
 

  

BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 

  

SUSTAINABILITY AND TRANSPORT OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE  

 

 

THURSDAY, 18 MAY 2023 AT 10:00 HOURS  

IN COMMITTEE ROOM 6, COUNCIL HOUSE, VICTORIA SQUARE, 

BIRMINGHAM, B1 1BB 

 

A G E N D A 

 

 
 

 
1 

 
NOTICE OF RECORDING/WEBCAST  
 
The Chair to advise/meeting to note that this meeting will be webcast for live 

or subsequent broadcast via the Council's Public-I microsite (please click 

this link) and that members of the press/public may record and take 

photographs except where there are confidential or exempt items. 
  
  

 
 

 
2 

 
APOLOGIES  
 
To receive any apologies. 

 
 

 
3 

 
DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS  
 
Members are reminded they must declare all relevant  pecuniary and other 
registerable interests arising from any business to be discussed at this 
meeting. 
  
If a disclosable pecuniary interest is declared a Member must not participate 
in any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in the room 
unless they have been granted a dispensation. 
  
If other registerable interests are declared a Member may speak on the 
matter only if members of the public are allowed to speak at the meeting but 
otherwise must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and 
must not remain in the room unless they have been granted a 
dispensation.     
  
If it is a ‘sensitive interest’, Members do not have to disclose the nature of 
the interest, just that they have an interest. 
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Information on the Local Government Association’s Model Councillor Code of Conduct is 
set out via http://bit.ly/3WtGQnN. This includes, at Appendix 1, an interests flowchart 
which provides a simple guide to declaring interests at meetings.   
  
  

 
3 - 44 

 
4 

 
REQUEST(S) FOR CALL IN: CONTRACT AWARD FOR THE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF TYSELEY  ERF WASTE 
TRANSFER STATIONS AND HOUSEHOLD WASTE RECYCLING 
CENTRES  
 
To consider the 'Request for Call-In' (The portfolio holder and the Lead 
Officer identified in the report have been summoned to attend the meeting. 
  
The following documents are attached:- 
  
A)  Call-in Procedure - Briefing Note 
B)  The Executive Decision Record 
C)  The relevant form for the 'Request for Call-in' lodged by Councillors 
D)  The report considered by Cabinet in reaching its decision 

 
 

 
5 

 
REQUEST(S) FOR CALL IN/COUNCILLOR CALL FOR 
ACTION/PETITIONS RECEIVED (IF ANY)  
 
To consider any request for call in/councillor call for action/petitions (if 
received).  

 
 

 
6 

 
OTHER URGENT BUSINESS  
 
To consider any items of business by reason of special circumstances (to 
be specified) that in the opinion of the Chair are matters of urgency. 

 
 

 
7 

 
AUTHORITY TO CHAIR AND OFFICERS  
 
Chair to move:- 
 
'In an urgent situation between meetings, the Chair jointly with the relevant 
Chief Officer has authority to act on behalf of the Committee'. 
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Birmingham City Council  

Sustainability and Transport Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee  

18 May 2023 

 

 

Subject:  Request for Call-In - Contract Award for the Operation 
and Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste Transfer 
Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres 

Report of: Janie Berry, City Solicitor and Monitoring Officer  

Report author: Amelia Wiltshire, Overview and Scrutiny Manager   

amelia.wiltshire@birmingham.gov.uk  

  

1 Purpose  

1.1 This report outlines a Request for a Call-In of the Executive Decision of the 

Contract Award for the Operation and Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste 

Transfer Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres by the Executive on 

25 April 2023 (Appendix 1).  

1.2 All Executive decisions are subject to Call-In before approval. Further information 

relating to the Call-In procedure and its criteria is set out in Appendix 2. Two 

Requests for a Call In have been received for this decision. The first Request for 

a Call In was submitted by Cllrs Ewan Mackey and Roger Harmer (Appendix 3A); 

the second request was submitted by Cllrs Julien Pritchard and Rob Grant 

(Appendix 3B). Both Requests were received on 26 April 2023.  

2 Recommendations 

2.1 The Committee: 

• Reviews the reason(s) provided to request this Call-In, and how and why the 

decision had been reached by the Executive; and  

• Considers whether either of these requests meets the criteria for a Call-In as set 

out in Part B (11.9) of the Constitution, and decides if the decision to approve 

Contract Award for the Operation and Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste 

Transfer Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres should be ‘called-in’. 

 

Item 4
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3 Any Finance Implications 

3.1 With specific regard to these Requests for a Call-In, there are no financial 

implications.  

3.2 The Cabinet Report (Appendix 4) outlines the financial implications related to the 

decision of the Contract Award for the Operation and Maintenance of Tyseley 

ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres. 

 

4 Any Legal Implications 

4.1 As set out in Part B, 11.9 of the Constitution, the purpose of this meeting is to 

discuss whether the Committee should or should not exercise its power of a Call-

In. Specifically, it will formally discuss whether the Executive should reconsider 

its decision to approve the Contract Award for the Operation and Maintenance of 

Tyseley ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres. 

