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ABOUT FOOTPRINT SERVICES 
 

Footprint Services (“FPS”) is a consultancy based in Lincolnshire dedicated to the 
transformation, interpretation and presentation of information relating to industrial waste 
and resources.  Underpinning this work is a desire to maximise the efficient stewardship of 
finite resources within the framework of ethical and sustainable enterprise. 
 
Combining data-based analytical investigation with almost fifteen years of Industrial 
Symbiosis experience, Footprint Services seeks to provide insight, options and 
opportunities for companies with waste-related challenges. 
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1.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

While some landfill sites are currently of regional and national significance, the unavoidable and inescapable truth 
is that landfill capacity is set to decline over the next decade as the UK Government strives to meet its obligation 
to reduce general waste disposed of in landfill to 10% of the Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) produced.  That will 
have a direct impact on the region within 100 miles of Flixborough, where 2.9 million tonnes of general waste 
were sent to landfill in 2019. 
 

Over the next few years, landfill operators will have pressure exerted upon them to facilitate non-recyclable waste. 
This may be through the approval and development of additional energy recovery facilities (ERFs), which diverts 
waste tonnage away from landfill, thereby hastening their demise through unprofitability. The reintroduction of a 
Landfill Tax Escalator, which was previously successful in stimulating the development of Anaerobic Digestion and 
Energy from Waste facilities across the country as well as creating the option of baling, wrapping and exporting 
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF).  Ultimately, there is the possibility of a blunt legislative order for enforced closure of 
landfill sites. 
 

At least 50% of the general waste in the geographical zone of this study is managed by large national or 
multinational corporate waste companies such as Biffa, SUEZ, Viridor etc. and it will be necessary to engage with 
such organisations to secure sufficient feedstock.  Biffa owns and operates the Roxby landfill facility near 
Flixborough which received 844,000 tonnes of general waste in 2019, making it the largest such site across the 
whole of England and Wales.  Biffa appears to be confident about the future of the Roxby landfill, this being the 
flagship site for their waste-by-rail strategy, but this confidence must nonetheless be weighed up against the overt 
political intent to reduce the percentage of active waste going to landfill. 
 

This study concludes that the EfW provision within 100 miles of Flixborough is currently able to process the 
residual waste arisings only because landfill and RDF export provision provide a combined additional flexible 
capacity of over three million tonnes.  As landfill capacities decline in line with Governmental intent or decree, the 
existing EfW facilities will be unable to receive the additional volumes since they are already operating at or close 
to their headline capacity.  This is particularly the case in the area up to 50 miles from Flixborough.  Decisions 
made by EU nations, such as the application of the Waste Import Tax in the Netherlands, have been shown to 
cause shockwaves to the UK waste processing system, as have unforeseen events such as the Coronavirus 
pandemic.  In both these cases, the outcome has been volumes of RDF (or RDF feedstock material) being sent 
directly to landfill.  Taken together, there is certainly scope for a higher level of flexibility in the regional EfW 
provision. 
 

The Green Energy Centre development at Flixborough is therefore ideally positioned to provide a necessary service 
as part of a broad tapestry of sustainable solutions in the North of England. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
2.1 ABOUT SOLAR 21 
 

Solar 21 is a renewable energy infrastructure company based in Dublin with offices in Italy and the UK.  The 
business began as a developer of commercial solar farms in Italy before diversifying into other renewable energy 
technologies such as biomass, biogas and Energy from Waste.  Their first large-scale power plant, Tansterne 
Advanced Biomass (23MWe), was commissioned in 2018, powered by waste wood.  Currently, they hold a 
portfolio and pipeline of development projects in the UK. 
 
