and surveyed).
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3.2 Telephone survey response

In total 265 facilities were contacted via the telephone survey, 128 facilities responded with
some degree of information, therefore representing a positive response rate of 48%. When
adding the information from the EA incinerator survey to the results the response rate
exceeds 50%. Figure 3-2 summaries the total response results from the telephone survey,
including a detailed analysis of reasons for non-response to the survey. The spatial
distribution of positive responses is presented in GIS Drawing Number 2 below. Summary of
response by facility type and WPA are presented in Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 respectively.

Figure 3-2
Summary of Telephone Survey Results

Did not wish to partake in

study
Requested survey sent, 14%
facility did not wish to
partake

3%
Requested survey sent,

facility to return survey
4%
Information deemed
confidential
1%
Response obtained

Wrong number, did not 47%

know of site
10%

Picked up by
answerphone
5%
Phone ringing, no answer
3%

Unable to locate correct
contact

6% Notin West Midlands.

Remove from Survey ~ EA Incinerator Survey
0% 7%

Those responses highlighted orange hold the most potential for gaining information in future
surveys, as the operators did not refuse to take part in the study, however no information
was returned when the survey was sent to them.

At least one response was obtained from each ‘A’ code grouping and from each WPA; the
level of response varied considerably by facility type and WPA. Due to the different numbers
of facilities in each ‘A’ code group and WPA, analysis of results by proportions of response is
more revealing.
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Figure 3-3
Summary of response by facility type
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Figure 3-4
Summary of response by WPA
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B Response obtained

Due to the differing numbers of each facility type surveyed, success by facility type or WPA
area can be analysed by presenting the proportional response rates. Proportional response
rates by facility type (Figure 3-5) illustrates that composting facilities (A22), accredited
reprocessors (AR), materials recycling facility (A15) and End of Life Vehicles facilities (A19a)
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all performed well®. Metal recycling sites (vehicle dismantlers) (A19a) and biological
treatment facilities (A23) scored less than a 30% proportional response rate. Figure 3-6
illustrates the proportional response rate by WPA, with Solihull having the best proportional
response, this is due to the small number of facilities within the WPA.

Figure 3-5
Proportional response rates by facility type
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Facility Classification

® Incinerators (A18) resulted in 100% response rate due to the EA incinerator survey.
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Figure 3-6
Proportional response rates by WPA
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3.3 Facility visit response

A total of 43 facilities were visited as part of the second stage of surveying (as described in
Section 2.6). The location and summary of response at each facility is presented in GIS
Drawing Number 3 below. Of the 43 facilities visited, access was gained to 34 (equating to
80% of all sites visited), with the remaining 20% declining access (detailed reasoning can be
found on GIS Drawing Number 3). One of the contributing factors to gaining access to a high
proportion of the facilities was the operators receiving a prospective letter (see Section 2.6),
as it reminded people about the survey, and it provided a reference point (and validation of
the role of the team members) if questioned by the operators.

After careful thought and discussion, it was decided that facilities would not be informed via
telephone of the facility visits, and no appointments made. There were numerous reasons
behind this decision, the main reasons included:

¢ reduce the resource utilised booking appointments

e consolidate the visits into a short period to reduce overhead costs associated with
team members staying in the West Midlands

e prevent teams criss-crossing the region in order to make the appointment times,
essentially wasting valuable time and resource;

e reduce the likelihood of people declining a site visit.

Only 1 facility out of the 43 visited decline access quoting that an appointment would be
required, this represents 2%, therefore illustrating that not booking appointments was not a
limiting factor on the results obtained from the facility visits. If undertaking facility visits in the
future, it may be appropriate to make appointments at some of the larger treatment facilities,
as access is often limited due to specific members of staff being unavailable to provide a
tour or the required information.
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Of the 34 sites where access was gained, 88% of the visits added value to the telephone
survey, ‘adding value’ was deemed as answering further priority questions or providing
information relating to expansion plans. In addition, anecdotal information was obtained
through conversations with the operators and through observations by the survey team.

The primary aim of the site visits was to build on the number of priority questions answered.
Most (nearly 76%) of the sites to which access was gained answered additional priority
questions (over and above those answered during the telephone survey). Fourteen facilities
answered an additional 1 priority question, and an additional 9 facilities answered 2 further
priority questions. Figure 3-7 presents the reduction in the number of facilities answer zero,
one or two of the four priority questions, and the subsequent increases in the number of
facilities answer three or four questions. Of the 46 facilities visited, 76% have completed 3 or
more of the four priority questions.

Figure 3-7
Performance of Facility Visits with regard to priority questions
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In terms of understanding potential expansion plans 52% of the 34 facilities provided further
information when visited by a member of the survey team. Information obtained from the site
observations (information was gathered irrespective of whether access was gained) and
discussions with the operators are summarised In Appendix 3 to this report with site
observation proformas presented in Appendix 4.

In summary, it can be concluded that the two approaches of telephone surveying and site

visits both have their merits and their disadvantages. The table summarises some of the key
differences.
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Telephone Surveys Facility Visits
Less resource intensive  when + Greater window of opportunity for +
surveying large numbers longer discussions
Do not have to be located in the survey |+ Operators less likely to refuse to  +
region answer questions
Higher probability of non participation - Results in a more open and frank | +
discussion
Limited window of opportunity to gain - Advantage of visual survey of the +
information facility and operations
Potential to drive a long distance to -
a site, only to find the person is
unavailable or the site is closed.
More resource intensive -

It would be recommended that future updates of the survey database are undertaken via the
facility visit process (perhaps by the local planning or EA officers, who maybe able to build
these into their weekly schedules to reduce the potentially intensive resource requirement).
Alternatively, it is suggested that future telephone surveys are backed up by focused facility
visits to target the greatest areas of concern. Planning and or EA officers (if given the
responsibility to update the database) may find that they receive a higher level of response
due the established relationship already achieved.

3.4 Actual throughput in the region

Obtaining an understanding of the current activities in the West Midlands is one of the
primary study objectives, and as such actual throughput identified as a high priority
questions asked of facilities during the survey. Of the 256 priority facilities surveyed, 179
facilities contain information regarding the actual throughputs (either as a result of the EA
RATS system, or updated survey capacity data). The surveyed throughput for the 179
facilities is 5.09 million tonnes per annum.