Further information relating to the Call-In procedure and its criteria is set out in 

Appendix 2.  

4.2 The Cabinet Report (Appendix 4) outlines the legal implications related to the 

decision of the Contract Award for the Operation and Maintenance of Tyseley 

ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres. 

 

5 Any Equalities Implications 

5.1 The Council has a Public Sector Equality Duty under the Equality Act (2010) to have 

due regard to the need to: 

- eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that 

is prohibited by or under the Act;  

- advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 

protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;  

- foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

5.2 The Report for Cabinet (Appendix 4) outlines that the Procurement Strategy for 

Waste Management Services in support of the Waste Strategy Framework 2017-

2040 included an Equalities Analysis (reference EA002528), and was agreed by 

Cabinet in February 2018.  This provides the equalities impact for this report. 

5.3 With specific regard to this Request for a Call In, there are no equalities 

implications.  
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6 Appendices 

6.1 Appendix 1 – Executive Decision Record – Contract Award for the Operation and 

Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste 

Recycling Centres 

6.2 Appendix 2 – Call-In Procedure and Criteria Briefing Note  

6.3 Appendix 3A – Call In Request submitted by Cllrs Ewan Mackey and Roger 

Harmer for the Executive Decision of the Contract Award for the Operation and 

Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste 

Recycling Centres  

6.4 Appendix 3B – Call In Request submitted by Cllrs Julien Pritchard and Rob Grant 

for the Executive Decision of the Contract Award for the Operation and 

Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste 

Recycling Centres 

6.5 Appendix 4 – Report to Cabinet for the Contract Award for the Operation and 

Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste 

Recycling Centres 

6.6 Appendix 4A – Exempt Appendix to Report to Cabinet for the Contract Award for 

the Operation and Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, Waste Transfer Stations and 

Household Waste Recycling Centres (referred to in Appendix 4 as Appendix 1) 

6.7 Appendix 4B – Birmingham Total Waste Strategy (referred to in Appendix 4 as 

Appendix 2) 

6.8 Appendix 4C – Options Appraisal (referred to in Appendix 4 as Appendix 3) 

6.9 Appendix 4D – Environmental and Sustainability Assessment (referred to in 

Appendix 4 as Appendix 4) 

 

7 Background Papers  

7.1 Birmingham City Council Constitution   

7.2 Birmingham City Council Overview and Scrutiny Framework April 2021 
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Call in Procedure 
 
1.  Introduction 

• The purpose of the meeting is to discuss whether the Committee should, or should not, 
exercise its power of Call In – that is: whether to formally request that the Executive 
reconsiders its decision.  

• Where a Committee does decide to Call In a decision the “re-consideration” which is then 
required must take place at a meeting of the full Cabinet – irrespective of who made the 
original decision.   

 
2.  The Members must make their case justifying their request for Call In  

• Chair to ask the Councillors who requested the call-in to explain the reasons why they have 
requested that the decision be called in. 

• The Request(s) for Call In will be considered in the order they have been received.   
• If the members who requested the call-in are not members of the O&S Committee then they 

should be invited to present their case, but will not be able to vote on the call-in decision.  
• Q&A: chance for the Committee to ask for clarification or details on the reasons why the 

request for call in has been made [Note: it is not for Members to start discussing the 
merits or otherw ise of the call-in at this point]. 

 
3. Presentation by the Cabinet Member on their Decision 

• Cabinet Member assisted by officers, to state how/why the decision was made – officers to 
give any necessary background information. 

• Q&A: chance for the Committee to ask for clarification or details on the decision and how it 
has been made. 

 
4. The Cabinet Member and Officers are asked by the Chair to leave the room whilst the 
Committee discusses its view on whether or not they think there are grounds for the 
decision to be Called In.  

• When the O&S Committee is satisfied that it has fully explored the case for call in and the 
Cabinet Member’s reasoning for the decision that was taken, then the Cabinet Member, their 
officers and any councillors who are not members of the committee may be asked to leave 
the room to allow the Committee to come to its conclusion.  

• The meeting, if being held in public, will continue to be public and so livestreaming will 
continue but asking Cabinet Members, officers and others to leave enables members of the 
committee to discuss without further contributions from those not on the committee.  

 
5. Discussion by the Committee 

• The Overview and Scrutiny Committee will consider the criteria for Call In.     
• For clarity, as set out in Part B (11.9) of the Constitution, the Council does not expect an 

O&S Committee to Call In an Executive decision unless one or more of the criteria (set out 
at Appendix 1) applies.  

 
NB: the Committee do not have to adhere to the grounds for call-in selected by the two 
Members requesting the call-in – if other grounds are more appropriate, these can be used.  

 
6. Chair to sum up and asks for vote on whether to call the decision in. 
 

1. Decision not called in  
• No need to refer it to Cabinet  
• Call In Meeting closed 
• (The Committee could agree to inform the Cabinet Member of any concerns of the 

Committee by letter) 
 
2. Decision called in to be reconsidered by the Executive 

• To agree the criteria for the call in 
• Committee requests that the Chair of the O&S Committee attends the next Cabinet 

meeting with a formal report of the Committee ‘referring back’ the decision.  
• Call In Meeting closed 
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THE CABINET MEMBER AND SUPPORTING OFFICERS ARE CALLED BACK IN TO THE 
ROOM AND NOTIFIED OF THE OUTCOME. 
 
