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Introduction 

 

1. This short rebuttal proof has been prepared in response to evidence provided 

by Louise Brooke-Smith on behalf of WAIL.  It relates to 2 matters as follows: 

i) Whether the use of anaerobic digestion (AD), as opposed to energy from 

waste (EfW) through direct combustion, would constitute moving the 

management of waste up the waste hierarchy. Together with the 

suggestion that ‘63%’ of municipal waste could be composted or treated 

through AD. 

ii) The relevance of the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy 

(JMWMS) 2004 and statements contained therein. Together with the 

findings of the JMWMS Review 2009. 

 

 i) AD and the Waste Hierarchy 

 

2. In a number of places Louise Brooke-Smith states / infers that AD would be a 

preferable solution to the EnviRecover proposal (paragraphs 5.4.18, 5.4.20, 

5.4.25, 5.4.33, 5.4.36, 5.4.37, 5.6.19, 6.3 & 6.4). However, by reference to her 

own Appendix D: Defra Guidance on Applying the Waste Hierarchy (internal 

page 3), it can be seen in the diagram that AD and incineration with energy 

recovery are both classed as ‘other recovery’ falling within exactly the same 

band of the Waste Hierarchy.  

 

3. On this basis the use of AD, as opposed to incineration with energy recovery, 

offers no benefit in moving the management of waste up the Hierarchy. In this 

regard, I find Louise Brooke-Smith’s paragraph 5.4.36 unhelpful.  Here she 

indicates that AD is preferable (in hierarchical terms) to landfill and 

incineration without energy recovery. Whilst factually correct, this statement 

has no relevance to the EnviRecover proposal, as EnviRecover is incineration 

with energy recovery (i.e. it is a facility that meets the revised Waste 

Framework Directive definition of ‘recovery’ by scoring over 0.65 in terms of 

the R1 calculation).   

 

4. Louise Brooke-Smith’s paragraph 5.4.36 also states that ‘when waste is a 

mixture of food waste, dry anaerobic digestion followed by composting is 
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preferred’.  Reference to paragraph 2.2 of the Defra Guidance on Applying 

the Waste Hierarchy indicates that this sentence is missing the words 

‘garden’ before the first use of the word ‘waste’ i.e. it should read: when 

garden waste is a mixture of food waste, dry anaerobic digestion followed by 

composting is preferred’.  I would not wish anyone to believe that AD offers a 

‘good’ solution for anything other than food and garden waste.  

  

5. It is helpful to understand that AD falls into two main types: wet AD and dry 

AD.  In terms of municipal solid waste (MSW), Wet AD can only treat food 

waste.  It also has other applications such as farm slurries or sewage sludge, 

but these are not relevant in this case as neither are part of the municipal 

waste stream. 

 

6. Dry AD is mostly used to treat combined food and green (garden) waste.  

However, it is not in widespread usage.  It has a number of limitations:  

• The respective portions of each need to be carefully balanced (i.e. you 

cannot have 80% green waste and only 20% food). 

• It is far less efficient at generating energy than wet AD, and the greater 

the portion of green waste the less the energy produced. 

• It does not break down the lignin or woody material in the green waste 

(refer to the footnote on page 5 of the Defra Guidance on Applying the 

Waste Hierarchy). 

• You have to aerobically treat (compost) the output in order to get the 

green waste element fit for beneficial use. Coupled with the reduced 

energy generation, this secondary treatment process makes the marginal 

benefit (in overall energy terms) of putting green waste through AD very 

small and indeed questionable in many instances.  

• From a financial perspective it performs very poorly compared to green 

waste open windrow composting. This is why very few authorities AD 

green waste.      

 

7. Worcestershire and Herefordshire have, in common with the vast majority of 

waste disposal authorities in the UK, elected to open windrow compost its 

green waste.  I set out the collection systems in place for this waste stream in 
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Appendix NR10, paragraph 8.  These would ensure that no material 

quantities of green waste would be sent to the EnviRecover facility.  

  

8. With regard to residual waste treatment technology choice, within my main 

proof (paragraphs 4.2.4 to 4.2.7) I set out the repeated Government 

statements that it remains technology neutral.  However, I also acknowledge 

that AD is strongly supported by the Government for the treatment of certain 

waste streams, namely food (see my main proof paragraphs 4.2.8 – 4.2.10).  

On this matter, I also note that the Defra Guidance on Applying the Waste 

Hierarchy (internal page 6) provides a table of how 11 waste streams should 

ideally be managed. AD is only listed as ‘suitable’ for food and garden 

wastes. 

 

9. In her paragraph 5.4.18 Louise Brooke-Smith states that 63% of municipal 

waste could be composted or subject to AD.  I have no clear idea where this 

figure comes from, but it may be derived from the fact that for the purposes of 

LATS, Defra consider that 68% of MSW is biodegradable. However, this by 

no means indicates that this portion of the waste can be subject to AD. I 

believe the Government’s messages are unambiguous in that AD is only 

really suitable / preferable for food and possibly some green waste.  