Figure 3-8 and Figure 3-9 present surveyed throughput analysed by facility type and by WPA
respectively. Metal recycling sites (MRS) (Mixed) (A20) is clearly the most dominant
treatment facility type in the West Midlands in terms of surveyed capacity; this is followed by
Incineration (A18). These figures also correspond with the fact that A20 is the largest non
vehicle dismantling ‘A’ code in the region (Refer Figure 3-1).
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Figure 3-8
Surveyed Actual Throughput by Facility Type
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Figure 3-9
Survey Actual Throughput by WPA
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Birmingham, Sandwell and Walsall are the three WPA'’s with the largest amount of surveyed
throughput in the West Midlands, with Telford and Wrekin, Herefordshire and Solihull having
the lowest surveyed throughput. Figure 3-10 illustrates that a large proportion of surveyed
throughput in Birmingham is from Metal recycling sites and Incinerators (A20 and A18
respectively); the majority of surveyed throughput in Sandwell is due to Metal recycling sites

SLR



West Midlands Regional Assembly 23 402-1422-00001
Treatment Facilities and Capacity Survey May 2007

(3 facilities with excess of 75,000 tpa throughputs), Metal recycling sites are the predominant
facility type in Walsall.

Figure 3-10
Surveyed throughput by WPA illustrating component facility types.
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3.5 Waste types managed

The treatment facilities survey focused on facilities handling municipal and commercial and
industrial wastes. Due to the nature of waste management, some facilities surveyed handled
some construction or demolition wastes; however the incorporation of these sites into the
study will not have adversely affected the study or its results.

A total of 149 facilities responded to the survey with some information on the types of
materials handled at the facility, some responding with more than one type of material. Table
3-4 summarises the main material handled at the facilities surveyed, which indicates that
metals are the main material handled in the region, this information confirms throughput
figures (Refer Figure 3-8) and the breakdown of facilities in the region (Refer Figure 3-1).
The main waste type managed at the facilities that were surveyed is metal, with 53%
collecting a form of metal as their main material type. Of this proportion, 19% collected
mixed metals, 15% vehicles, 11% non-ferrous and 8% ferrous metals as their main material
type. The next most commonly collected materials were green waste, with 9% of the facilities
as a main input, closely followed by plastic, which is collected by 8%. A lower proportion of
facilities collect materials such as oil, sludge, paper or inert waste as their main material
type. The spread of materials across the region illustrated a fairly even distribution of
materials handled across WPA, with limited trends in areas handling one particular material
type. Clearly, this assessment is based on facilities numbers and not related to tonnage.

An indication of the main waste types handled by tonnage is presented in Figure 3-11, with
the trends broadly following those described above. The main exceptions to this trend are
plastics (most likely due to the higher volume to weight ratio) and the tonnage of sludge
treated, which is higher than indicated by the facility numbers, this due to the small number
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of Biological treatment facilities (A23, generally sewage treatment works) handling a
relatively large tonnage of sludge.

Table 3-4
Summary of main materials handled (number of facilities)
Main Material No. of

Handled Facilities %
Metal 32 21%
Vehicles 21 14%
Non Ferrous 16 11%
Ferrous 11 7%
Precious metal 1 1%
Plastic 12 8%
Glass 1 1%
Paper/card 3 2%
Textiles 1 1%
Green 13 9%
Kitchen 1 1%
Wood 3 2%
General 4 3%
Inert 5 3%
Tyres 4 3%
Hazardous waste 3 2%
WEEE 4 3%
Battery waste 1 1%
Sludges 6 4%

Qil 7 5%

Figure 3-11

Summary of Main materials handled (estimated tonnage)
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3.6 Actual and theoretical capacity

As highlighted in Section 3.4 the surveyed actual throughput for the region is 5.09 million
tonnes per annum, this figure includes all facilities who provided data returns to the
Environment Agency and the updated information received during the telephone survey and
facility visits. In addition to throughput, facility operators were asked to provide information
on their Waste Management Licence (WML) maximum, many operators did not have this
information readily available (for future surveys it may be able to obtain this information from
the EA). Only 52 facilities provided both a numerical throughput and WML maximum figure.
The total throughput for those facilities was 1.93 million tonnes, with a WML maximum of
3.29 million tonnes, indicating that the facilities were working at approximately 59% of their
licence maximum. This reduced throughput recorded may reflect optimum operating
capacities to account for facility down time, changing demand and other operational issues
that prevent operators working to their maximum licence capacities. This reduced capacity
may need to be factored in to any future planning provision.

Operators were then asked what their maximum theoretical throughput would be, based on
their existing site and operations (ignoring any restriction of the WML), again, there was a
limited response to this question, with 52 facilities providing a definitive numerical answer,
and 50 facilities answering both the existing throughput and theoretical maximum question.
The total throughput for those facilities is 1.28 million tonnes with the total theoretical
maximum of 2.15 million tonnes, representing facilities utilising 59% of their theoretical
maximum. This anecdotal information may suggest that intensification and re-organisation at
existing facilities may provide some increased capacity being yielded, which is something for
consideration when making future planning provision.

Therefore, it can be concluded that from the limited data available, the WML maximum is
similar to the theoretical maximum. However, this could be due to facility operators not
wishing to inform third parties that they could process more waste than their WML permit
allows. Further rounds of survey work should attempt to obtain WML details and theoretical
maximum figures to allow further analysis and conclusions to be drawn.

3.7 Future expansion and the certainty of expansion plans

Of the 265 facilities surveyed, 93 responded to the question regarding the ability of their
facility to expand. Of these 93 facilities, 60 facilities (65%) indicated that the facility had the
potential to expand its throughput; the remaining 33 of the facilities (35%) were currently at
their maximum throughput and could not expand any further.

Information concerning future expansion plans was provided by 89 facilities. 30 of these
facilities had some form of expansion plan in place (34%), 55 facilities (61%) had no plans
and 5 of the facilities (6%) had plans to close in the next 5 years (2 of which identified the
site as having the potential to become a new waste management facility).

Quantification (tonnage increase) of expansion plans was supplied by 29 facilities, resulting
in 0.48 million tonnes of increased throughput capacity by future expansion.