2.2 NORTH L INCOLNSHIRE GREEN ENERGY PARK 
 

The Project consists of an Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) converting up to 760,000 tonnes per annum of Refuse 
Derived Fuel (RDF) to generate a maximum of 95MWe and/or 320 MWt to provide power, heat and steam on the 
site of the operating Flixborough Wharf on the River Trent, North Lincolnshire.  The Project will incorporate battery 
storage, hydrogen production from the electrolysis of water, hydrogen storage, heat and steam storage.  It will 
also include the treatment of bottom and fly ash, concrete block manufacturing, carbon dioxide capture and 
utilisation and an extended district heat network of 12km, plus a power and gas network to service a nearby 
proposed housing development.  Development at the site will also include the upgrading of rail infrastructure to 
facilitate the delivery of RDF by low-carbon transportation, as well as improving road access to ease the flow of 
traffic. 
 
2.3 AIM OF THIS REPORT 
 

The purpose of this study is the assessment, quantification and interpretation of waste flows within a catchment 
radius of up to 100 miles of the Green Energy Park site near Flixborough, North Lincolnshire (including assessment 
of wastes entering and leaving the zone, along with the export of RDF), with a particular emphasis on wastes at 
the ‘residual’ end of the scale such as Municipal Solid Waste (EWC 20 03 01), RDF (19 12 10) and other sorting 
fines (19 12 12). 
 

Key questions addressed in this report include: 
 

§ Distance Tiers: Within the geographical tiers of (A) 0-25 miles, (B) 26-50 miles, (C) 51-75 miles and (D) 76-100 
miles, what are the key observations about the waste profile in each of those tiers?  Who are the main 
operators?  Where is the waste coming from (i.e. is it ‘native’ to that tier or are there large transfers in from 
or out to elsewhere)? 

§ Landfill Sites: What landfill sites are there within each tier?  What waste streams are they receiving?  What is 
known about their capacity and expected lifespan remaining? 

§ Energy from Waste (EfW) Sites: What EfW facilities are there within each tier?  What is their headline capacity 
and what is their actual reported throughput?  What waste streams are they accepting?  Where are they 
getting their feedstock from?  What facilities are in the ‘Planning Accepted’ or ‘Development’ phase in each 
tier? 

§ Trends: For each of the above, what is the latest position and what further insight can be gleaned from a 
multi-year trend analysis? 

 
 

2.4 DATA SOURCES 
 

The primary data sources used within this report include: 
 

§ Site Waste Returns: all regulated waste sites are obliged to submit waste input / output records to the EA 
and this information is made available as public record for strategic review, showing waste flows entering 
and leaving the site or area. This data is produced annually rather than real-time, so there is always a lag 
between actual year and ‘data year’.  The latest available ‘data year’ is 2019. 

§ RDF Transfrontier Shipment Records: the EA release certain data pertaining to RDF exports either on a 
scheduled basis or via Freedom of Information requests.  This information covers month-by-month exports 
of waste fuels categorised as EWC 19 12 10 (although with some volumes of 19 12 12 that are due to be 
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refined to 19 12 10 in the destination country), along with country of destination and port of exit / entry.  This 
data has a lag of around three months; therefore, this report uses information up to and including April 2021. 

§ Incineration Trends: data tables are available for incineration inputs and capacity across England, down to 
the level of individual sites.  2019 is the latest activity reported. 

§ Landfill Capacity: datasets for remaining landfill capacity by site in England at the end of 2019. 
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Zones B, G and L have been highlighted to make the point that some areas will be of less strategic interest than 
others, either because that geographical region only just appears in a distance radius at its outer edge (such as 
East of England in the 76 – 100-mile ring), or because a particular area has low population or industrial presence 
(such as Yorkshire & Humber in the 76 – 100-mile ring).   
 
4.4 WITHIN 50 MILES OF FLIXBOROUGH 
 

The territory of primary interest is the area within 50 miles 
of Flixborough, this being where most commercially viable 
sourcing opportunities are likely to exist.  Within this radius, 
just over 5 million tonnes of relevant general waste were 
received by permitted waste facilities (excluding Transfer 
Stations); of that volume, just under 3 million tonnes went to 
landfill or EfW in roughly equal measure (see Fig. 4.7) 
 

The main landfill volumes are within the North Lincolnshire 
subregion, whereas the bulk of the EfW capacity is in West 
Yorkshire (see Fig. 4.8). 
 