 

ii) JMWMS 2004 and JMWMS Review 2009 

 

10. In her paragraphs 5.3.21 to 5.3.23, Louise Brooke-Smith considers the 

JMWMS and seems to place weight on the 2004 version, whilst criticising the 

2009 Review.  

 

11. As a matter of fact the JMWMS 2004 has been updated (and thus in part 

superseded) by the 2009 Review.  The purpose of a regular review is to 

ascertain whether the prevailing circumstances have changed and whether 

the Strategy needs to be updated to reflect any changes.  I have been 

advised by Worcestershire County Council Waste Disposal Authority, the lead 

body for the JMWMS, that all of the District and the County Councils 

(Herefordshire and Worcestershire) have formally endorsed / adopted the 

2009 Review.  
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12. The JMWMS 2004 stated in Policy 4: Waste management methods will 

support the Best Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO) which is based on 

a minimum 33% recycling and a maximum of 22% landfilling, with any 

balance required being managed through a form of thermal treatment. 

Emerging technologies which support the BPEO will be considered to enable 

a flexible approach to the waste treatment methods which will be adopted. 

Refer to attached Appendix NR21).  

 

13. Thermal treatment encompasses a number of technologies including 

incineration.  However, it is fair to say the 2004 report was written shortly after 

MWM’s Kidderminster EfW proposal was refused planning permission and at 

a time the Councils were considering autoclaving as their preferred waste 

treatment option. This is described in the originally submitted EnviRecover 

Planning Application document (see Planning Statement paragraph 2.4.4 to 

2.4.6 – CD-PA1a) and summarised in paragraphs 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 of the 

JMWMS 2004 (see NR21).  

 

14. The Councils’ association with autoclaving was actually short lived.  This is 

not surprising, as an autoclave: 

• Is not a thermal treatment technology (at least by current definitions). 

• Is not a residual waste management technology and is actually an 

intermediate treatment method, as it produces waste in virtually the 

same quantities as is put into the process.  

• Is not an energy recovery technology. 

• Creates a highly biodegradable fibre (or sometimes a pellet) that can 

only be landfilled or, preferably, burnt to recover energy. 

 

15. In 2004, there was a belief, fuelled by the autoclave developer, that there 

could be a commercial market for the output fibre in making building products.  

This transpired not to be the case as explained by Kirsten Berry (main proof 

paragraph 2.3.12).  

 

16. Finally on the 2004 JMWMS, I note that in her paragraph 5.3.23 Louise 

Brook-Smith references paragraph 5.7.5 (of the JMWMS 2004 - see NR21) 
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and states incineration was ‘expressly ruled out’. This is not the case.  

Section 5.7 deals with a range of treatment technologies and paragraph 5.7.5 

simply says: Waste to Energy Mass burn incineration involves the combustion 

of mixed unsorted waste in controlled conditions on a moving grate. Resulting 

hot gasses are directed to a boiler to recover heat to produce steam and 

generate electricity. Thirty-five percent of the waste becomes a residue which 

can be recycled (bottom ash) or disposed (fly ash). No waste to energy 

facilities are planned to be built in Herefordshire or Worcestershire. However, 

it may be necessary to use regional facilities to dispose of small amounts of 

our waste.   

 

17. In the 2009 JMWMS Review the Council’s continued to support thermal 

treatment, but set the target (Target 5) to achieve the balance of its 78% 

recovery target through energy recovery.   

 

18. The 2009 Review was accompanied by a number of technical annexes, of 

which Annex D was a Residual Options Appraisal.  This is briefly described in 

paragraphs 5.17 – 5.19 in SoCG1. In short, it considered a range of 

technologies and ranked them following evaluation against 14 criteria 

encompassing environmental, social and economic factors.  

 

19.  In her paragraph 5.3.23 Louise Brook-Smith states: ….. it is therefore 

surprising that the First Review 2009 failed to consider as part of these 

emerging technologies anaerobic digestion and autoclaving as a solution.  

 

20. Again this statement is not correct.  Paragraph 1.3.1 of the Residual Options 

Appraisal (refer to Appendix NR22) clearly states that both autoclaving and 

AD were considered in the ‘Long List’ of initial treatment options.  Paragraph 

1.3.2 shows that of the seven technology options short listed and assessed in 

detail, two were autoclaving.  I actually find it more surprising that autoclaving 

was considered based upon the purpose of the report (to evaluate ‘residual’ 

waste management options) and the Council’s previous experience.  
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Appendix NR21: Extract from the JMWMS 2004 
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Appendix NR22: Extract from JMWMS 2009 – Annex D Residual Options 

Appraisal 

 

 

 