When asked about how they would achieve an expansion of their throughput, 18 facilities
provided a response. The most common method involved improving existing or purchasing
new equipment (33%), the second most common methods was an increase in facility size to
increase the space available and improving overall efficiency (17% each). Increasing the
hours of operation was the response from 11% of the respondents; other methods
mentioned included increasing manpower or funding, moving to a new site or expanding
markets (each 6%).
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When asked to quantify their expansion plans / provide an indication of how advanced the
expansion plans were, 22 facilities provided a response. The summary results of certainty of
expansion as follows:

e good certainty (planning has already been granted but the expansion is not yet fully
commissioned) — 36%;

e moderate certainty - submitted their applications, but application not determined —
23%;

e low certainty - no application submitted yet, but have well advanced plans — 23%;
and

e Uncertain — no application submitted, plans at a conceptual stage — 18%.

3.8 Constraints on the operation and potential expansion of facilities

Facility operators were asked to comment upon the constraints which impacted on the
business and overall facility performance, or which may impact future expansions. Facility
operators were asked to list the constraints in order of importance (from most significance to
least significance). A total of 74 facilities completed the constraint section of the survey, the
most common constraint (of most significance) was the availability of waste (20 of 74
responses) followed by available markets and the size of the facility (14 of 74 responses
each). Figure 3-12 summarises the main constraints with Table 3-5 providing further details
of the main, second and third constraints as quoted by the operators.

Figure 3-12
Summary of main constraints preventing future facility expansion

Hours of operation/speed
Capital Investment of process
Staffing 3% 1% Stora%iz/s pace
0

4%

Availability of waste
28%

Industry regulations
4%

Access/logistics
5%

Licence/planning
8%

Infrastructure
8%

Market
19%

Size of facility
19%
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Table 3-5
Detailed summary of main, second and third most significant constraints on the

business

Constraint Main 2nd 3rd Total

Availability of waste 20 0 2 22

Market 14 5 0 19

Size of facility 14 3 0 17

Infrastructure 6 4 2 12

Licence/planning 6 1 1 8

Access/logistics 4 4 1 9

Industry regulations 3 1 0 4

Staffing 3 2 0 5

Capital Investment 2 1 0 3

Hours of operation/speed of process 1 0 0 1

Storage space 1 2 1 4

Weather 0 1 0 1

Total 74 24 7 105

Availability of waste and markets for outputs were consistently the most significant
constraints when analysed by facility type, with only Composting facilities (A22) and
accredited reprocessors (AR) both quoting the size of facility as the most significant
constraint to operations. The second most significant constraint reported for composting
facilities was licence and planning restrictions, whereas accredited reprocessors matched
the response of the majority of facility types in answering 'availability of markets' as being a
principal constraint.

During conversations held whilst visiting the facilities, additional information was obtained
regarding constraints. The results collated were similar to those obtained through from the
operations during the telephone survey; with the most common limitation facing each type of
facility being the availability of waste and the market for the outputs. Storage space and
license restrictions are also limiting factors; however, these affect a lower proportion of
businesses.

3.9 Transferability / flexibility of facility

When facilities were surveyed regarding the potential of the facility to expand, questions
were also asked as to whether new materials would be accepted; the aim of this question
was to gauge the flexibility of existing facilities in the West Midlands. Section 3.7 details the
number of facilities with plans to expand and the certainty of these plans. Only 30 facilities
responded to the question regarding handling of new materials, positive and negative
response gaining equal numbers with 47% each, the remaining facilities responding with
having a ‘potential’ to handle new materials.

The poor number of response to this particular question would indicate that facilities have a
fairly limited flexibility. Where the new types of materials were provided, it confirms the
limited nature of the flexibility to change process to any great degree (i.e. composting sites
taking kitchen waste as a new material, metal sites to take new types of metals, vehicle
dismantlers to recycle plastics and tyres).

During the site visits, 2 facility operators informed the survey team that their facility was likely
to close within the next 2 years, however these 2 facilities have historically been waste
management sites, and therefore there is the potential to keep the site as a waste
management site, albeit potentially as a different process. The waste planners should
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consider safe guarding waste sites if at all possible for future waste management use.
Discussions with a different facility operator revealed that the facility had recently moved,
and that the old site had already been redeveloped for offices (in this particular case the site
was close to a city centre, so safeguarding the site maybe more difficult).

Although any treatment capacity has the potential to change use or process with enough
time and money, any change of use would potentially result in a limited net gain of treatment
capacity. Were the region to become more self sufficient, the need for transfer stations
should decline as greater quantities of material would be treated at or close to source.
Transfer stations therefore should be the focus for any transferability in terms of process.

As mentioned in Section 1, in parallel to this study of treatment facilities is a study of landfill
capacity within the region. The results of these two studies will provide a capacity gap
analysis. It may be possible for transfer facilities accommodate any capacity shortfall
identified for treatment facilities. It is recommended a study of transfer stations in the West
Midlands is commissioned to gain an understanding of the ability for change of use.

3.10 Data projection

Section 3.4 discusses the surveyed throughput in the West Midlands, representing those
priority facilities surveyed who responded to the survey, plus some facilities who had
provided throughput figures to the EA which were contained on the RATS system, the total
throughput for which was 5.09 million tonnes per annum. The above figure does not account
for those facilities who did not provide responses to the survey, and which were not identified
as a priority for the survey. Therefore a throughput of 5.09 million tonnes is likely to be an
underestimate for the regional throughput.

A projection for existing throughput is therefore required for the facilities where no
information is present in order to calculate a best estimate of the total treatment capacity in
the West Midlands.

Using existing survey data, a mean throughput has been calculated for each facility type.
The percentage of facilities of each type providing a positive response, the surveyed sample
size and the variation factor'® were used to determine the level of confidence in the
projection calculations, this information is summarised in Table 3-6.

Table 3-6 indicates that there are varying degrees of confidence with regard to projecting
throughputs from the mean. Facility types with a high level of confidence are incinerators,
material recycling facilities, metal recycling sites (Mixed), composting and biological
treatment facilities and accredited reprocessors. A low level of confidence for the capacity
projections are defined for Physico-chemical treatment facilities, metal recycling sites
(vehicle dismantling) and end of life vehicle dismantlers and those facilities highlighted by
the RMWOG (as they represent a small collection of unlicensed facilities with a range of
processes). Further discussion regarding A19 and A19a facilities is contained within Section
3.10.1.