‘Physical / MRF’ includes sorting companies with physical 
processes, picking lines, optical sorting and other physical 
separation technologies. 
 

‘Other’ companies in Fig. 4.8 includes MBT (Mechanical and 
Biological Treatment), civic amenity, composting sites etc. 
 
 

 
Fig. 4.8 – Subregional Waste Processes Within 50 Miles of Flixborough 

 

The evident message of Fig. 4.8 is that if the aspiration of the development is to offer a competitive solution for 
producers and processors of waste that is higher up the hierarchy than landfill, then North Lincolnshire would 
appear to be the location of choice. 
  

 
Fig. 4.7 – Tonnage to landfill / EfW within 50 miles 
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Fig. 5.3 – Capacity Rem
aining (0-50 m

iles) 

 
 

Section 5.2 provides further insight into the Biffa Roxby (DN15 0BD), Welbeck (WF6 2JA), Caird Peckfield (LS25 
4DW) and Catplant Quarry (DN6 7EX) landfill sites, as well as the Viridor (S44 5HS) facility. 
 

Further out from Flixborough, the seven key landfills appear to have received more waste year-on-year, contrary 
to the public and industry perception that landfill volumes have been falling (see Fig. 5.4) 
 

Fig. 5.4 – Landfill Tonnage Received ( 51-100 m
iles)  

 
 

Note that the Lincwaste sites (LN5 0QF and LN10 6YN) in the 51–100-mile tier and also the DN21 1AF facility in 
the 0–50-mile tier has been receiving more general waste, especially in 2019.  Lincwaste Ltd is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of FCC Waste Services (UK) Ltd.  Further investigation shows that the bulk of the additional waste 
received in 2019 came from Nottingham.  These three sites have a declared combined capacity of just over 2 
million tonnes.  The LN5 0QF site is known locally as Leadenham Landfill.  This had previously been mothballed 
following Local Authority budget cuts in the early 2010s but was subsequently reopened.  An excerpt from a recent 
Lincolnshire Waste Needs Assessment 3 states: 
 

“Planning permission for non-hazardous waste landfill covers most of the quarry, but the EA value relates solely to 
the southern area.  The site had been mothballed for several years but has recently reopened following closure of 
several other sites.  It is expected to become one of the most important landfill sites in the county.  To reflect this 
new status, the operator is to open the large northern area for landfill.  Actual capacity will be substantially greater 
than that stated.” 
 

The same document concludes that: 
 

 
3 www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/6039/overview-report 
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“The Waste Needs Assessment 2021 Update shows that no capacity shortfall is forecast whether that be measured 
by management type or as an overall requirement for Lincolnshire to maintain net self-sufficiency over the forecast 
period to 2045.” 
 

This is based on a model of utilising the capacity of the EfW facility in Lincoln primarily, with landfill capacity being 
the flexible secondary outlet. 
 

Fig. 5.5 – Capacity Rem
aining (51-100 m

iles) 

 
 

For all the lack of certainty surrounding declared landfill capacity, given that under-utilised cells can be mothballed, 
or new cells can be developed, Fig. 5.6 shows an unmistakable trend; the headline capacity of the 16 primary 
landfill sites is heading downwards even as the received waste is nudging upwards. 

 

Defra, in their ‘Resources and Waste Strategy’ (2018) 
confirmed their continued resolve to reducing general 
waste sent to landfill, summarising their intent as, “The 
desired direction for all indicators of landfilling is down.” 
 

The commitment within this Defra strategy document, 
driven by the EU Circular Economy Package (which the UK 
Government has committed to honouring) is to reduce 
landfill to a maximum of 10% of municipal waste by 2035.   
 

To apply some numbers to this within the geographical 
zone covered by this study, if 11.8 million tonnes of 
general waste was received by permitted waste sites in 
2019, 10% of this amounts to 1.2 million tonnes.  
Presently, 2.9 million tonnes is being landfilled, or almost 
25% of the total general waste arisings.  This is not a 
‘Northern thing’ either as the overall figure for England is 

similar.  Thus, on current waste production levels, it will be necessary to somehow redirect approximately 1.7 
million tonnes away from landfill by 2035.  Naturally, waste volumes may fall, and recycling technologies should 
improve, and not all the ‘general waste’ that is typically sent to landfill is appropriate for EfW treatment.  
Nonetheless, it can be surmised that additional EfW capacity of at least one million tonnes will be needed in the 
100-mile catchment of Flixborough over the next decade if the binding environmental commitment is to be met 
and the reliance on landfill reduced. 
 
  

Fig. 5.6 – M
ain Landfills W

ithin 100 M
iles O

f Flixborough  
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According to the EA, Biffa Roxby 
landfill had a capacity of 3.6 
million cubic metres in 2019, 
down from almost 5 million 
cubic metres in 2017.  
Extending this decline 
downwards, the facility only 
has a viable lifespan of around 
a further four or five years, 
especially if Biffa intends to 
increase the amount of waste 
received through the Roxby 
Sidings transfer station.  
Lifespan is not always a linear 
pattern though, as can be seen 

in the data between 2016 and 2017; it all depends on whether the facility has undeveloped void capacity that can 
be brought into service as fresh cells, thereby extending the lifespan. 
 
5.3 THREE YORKSHIRE LANDFILLS (WELBECK / CAIRD PECKFIELD / CATPLANT) 
 

Fig. 5.10 – W
aste O

rigins (3 landfills) 
 

 

Fig. 5.11 – Rem
aining C

apacity (3 landfills) 

 
 

Fig. 5.1 showed three key landfill sites in Yorkshire which, between them, received just over 400,000 tonnes of 
general waste in the filtered set of EWC codes.  One of these sites, Welbeck Waste Management Ltd, is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of FCC Waste Services (UK) Ltd.  This site has a lease until 2033; this is not expected to be 
extended 6.  This timescale includes the post-closure environmental monitoring; waste receipts are not anticipated 
beyond 2025 7.  It is likely that this termination date is shaping the remaining capacity as presented in Fig. 5.11 
where the Welbeck capacity has plunged over recent years far beyond what would be expected purely from 
received waste volumes. 
 

Of the other two sites, the input-to-capacity figures at Caird Peckfield Ltd suggest that it does not have a lifespan 
beyond the next couple of years, unless new cell capacity is opened.  Catplant Quarry is an active quarry site and 
therefore the landfill capacity will be determined by void space left by quarrying operations; this could explain the 
apparent rise in capacity between 2018 and 2019 (Fig. 5.11).        
 
  

 
6  
7  

Fig 5.9: 
C

apacity and expected lifespan of Biffa Roxby landfill 
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to the right and rural Lincolnshire to the South, 
Grimsby sits at the end of the A180 dual 
carriageway as a rather isolated outpost.  
Certainly, Grimsby and Immingham are strategic 
port locations for trade in and out of the Humber 
estuary and, as such, have significance in the 
export of RDF from England to Scandinavia (see 
Section 7).  However, just because RDF passes 
through Grimsby on its way overseas, that does 
not mean that it is the location of choice for 
multiple EfW facilities, any more than Dover 
would be a logical site to construct a holiday 
resort simply because lots of cars use the ferry 
ports on their way to France.  No disrespect is 
aimed at Grimsby, for much investment has 
been made by Northeast Lincolnshire in 
enhancing connectivity by road and rail; 
nonetheless, it is questionable whether the 

town can support a residual waste demand of 2 million tonnes per year, with almost all of it arriving from outside 
the area.  Fig. 6.4 demonstrates the advantages offered by a Flixborough EfW, within easy each of the Eastern end 
of the M62 corridor, with access to the M18 – M180 – M181 motorways, as well as the rail and wharfage links. 
 

In the 51 – 75-mile bracket, one key site of note with a status of Planning Approved is the Boston Alternative 
Energy Facility with a headline capacity of 1 million tonnes.  Should that site be approved by the Government 
(currently in the DCO process as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project), the Boston EfW would be the 
second-largest facility in the UK (behind Runcorn at 1.1 million tonnes) and the 6th largest in Europe / Scandinavia. 
 