'® See note below Table 3-6.
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Table 3-6
Statistical analysis of surveyed throughput data, with indicative confidence limits

Total Number of Total
A . Variati
Code Facility Type Number of Facilities with ~ Surveyed arial |c:n Leve! of Comments
— known Throughput Factor Confidence
Facilities
Throughputs (tonnes)

A15 ?;'iﬁry'a' recycling 23 17 245,893 1.72 High High proportion sampled
A16 :‘cﬁ'yca' treatment 24 15 396,496 1.30 Medium Adequate number sampled for statistics

Physico-chemical Too few samples for statistics, however
AT treatment facility 10 6 344,019 1.08 Low 60% with known throughputs
A18 Incinerator (EA 13 13 1,086,601 1.09 High 100% coverage

Incinerator Survey)

Metal recycling site Low proportion sampled, however results
A19 (vehicle dismantler) 49 6 8,393 1.26 Low backed up with ELV estimate

End of Life Vehicles Low proportion sampled, however results
AlSa ity 105 16 19,777 1.63 Low backed up with ELV estimate

Metal recycling site . .
A20 (MRS)(Mixed) 104 64 2,054,727 2.10 High High sample number
A21 f(;f;ﬁirlr;lcal treatment 3 2 1,108 0.93 Medium Negligible capacity contribution
A22 Composting facility 14 13 306,033 1.44 High High proportion sampled
A23 Z'gi'l‘i’lg'ca' treatment 7 5 146,505 1.06 High High proportion sampled
AR Accredited reprocessor 22 14 407,200 1.63 High High proportion sampled
RMWOG Miscellaneous 5 3 72,540 0.58 Low Encompasses different facility operations
Total 379 174 5,089,292
Note:

" This is the coefficient of variation, which gives an indication of the variability of the surveyed data. A lower value indicates less variable data.

To project the overall regional capacity the mean calculation for each facility type was used
for any facilities without throughput data (205 facilities, approximately 54% of the total facility
stock in the West Midlands).

Table 3-7
Summary of mean calculation by facility type

A code Type of facility Total number Numer of Sum of Mean Estimated
of facilities facilities with surveyed throughput projected

known throughput (tonnes) Regional
throughput data (tonnes) throughput

(tonnes)
A15 Material recycling facility 23 17 245,893 14,464 332,679
A16 Physical treatment facility 24 15 396,496 26,433 634,394
A17 Physico-chemical treatment facility 10 6 344,019 57,337 573,365
A18 Incinerator (EA Incinerator Survey) 13 13 1,086,601 83,585 1,086,601
A19 Metal recycling site (vehicle dismantler) 49 6 8,393 1,399 68,543
A19a End of Life Vehicles facility 105 16 19,777 1,236 129,789
A20 Metal recycling site (MRS)(Mixed) 104 64 2,054,727 32,105 3,338,931
A21 Chemical treatment facility 3 2 1,108 554 1,662
A22 Composting facility 14 13 306,033 23,541 329,574
A23 Biological treatment facility 7 5 146,505 29,301 205,107
AR Accredited reprocessor 22 14 407,200 29,086 639,886
RMWOG Miscellaneous 5 3 72,540 24,180 120,900
Total 379 174 5,089,292 7,461,430

Table 3-7 represents the basic data to calculate the mean throughput. Utilisation of the mean
throughput by facility type enabled calculation of an estimated total capacity for the region
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which takes into account every operational facility identified in Section 3.1". Where no
surveyed capacity data was available, a projection using the mean throughput by facility type
has been made. This has resulted in a total estimated regional throughput of 7.46 million
tonnes, an increase of 47% on the surveyed throughput.

3.10.1 A19 and A19a Facilities

Vehicle dismantling facilities (A19 and A19a) were identified as non-priority facilities for the
telephone survey (refer Section 2.4.1). Therefore a relatively low proportion of facilities were
surveyed, and a low proportion of known throughputs have been obtained from the survey;
this has resulted in an overall low level of confidence for both facility types.

In order to increase the confidence of the projections for vehicle dismantling facilities, a small
piece of independent research has been undertaken to provide initial ‘ball park’ reality check.
The estimate takes a total number of ELVs in the UK as approximately 2 million, divides this
figure by the total number of households in the UK'?, to provide an average generation rate
for ELVs per household. The total number of households in the West Midlands™ was
multiplied by the ELV generation per household to produce an estimate number of ELVs per
year in the region (179,273 vehicles), the number of vehicles was then multiplied by the
average weight of vehicle' (passenger car) to provide an estimated tonnage of vehicles in
the West Midlands. The total estimated mass of vehicles produced in the West Midlands is
calculated to be 204,729 tonnes, although this figure is more likely to be an underestimate,
due to the fact that it does not account for the mass of larger commercial vehicles. Estimated
vehicle dismantling capacity using the mean throughputs results in an overall projected
throughput of 198,332, within 3% of the independent review figure.

3.11 Summary of Regional Treatment Capacity

Based on the above analysis and assumptions a summary of throughput and capacity within
the region can be presented. Table 3-8 presents this information by ‘A’ code, detailing the
actual surveyed throughput, the projected throughput (when projecting up to all facilities in
the region) and a maximum capacity (utilising the assumption that current facilities are only
59% utilised). GIS Drawings Numbers 4 and 4i below illustrate surveyed and projected
capacity for the region. Appendix 5 to this report contains GIS Drawings of surveyed and
projected capacity by facility type.

" The difference in total numbers between Section 3.1 and 3.10 represent facilities removed from the survey because the
respondent declared them as no longer operational waste facility sites.

"2 hitp://www.communities.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1156099

'3 http://www.communities.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1156099

''1.142 tonnes http://www.dti.gov. uk/files/file30652. pdf
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Table 3-8
Summary of Throughput and Capacity (million tonnes) within the West Midlands
Region
Estimated

Estimated projected

. . Theoretical Maximum
regional capacity

Regional Capacity

Code Facility Type Surveyed capacity

Material recycling

A15 - 0.25 0.33 0.56
facility

A16 Phylsmal treatment 0.40 0.63 1.08
facility

A17 Physico-chemical 0.34 0.57 0.97
treatment facility

A18 Inc!nerator (EA 1.09 1.09 1.84
Incinerator Survey)

A19 Metal recycling site 0.01 0.07 0.12
(vehicle dismantler)

A19a Engllof Life Vehicles 0.02 013 0.22
facility
Metal recycling site

A20 (MRS)(Mixed) 2.05 3.34 5.66

A21 Chemical treatment 0.00 0.00 0.00
facility

A22 Composting facility 0.31 0.33 0.56

A23 Blollgglcal treatment 015 0.21 0.35
facility

AR Accredited reprocessor 0.41 0.64 1.08

RMWOG Miscellaneous 0.07 0.12 0.20

Total 5.09 7.46 12.65

Once again, attention is drawn to Section 3.10 and 4.2 for assumptions and caveats with
respect to projecting regional capacity. A capacity of 5.09 million tonnes has a reasonable
level of certainty due to the collection methodology to obtain data. The projected capacity of
7.46 million tonnes has inherent assumptions utilised to project capacity for facilities which
did not form part of the survey, or whom did not respond; therefore there is a certain amount
of inherent uncertainty in the figures presented. A theoretical projected maximum capacity of
12.65 million tonnes incorporates further assumptions (all facilities operating at only 60% of
their maximum), therefore a gap assessment using the theoretical projected maximum
capacity is not presented in the main report due to the level of uncertainty (this information is
presented in Appendix 7 to this report).
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4 REGIONAL GAP ANALYSIS

This section of the report aims to calculate the shortfall, or ‘gap’ in treatment capacity for the
West Midlands. The methodology for this calculation is to take published waste arising
projections for MSW and C&l (refer Section 4.1) which highlight ‘capacity need’, subtract the
capacity already in place (i.e. the results of this survey, refer Section 3.4 and 3.10) which
equals the amount of additional treatment capacity required to meet the targets utilised in the
waste forecasts. The resultant ‘gap’ in capacity can be calculated at a regional and WPA
level, although this discounts any net waste imports and exports from WPAs. It also
assumes each WPA will be self sufficient in waste treatment capacity.

Actual survey throughput results (and projected throughputs) can be subdivided by facility
type (as illustrated in Table 3-7 of Section 3.10), however regional waste arisings and
treatment capacity requirements have not been calculated to such a level (as this can
potentially be a spurious level of accuracy when projecting figures 15 to 20 years in the
future), therefore any attempt to assess the gap by facility type is limited in its approach.
Regional waste projections are divided into the source of the waste (MSW or C&lI). This
facility survey attempted to gain information regarding the source of the waste arising,
however our findings indicate that facility operators found it difficult to assess the proportion
of waste from different sources and the amounts of waste arising from specific authorities;
this is particularly the situation if waste has passed through a transfer station prior to delivery
at the recycling/recovery facility. An assessment of the split between municipal or
commercial and industrial waste handled is therefore difficult to sensibly achieve. It is
recommended that future surveys attempt to gain an indication of the tonnages of waste
handled from each source, although it is recognised that further questions regarding
tonnages may not be received in a positive manner.

Therefore, based on the above information and limitations, the gap analysis presented in the
report is a high level regional gap analysis based on total treatment capacity of all waste
sources. The gap information presented in this Section is calculated for the year 2025/26 (as
a long term need for capacity).

4.1 Waste forecasts and treatment capacity need

A range of waste forecast scenarios have been prepared for the Regional Spatial Strategy
(RSS) revisions. Three scenarios have been taken forward for municipal arisings, and three
scenarios have been taken forward for commercial and industrial arisings. Currently there is
no indication of a preferred scenario for either waste stream, or a preferred pairing of an
MSW and C&l scenario. Figures provided by the Regional Assembly highlight the capacity
need by WPA for MSW and C&l respectively for the variety of scenarios.

In summary, municipal waste arising scenarios are based on the number of new dwellings
excepted to be built using the latest RSS options:

e Option 1 — Continuation of Current WMRSS;
e Option 2 — Opportunities and Constraints; and
e Option 3 — High Level Demand.

Waste management for MSW is based on moving from the 2002/03 recycling and

composting targets to a 50% rate by 2010. Detailed projection assumptions, as provided by
the Regional Assembly, are contained with Appendix 6 to this report.
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Commercial and Industrial waste arising projections are based on WMRA Phase 2 Capacity
Study figures. Projections are based upon assumptions adopted by the Government in
National Waste Strategy Review (February 2006). The different management options are
described in Table 4-1, with detailed assumptions, as provided by the Regional Assembly,
contained within the Appendix 6 to this report. Figures detailing diversion required have been
divided by an assumed factor of 95% to calculate capacity requirement.

Table 4-1
Diversion assumptions for C&l waste projections

Diversion from Landfill as a Existing 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025
% of total commercial and Performance % % % %
Industrial waste 2002* %

Low 58 59 60 61 61
Medium 58 63 64 65 65
High 58 65 70 75 75

* Existing Performance measured using average quantity of 1&C waste landfilled in the region (EA SWMA
Update 2002-03) as a proportion of the projected quantity of 1&C waste arising in the region (Phase 2
Capacity Report)

Full waste arising projections and capacity requirements are detailed in contained on the
CD-ROM found in Appendix 8 to this report, Table 4-2 summarises the regional information
for each scenario for the year 2025/26. Capacity gap tables are presented for all
permutations of MSW and C&l arising projections for the region in Section 4.2 with gap by
WPA presented for the worst case scenario (i.e. the permutation with the largest capacity
gap) in Section 4.3.