The past few years have seen a rise in the volume of waste processed by EfW within the 100-mile radius catchment 
(see Fig. 6.5), and the 26 – 50-mile belt has witnessed the fastest rise thanks to the development of Ferrybridge 
FM1 and FM2 with a combined capacity of 1.3 million tonnes. 
 

Fig. 6.5 – Energy from
 W

aste Received Tonnage 

 
It might be presumed that, since the 26 – 50-mile band has seen such an advance in EfW development, there may 
be overcapacity in that tier which may have a negative impact on the availability of feedstock for the envisaged 
Flixborough development.  Is that a risk?  Is there still a need for any more EfW capacity in the region? 
 

Fig. 6.6 charts the received tonnage vs the stated headline EfW in the 3 tiers 26-50 miles, 51-75 miles and 75-100 
miles (bearing in mind there are no operational EfW sites in the 0 – 25-mile tier).  The Ferrybridge FM2 capacity is 
included in the right-hand blue bar, but since the site opened towards the end of 2019, the information on received 
tonnage is light and so a predicted value has been allotted to FM2 as a ‘top up’.  With this adjustment applied, 
which simply assumes that FM2 is receiving its full share of combustible waste, it is apparent that available capacity 
in the 26 – 50-mile tier is met by incoming tonnage; indeed, incoming tonnage is slightly more than operational 
capacity.  This is less closely matched in the more distant bands, though it is not necessarily a sensible aspiration  

Fig. 6.4 – EfW
 w

ithin 100 m
iles of Flixborough 
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6.5 EFW TONNAGE VS CAPACITY 
 

Fig. 6.11 – EfW
 Tonnage vs C

apacity 
(sites w

ithin 100 m
iles of Flixborough) 

 
 
Plotting reported received tonnage vs headline capacity for each of the MSW EfW sites within 100 miles of 
Flixborough, the pressure on processing headroom can be seen, especially in the crucial 0-50 mile catchment 
(remembering that there are presently no operational sites in the 0-25 area).  Ferrybridge FM2 has not been 
included in Fig. 6.11 because of the incomplete data in 2019, though it appears that FM1 topped its own limit, this 
presumably being a necessary short-term means of balancing incoming waste while FM2 approached go-live.  
Thus, Fig. 6.11 should be assessed with supplementary awareness of FM2 (675,000 tonnes) as well as the two sites 
under development in the 0-50 miles range; Energy Works Hull (240,000 tonnes) and Skelton Grange (410,000 
tonnes). 
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Fig. 7.4 – RD
F Exporters Through H

um
ber Ports 

 
Fig. 7.5 – RD

F Exports via Im
m

ingh am 
 

 
The Waste Import Tax of €32 per tonne, implemented by the 
Dutch parliament in January 2020, has caused a significant 
shift in export traffic.  The tax had the immediate effect of 
undermining the commercial viability of exporting RDF to the 
Netherlands, and the most obvious way of being able to 
honour long-term supply commitments between notifiers 
and consignees was to reduce ‘sea miles’ by transferring 
exports to the Netherlands away from the Humber to the East 
of England ports.  Those ports now account for almost 97% of 
RDF volumes sent from England to the Netherlands (Fig. 
17.6). 
 

For the Humber ports, the Scandinavian routes offer the 
greater geographical advantage, with Immingham-
Gothenburg and Immingham-Fredrikstad being key routes to 
Sweden and Norway respectively. 
 

As waste production increases following the Coronavirus pandemic – either when it ends or as we learn to live 
with it – it is plausible that RDF exports through Humber ports might be expected to rise and stabilise at around 
400,000 tonnes per year.  Even so, there appears to be a growing appetite for RDF import taxes, with the 
Netherlands joined by Sweden and Norway in taxing imported waste fuels.  Denmark is likewise considering 
applying a tax, seeking to target the plastic proportion of incinerated waste rather than simply the application of 
a blunt levy.  Such moves, whether done in isolation by individual nation states (as now) or as a coordinated pan-
European waste carbon tax (which may be the ultimate outcome), will put further pressure on RDF exports which, 
in turn, will mean the UK will need to retain more of its own waste rather than relying on exports as an overflow 
outlet route. 
 