Table 4-2
Summary arising and diversion requirements for each waste arising scenario for the
year 2025/26 (million tonnes)

MSW - | MSW - | MSW — | C&l - | C&l -| C&l -
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Low Medium High
Projected  Future | 5 57 3.80 3.86 1046 | 1046 | 1046
Arisings
Recycling — Annual ) ) )
Capacity Required 1.31 1.34 1.35
Recovery — Annual
Capacity Required 1.58 1.60 1.66 ) ) )
Total ~ Treatment | g4 2.94 3.01 6.71 7.15 8.25
Required

4.2 Gap analysis on a regional level

A comparison of the regional capacity treatment need with the surveyed capacity results
indicates a considerable deficit (or gap) for all scenario pairings. The gap ranges in
magnitude from 4.5 million tonnes (for C&l low — MSW 1) to in excess of 6.2million tonnes
(C&l High — MSW 3). The treatment gap for the surveyed capacity is presented in Table 4-3.
This deficit is not unreasonable, given the fact that the survey contains quantifiable
throughput information for approximately 46% of the regional facilities (included during the
refinement of the project scope), and that the treatment capacity need is for 2025/26, with
higher levels of recycling and recovery than is currently being achieved or targeted.
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Table 4-3
Gap analysis utilising the surveyed capacity figure for the region (million tonnes)

Treatment
Capacity Surveyed
Projection Option Required Capacity Treatment Gap
C&l low - MSW 1 9.60 5.09 4.51
C&l low - MSW 2 9.65 5.09 4.56
C&l low - MSW 3 9.80 5.09 4.71
C&l Medium - MSW 1 10.04 5.09 4.95
C&l Medium - MSW 2 10.09 5.09 5.00
C&l Medium - MSW 3 10.24 5.09 5.15
C&l High - MSW 1 11.14 5.09 6.05
C&l High - MSW 2 11.19 5.09 6.10
C&l High - MSW 3 11.34 5.09 6.25

Projecting the capacity from the 46% of facilities where data was obtained, to the full
complement of facilities in the region (as described in Section 3.10) resulted in a projected
capacity of 7.46 million tonnes. Utilising the estimated regional capacity figure, the gap falls
to a range of 2.1 to 3.9 million tonnes as detailed in Table 4-4 (scenario range C&l low —
MSW 1 with the lowest gap, and C&l High — MSW 3 with the highest capacity gap).

Table 4-4
Gap analysis utilising the projected capacity for the region (million tonnes)

Estimated

Treatment Projected

Capacity Regional

Projection Option Required Capacity Treatment Gap

C&l low - MSW 1 9.60 7.46 2.14
C&l low - MSW 2 9.65 7.46 2.19
C&l low - MSW 3 9.80 7.46 2.33
C&I Medium - MSW 1 10.04 7.46 2.58
C&I Medium - MSW 2 10.09 7.46 2.63
C&I Medium - MSW 3 10.24 7.46 2.77
C&l High - MSW 1 11.14 7.46 3.68
C&l High - MSW 2 11.19 7.46 3.73
C&l High - MSW 3 11.34 7.46 3.87

The recent survey obtained information from facilities regarding future plans for expansion,
and the level of certainty (reference Section 3.7), 29 facilities also provide quantitative
figures for increased capacity as a result of their expansion plans, which amounted to just
under 0.5 million tonnes. Table 4-5 presents the projected capacity (for the West Midlands
region) plus the additional quantitative planned capacity. The final result being that the
capacity gap reduces by approximately 0.5 million tonnes by 2025/26, however the gap still
exists.
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Table 4-5
Gap analysis utilising the projected regional capacity plus quantifiable expansion
plans (million tonnes)

Projected
Regional
Treatment Capacity +
Capacity Quantified
Projection Option Required Expansion Treatment Gap
C&l low - MSW 1 9.60 7.94 1.66
C&l low - MSW 2 9.65 7.94 1.71
C&l low - MSW 3 9.80 7.94 1.85
C&I Medium - MSW 1 10.04 7.94 2.10
C&I Medium - MSW 2 10.09 7.94 2.15
C&l Medium - MSW 3 10.24 7.94 2.29
C&l High - MSW 1 11.14 7.94 3.20
C&l High - MSW 2 11.19 7.94 3.25
C&l High - MSW 3 11.34 7.94 3.40

Therefore it can be concluded that in 2025/26 there would be a minimum gap of 1.7 million
(projected regional capacity plus expansion, C&l low and MSW 1) and a maximum gap of
6.25 million tonnes (surveyed capacity, C&l high, MSW 3)

The above figures are based on an aggregation of all capacity to the regional level rather
than apportioned on the basis of specific treatment type requirements. Current RSS waste
projection and capacity requirements are subdivided to WPA for C&l (diversion) and MSW
(Recycling and Recovery). Further division of RSS data by treatment type would allow gap
analysis to be undertaken by facility type, which would highlight the shortfall in particular
recycling or recovery treatment areas

4.3 Gap analysis by sub region/WPA level

The scenario pairing producing the highest capacity gap from Section 4.2 of the regional gap
assessment was C&l high — MSW3. As this scenario provided the most conservative
estimate (i.e. the greatest gap), it has been utilised to disaggregate to a WPA level, to
highlight which areas have the greatest deficit. The other permutations could be
disaggregated in a similar manner, however WPA’s with the greatest gap would be the
same, with the only difference being in the magnitude of the gap.

A comparison of the treatment capacity need with the surveyed capacity results for each
WPA indicates a considerable deficit (or gap) for all WPAs except Sandwell’®. The gap
ranges from over 1.7 million tones in Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent, down to 21,000
tonnes in Walsall. The treatment gap for the surveyed throughput for each WPA is
presented in Table 4-6.

'® There were a total of 31 priority facilities in Sandwell to sample, only facilities were without a capacity figure. The Sandwell
WPA also has 3 facilities with capacities in excess of 150,000 tonnes per annum, therefore the methodology assumes that all
waste from Sandwell could be treated by the current facilities, however the reality is that waste will be imported into the WPA
for treatment, especially at the facilities with the larger capacities.
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Table 4-6
Gap analysis by WPA utilising the surveyed capacity figures (million tonnes)

Treatment
Projection Option - C&I High Capacity Surveyed

- MSW 3 Required Capacity Treatment Gap

WEST MIDLANDS REGION 11.34 5.09 6.25

Birmingham 1.81 1.13 0.68

Coventry 0.62 0.30 0.32

Dudley 0.60 0.27 0.33

Herefordshire 0.29 0.13 0.16

Sandwell 0.80 0.91 -0.11

Shropshire 0.61 0.19 0.41

Solihull 0.30 0.14 0.16

Staffordshire & Stoke-on-

Trent 2.39 0.66 1.73

Borough of Telford & Wrekin 0.54 0.47 0.49

Walsall 0.60 0.58 0.02

Warwickshire 1.04 0.33 0.71

Wolverhampton 0.53 0.22 0.31

Worcestershire 1.22 0.18 1.04

Table 4-7 illustrates how the gap is reduced when the estimated projected regional capacity
figures are included in the calculations. Using these projections, by 2025/2026, Walsall,
Wolverhampton and Sandwell will be capable of managing their diversion requirements
(based on no imports of waste) with the projected capacity. With a gap of approximately 1.4
million tonnes, Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent remain the area with the greatest deficit,
closely followed by Worcestershire (approximately 1 million tonnes).