 
  

Fig. 7.6 – %
 Port Share of RD

F to N
etherlands  
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processed through their facilities from landfill.  Given the aforementioned oddity with their output data, if we 
assume that the company’s outgoing figures have simply been accidentally double-entered or double-reported to 
the EA, halving them leads us to the scenario displayed in Fig. 8.7, where most of the tonnage leaving the Eco 
Power Environmental facility heads to landfill, contradicting their website assertion.    
 
8.4.3 Lincwaste Ltd (HU8 8BZ) 
 

Lincwaste is a subsidiary entity of FCC Environment (UK) Ltd.  The HU8 8BZ site receives material (almost entirely 
general waste categorised as 20 03 01 ‘Mixed Municipal Waste’) from the Hull and East Riding area, suggesting 
this is a municipal waste site to service the contract between FCC and Hull and East Riding Councils. 
 

Material outgoing from the site (which is mainly 20 03 01) goes to transfer stations across Yorkshire & Humber, 
the North East and East Midlands, presumably these being other FCC sites. 
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19.  CONCLUSIONS 
 

While some landfill sites are currently of regional – and national – significance, such as Biffa Roxby, Lincwaste / 
FCC Leadenham and Viridor Erin, the unavoidable and inescapable truth is that landfill capacity is set to decline 
over the next decade as the UK Government strives to meet its obligation to reduce general waste disposed of in 
landfill to 10% of the MSW produced.  That will have a direct impact on the region within 100 miles of Flixborough, 
where 2.9 million tonnes of general waste was sent to landfill in 2019. 
 

The vast majority of general waste sent to landfill is categorised as EWC 19 12 12 rather than 20 03 01 (see Fig. 
3.1).  This presents a possible technical loophole whereby Defra could possibly bend the rules to claim that the 
target has been met; they could, for instance, define MSW as solely 20 03 01, in which case the 10% target has 
already been very nearly met (10.1% of reported 20 03 01 arisings currently go to landfill).  While the present 
official definition includes a number of general codes including 19 12 12, “Defra are currently reviewing which 
EWC codes might best reflect municipal waste for reporting going forward and changes will be backdated 
wherever possible.” 20  
 

The exclusion of 19 12 12 tonnage would be regarded as a deliberate and intentional shirking of an environmental 
commitment, and such a move is unlikely.  Assuming that the definition remains unchanged, therefore, there will 
be a need to address the non-landfill processing of up to 1.7 million tonnes in the 100-mile region around 
Flixborough.  Fig. 20.1 suggests that, should the Boston Alternative Energy Facility be given the green light, it need 
not be considered a threat to the Flixborough site by way of feedstock competition given the need for landfill 
reduction in the East of England. 
 

Fig. 20.1 – G
eneral W

aste To D
ivert From

 Landfill By 2035 

 
 

What is clear is that the Biffa Roxby site cannot keep on increasing its received MSW, irrespective of the London 
rail sidings developments.  Over the next few years, landfill operators will have pressure exerted upon them; this 
may be through the approval and development of additional EfW which diverts tonnage away from landfill, 
thereby hastening their demise through unprofitability, or through the reintroduction of a Landfill Tax Escalator 
which was previously successful in stimulating the development of Anaerobic Digestion and Energy from Waste 
networks across the country as well as creating a whole new activity of baling, wrapping and exporting RDF.  
Ultimately, there is the possibility of a legislative order for enforced closure (such as happened with the UK’s 
remaining coal-fired power stations, banning electricity generation by such means 21). 
 