Table 4-7
Gap analysis by WPA utilising the projected throughput figures (million tonnes)

Treatment
Projection Option - C&I High Capacity Projected

- MSW 3 Required Throughput Treatment Gap

WEST MIDLANDS REGION 11.34 7.46 3.87

Birmingham 1.81 1.27 0.55

Coventry 0.62 0.36 0.26

Dudley 0.60 0.52 0.08

Herefordshire 0.29 0.21 0.08

Sandwell 0.80 1.00 -0.20

Shropshire 0.61 0.44 0.17

Solihull 0.30 0.14 0.16

Staffordshire & Stoke-on-

Trent 2.39 1.01 1.37

Borough of Telford & Wrekin 0.54 0.05 0.49

Walsall 0.60 1.25 -0.65

Warwickshire 1.04 0.41 0.63

Wolverhampton 0.53 0.56 -0.03

Worcestershire 1.22 0.25 0.97

SLR



West Midlands Regional Assembly 39 402-1422-00001
Treatment Facilities and Capacity Survey May 2007

When taking into account the information obtained regarding quantified future plans for
expansion, the total regional gap is reduced by approximately 0.5 million tonnes. Although
the WPA with the greatest planned expansion is Staffordshire, the gap still remains highest
for Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent. The deficit also remains high for Worcestershire,
regardless of the 0.06 million tonnes of expansion indicated by the survey response, Table
4-8 presents this data.

Table 4-8
Gap analysis by WPA utilising the estimated projected capacity plus quantifiable
expansion plans (million tonnes)

Projected
Treatment Throughput +
Projection Option - C&I High Capacity Quantified
- MSW 3 Required Expansion Treatment Gap
WEST MIDLANDS REGION 11.34 7.94 3.40
Birmingham 1.81 1.27 0.54
Coventry 0.62 0.36 0.26
Dudley 0.60 0.52 0.08
Herefordshire 0.29 0.21 0.08
Sandwell 0.80 1.09 -.029
Shropshire 0.61 0.45 0.15
Solihull 0.30 0.26 0.04
Staffordshire & Stoke-on-

Trent 2.39 1.13 1.25
Borough of Telford & Wrekin 0.54 0.05 0.49
Walsall 0.60 1.25 -0.65
Warwickshire 1.04 0.45 0.60
Wolverhampton 0.53 0.58 -0.05
Worcestershire 1.22 0.31 0.91

It can be concluded that although the capacity figures on a regional level suggest that by
2025/2026 there will be a significant capacity gap, some WPAs will experience a deficit, thus
requiring cooperative waste treatment between WPAs. The above calculations, as with the
regional figures assume that capacity can be transferred directly to those processes which
may have a deficit, i.e. metal recycling capacity change of use to biological treatment. The
analysis also assumes that facilities in a particular WPA treat waste from within that WPA,
excluding waste imports and exports, this in reality is unrealistic. The figures do however
provide an indication as to where the majority of capacity lies, and tenuous links to assess
which WPAs may have the largest deficit.
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5 DATABASE GATE KEEPER AND UPDATES

This study has collated a large amount of information regarding re-use, recycling and
recovery facilities in the West Midlands region, which has involved sorting and appending
information from various EA sources and taking on board comments and input from planning
officers in addition to consultation with the waste facilities. It is important that this information
is stored in a suitable location, that the information contained is made widely accessible to all
interested parties (as long as confidentiality of the facility operators is not breached) and that
the information is maintained and updated on a regular basis.

Updates, additions and data cleansing is vital if this facility database is remain a useful
source of information for future years, rather than becoming outdated and limited in its worth.
In order to maximise use and benefit from the work undertake to date, we propose utilisation
of a 3 stage methodology:

. Stage 1: Designate a ‘gate keeper for the database, who maintains a master copy of
the database;

. Stage 2: Update information and facility details (planned, new or closed facilities) on a
regular basis;

. Stage 3: Periodic data reviews, comparisons with EA licence registers and additional
surveys to elicit additional information as necessary.

The West Midlands consists of 14 waste planning authorities, if each planning authority had
its own copy of the database, quickly there would become little continuity of information and
the ease with which information could be aggregated to a regional level would be reduced.
Therefore, in order to maintain a useful database for future years it is suggested that one
person with a regional perspective takes responsibility for holding the information and
updating to create a certain level of consistency. The selected gate keeper could be one of
the WPA officers, or could be a member of the regional assembly, considering that the
regional assembly holds a range of other data sources, it maybe sensible for the WMRA to
hold the waste facilities database.

The chosen gate keeper would store the database, update information (when provided), be
the main point of contact for any interested parties and distribute copies of the database
(when required). It would be the duty of the WMRA (as project client) to distribute copies of
the database to interested parties (planning officers, RTAB members, others) as they see fit;
however it should be remembered that some of the information provided by facility operators
and contained within the database maybe of a commercially sensitive nature, and this
should be reviewed prior to distributing the database to a wider audience.

It is suggested that the planning and or EA officers are in the best position to provide regular
updates for Stage 2, as they will receive site details and planning applications and would
therefore being aware of any proposed facilities or change of use. A decision by the
database gatekeeper and the planning officers will be required regarding the frequency that
updates should be fed through to the gatekeeper. It maybe decided that information should
be fed through on a case by case basis; however, it is probable that this high frequency
would be too high a frequency for the gate keeper, with the other duties they may hold. A
more suitable frequency might be a discussion and update during the Region Minerals and
Waste Officers Group meetings that take place on a regular (perhaps annual) basis.