However the cultural shift takes place, the reality over the next few years is that the obligatory reduction in landfill 
tonnages will boost the availability of general waste.  There are likely to be jolts along the way; it is unlikely that 
all the landfill operators will simply tolerate their incoming volumes (and thus Gate Fee revenues) sliding slowly 
downwards, below the point of profitability, although there can be no viable ‘price war’ because of the 
foundational underpinning of the landfill tax.  Periodically, a particular operator will simply concede that a given 
site is no longer viable and another closure will be announced.  That will have the temporary effect of propping 

 
20 Resources & Waste Strategy 2018 (Defra) 
21  



 

Page | 51 

up other landfills belonging to competitors.  Therefore, there will be a reluctance to be the first to go, with a likely 
degree of corporate brinkmanship.  But, as with the slow movement of tectonic plates, there will be quakes as 
tough, but inevitable, decisions are made. 
 

Biffa appears to be confident about the future of the Roxby landfill, this being the flagship site for their waste-by-
rail strategy, but this confidence must nonetheless be weighed up against the political intent to reduce the 
percentage of active waste going to landfill.  Therefore, Biffa may come to accept, however reluctantly, the need 
to operate in symbiosis with a nearby partner EfW facility, allowing it to continue rail transfers to Roxby Sidings, 
and the waste then shared between its own landfill and the Flixborough Green Energy site.  
 

Fig. 20.2 – Biffa Rail H
ub Strategy 22 

 

 
Irrespective of the envisaged tonnage that should materialise as landfills wind down, who has the waste now?  Is 
it tied up with national / multinational players such as Biffa, SUEZ, Veolia, etc, or does the balance tip towards the 
independent operators?  The large, corporate entities are perhaps more inclined to be protective about the waste 

in their custodianship, preferring to send it to 
their own sites, as can be seen with Biffa 
sending waste from London to Roxby or SUEZ 
transporting waste from Merseyside to 
Teesside.  Deals might more easily be struck 
with the independent companies such as 
Transwaste, Associated Waste Management, 
Ellgia, Mytum & Selby etc, though the 
tonnages from individual sites may be smaller.  
Fig. 20.3 suggests it is a roughly-even split in 
the 0-50 mile range, but beyond that, the big 
players 23 have the edge.  It is highly likely, 
therefore, that positive relationships will need 
to be fostered with the larger corporate waste 
companies if the feedstock is to be secured.  
Given that Biffa, FCC, Renewi, SUEZ and Veolia 
all export RDF to third-party EfW sites 

overseas, they ought to be open to discussing contractual possibilities with a merchant facility such as the Green 
Energy Centre. 
 

Finally, the fact that around 400,000 tonnes of RDF still leaves the UK via Humber ports per year affirms the idea 
that regional thermal recovery facilities are either unable or unwilling to accept more feedstock.  Waste-derived 

 
22 Biffa Full Year Results 2018 Presentation 
23 Augean, Amey, Biffa, FCC (inc Lincwaste and Welbeck), Renewi, SUEZ, Veolia and Viridor 

Fig.  20.3 – N
ationals vs Independents 
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fuel brokers such as Geminor, Andusia Recovered Fuels and N&P should be approached, for then the fuel can be 
sourced from a wider geographic catchment, as evidenced by the supply routes to DFDS Seaways and RMS Grimsby 
& Immingham, described in Section 10. 
 

This study concludes that the EfW provision within 100 miles of Flixborough is currently able to process the 
residual waste arisings only because landfill and RDF export provision provide a combined additional flexible 
capacity of over three million tonnes.  As landfill capacities decline in line with Governmental intent or decree, the 
existing EfW facilities will be unable to receive the additional volumes since they are already operating at or close 
to their headline capacity.  This is particularly the case in the area up to 50 miles from Flixborough.  Decisions 
made by EU nations, such as the application of the Waste Import Tax in the Netherlands, have been shown to 
cause shockwaves to the UK waste processing system, as have unforeseen events such as the Coronavirus 
pandemic.  In both these cases, the outcome has been volumes of RDF (or RDF feedstock material) being sent 
directly to landfill.  Taken together, there is certainly scope for a higher level of flexibility in the regional EfW 
provision. 
 

The Green Energy Centre development at Flixborough is therefore ideally positioned to provide a necessary service 
as part of a broad tapestry of sustainable solutions in the North of England. 
 
 
  


