Following feedback from the planning and or EA officers, it would be the responsibility of the
gatekeeper to update and cleanse the database, at which time it might be deemed
appropriate to re-issue the latest version. Version control can sometimes be a difficulty when
databases are regularly updated, it is suggested that a postscript using the month and year
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would be the most simple and fail-safe methodology to use, for example ‘West Midlands Re-
use, Recycling and Recovery Facilities_April2007.xIs’. In addition to providing regular
updates to the facility database, any facility closures identified should be noted by the
planning officers and if appropriate safe guard the waste facility site for continued future use.

In addition to maintaining and cleansing the database (as outlined in Stage 2 of the update
methodology) the database would benefit from periodic updates (as an independent cross
check of data) to ensure that the facility list is accurate, capacity information is up to date,
new expansion plan information has been captured and generally improve on the sound
building blocks that this study has provided. This process could be undertaken in a variety of
ways:

. Obtain Regis database cuts (cross reference the list of facilities to ensure all operating
facilities have been captured, any facilities closed have been removed);

. Obtain copies of the RATS database (cross reference facility throughputs to ensure an
accurate regional throughput picture); and

. Surveys or facility visits (check areas of uncertainty or to obtain answers to the more
complex latter questions of the survey proforma).

Updates via survey or facility visits could be undertaken throughout the year by waste
planning and or EA officers (as and when they have contact with the facilities) or through a
complete survey (such as the survey undertaken in February/March 2007) undertaken by the
regional assembly, planning/EA officers or an external source.
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The preliminary conclusions and recommendations from the study of waste treatment
facilities and capacity in the West Midlands are as follows:

6.1 Conclusions

Facility in the West Midlands

¢ Refined survey scope resulted in approximately 400 facilities for potential survey;

e Scope included EA licensed facilities in the ‘A’ codes A15 to A23, Incinerators
surveyed by the EA, accredited reprocessors, and selected facilities highlighted by
the Regional Minerals and Waste Officers Group (RMWOG);

e Metal recycling sites (A20) followed by vehicle dismantling sites (either A19 or A19a)
are the most common facility types in the West Midlands region, chemical treatment
facilities (A21) are the least common type;

o Staffordshire followed by Birmingham City had the largest number of facilities within
the WPA boundaries while Solihull had the fewest number of facilities;

e Consulting with the steering group, RMWOG and the Motor Vehicle Dismantlers
Association (MVDA) the facilities were prioritised to under 300 for the telephone
survey; and

e Via consultation with the RMWOG 40 facilities were selected from the prioritised
facilities for a facility visit in addition to telephone consultation.

Response from Survey
e Telephone survey resulted in a 54% response rate (48% response if the EA
Incinerator survey is excluded);
e Proportional response by facility type varied from approximately 30% (A19 — Metal
recycling site (vehicle dismantler)) to 100% (A18 - Incinerators);
e Proportional response by WPA also varied considerably from 25% (Walsall) to 100%
(Solihull, only 1 facility surveyed), although the majority of WPAs fall within a range of

30% to 60%:;

e Of the facilities visited, 80% granted access and made time to talk to the survey
teams;

e Anecdotal information was noted for all facilities visited, even those who denied
access; and

e Of the facilities where access was gained, 88% provided additional information which
could be included in the survey proforma and 76% answered additional questions
identified as priority.

Regional Capacity for Diversion from Landfill

e Surveyed capacity in the region is 5.1 million tonnes (based on a quantitative figure
provided for 70% of facilities identified as priority;

e Metal recycling sites (Mixed) (A20) results in the largest surveyed capacity in the
region;

e Surveyed capacity demonstrates that Birmingham and Sandwell have the largest
capacity by WPA,;

e Metal is the most common material handled (by those facilities who responded to the
question), with all metals plus vehicles accounting for 54% of the response;

e Main materials handled (by tonnage) broadly follow the trend of the number of
facilities, however the amount of sludge treated is higher than indicated by the
number of facilities process that material;
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Survey response indicates that facilities are working to 59% of their Waste
Management Licence, with a similar figure for working to the theoretical maximum
capacity;

Quantifiable expansion plans were provided by 29 facilities, with a total expansion of
0.5 million tonnes per annum;

The main method quoted for achieving expansion was through improving existing or
purchasing new equipment;

The main constraint quoted to operating at full capacity or expanding operations was
the availability of waste;

Transfer stations are likely to be the best opportunity for change of use to a treatment
facility and therefore expand the regions capacity; and

Projecting capacity to all facilities in the region results in an estimated capacity of 7.5
million tonnes.

Potential Regional Capacity Gap

6.2

Recently revised RSS arising and treatment capacity projections for MSW and Ca&l
wastes were utilised to calculate the capacity gap for the region;

Capacity gap (when utilising surveyed capacity — Good certainty) ranges from 4.5 to
6.25 million in the year 2025/26;

Utilising the project regional capacity (moderate certainty) the capacity gap is within
the range of 2.1 to 3.9 million in the year 2025/26;

Capacity gap by WPA (utilising the surveyed capacity data) indicates that
Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent City have the largest capacity gap (1.7 million
tonnes), while Sandwell has an excess of capacity in 2025/26; and

Utilising projected total capacity for the region, Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent City
have the largest capacity gap (1.4 million tonnes) while Walsall has the largest
excess of capacity (0.7 million tonnes) in 2025/26 (Sandwell and Wolverhampton
also have an excess of treatment capacity).

Recommendations

To complete the waste management capacity picture for the West Midlands and
investigate potential flexibilities in terms of change of use, it is recommended that a
survey of Transfer Stations in the West Midlands is undertaken;
Annual survey updates are undertaken to maintain the validity of capacity figures,
and update the list of facilities to identify closed facilities or newly licensed facilities;
Survey undertaken by WPA or EA Officers may improve the results of the survey, as
the can utilise relationships already developed;
Would suggest the priority for further investigation should be:

o Chemical treatment facility (A21) — 1 facility without capacity data;

o Composting Facility (A22) — 1 facility without capacity data;

o Biological treatment facility (A23) — 2 facilities with out capacity data;

o Physico-Chemical Treatment facility (A17) — 4 facilities without capacity data;
Investigation of the above would help to complete the regional datasets for those 4
groups, these groups also represent the more specialised processes.
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