8. After the Meeting if ‘called in’ 
 
The Scrutiny Office prepares a report setting out the criteria for the Call In, the Committee’s 
concerns and issues and any way forward suggested. 

 
• The Chairman attends the next Cabinet meeting to formally request that the decision 

is referred back to the Cabinet. 
• Cabinet then discusses whether to change the original decision or not.  If not, that is 

the end of the matter. 
• If yes, then the Cabinet Member will need to revisit the issues and make a new 

decision. 
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Call-In Criteria 

 
 (a)  Is the Executive decision within existing policy? 

1 the decision appears to be contrary to the Budget or one of the ‘policy framework’ 
plans or strategies; 

2 the decision appears to be inconsistent with any other form of policy approved by 
the full Council, the Executive or the Regulatory Committees; 

3  the decision appears to be inconsistent with recommendations previously made by 
an Overview and Scrutiny body (and accepted by the full Council or the Executive); 

 (b) Is the Executive Decision well-founded? 

4 the Executive appears to have failed to consult relevant stakeholders or other 
interested persons before arriving at its decision; 

5 the Executive appears to have overlooked some relevant consideration in arriving 
at its decision; 

6 the decision has already generated particular controversy amongst those likely to 
be affected by it or, in the opinion of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee, it is 
likely so to do;  

7 there is a substantial lack of clarity, material inaccuracy or insufficient information 
provided in the report to allow the Overview and Scrutiny Committee to hold the 
Executive to account and/or add value to the work of the Council. 

 (c) Has the Executive decision been properly taken? 
8 the decision appears to give rise to significant governance, legal, financial or 

propriety issues; 
9 the notification of the decision does not appear to have been in accordance with 

council procedures;  
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Request for Call In – Pro-forma  

Date: 26 April 2023 

Please arrange for a meeting of the Sustainability and Transport O&S Committee to be 
called to discuss the following executive decision: 

Title:  Contract Award for the Operation and Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, 
Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres 

 
Taken By: Cabinet 

On: 25 April 2023 

Reason for request: 

Criteria Yes/No Brief Explanation 

(a) Is the Executive decision within 

existing policy? 
 

 

1. the decision appears to be contrary to 
the Budget or one of the ‘policy 
framework’ plans or strategies 

 

☐ 

 

2. the decision appears to be 
inconsistent with any other form of 
policy approved by the full Council, 
the Executive or the Regulatory 
Committees 

 

☒ 

Inconsistent with the Council’s Climate 

Emergency Declaration and Clean Air 

Policies  

3. the decision appears to be 
inconsistent with recommendations 
previously made by an Overview and 
Scrutiny body (and accepted by the 
full Council or the Executive) 

 

 

☒ 

Previous scrutiny recommendations on 

the Waste Disposal contract called for 

more timely procurement. This was due 

to be completed by 2020 but is only 

now being done 8 months before the 

contract expires, severely limiting 

alternative options 

(b) Is the Executive decision well-

founded? 
 

 

4. the Executive appears to have failed 
to consult relevant stakeholders or 
other interested persons before 
arriving at its decision 

 

☒ 

This did not come for pre-decision 

scrutiny in line with assurances 

previously made that it would  

5. the Executive appears to have 
overlooked some relevant 
consideration in arriving at its decision 

 

☐ 

 

Item 4

011426/2023

Page 15 of 44

https://birmingham.cmis.uk.com/birmingham/Decisions/tabid/67/ctl/ViewCMIS_DecisionDetails/mid/391/Id/3021a964-036a-4dac-a5e7-1f7b6fd0dc5e/Default.aspx
https://birmingham.cmis.uk.com/birmingham/Decisions/tabid/67/ctl/ViewCMIS_DecisionDetails/mid/391/Id/3021a964-036a-4dac-a5e7-1f7b6fd0dc5e/Default.aspx


 Page 2 of 3 

Criteria Yes/No Brief Explanation 

6. the decision has already generated 
particular controversy amongst those 
likely to be affected by it or, in the 
opinion of the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee, it is likely so to do 

 

☒ 

There has been significant opposition to 

the extension of the incinerator contract  

7. there is a substantial lack of clarity, 
material inaccuracy or insufficient 
information provided in the report to 
allow the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee to hold the Executive to 
account and/or add value to the work 
of the Council 

 

☐ 

 

(c) Has the Executive decision been 

properly taken? 
 

 

8. the decision appears to give rise to 
significant legal, financial, governance 
or propriety issue 

 
☒ 

Concerns over the age and nature of 

delegations relied upon and if actions 

taken are in line with the approved 

strategy as is a requirement of those 

delegations   

9. the notification of the decision does 
not appear to have been in 
accordance with council procedures 

 

☐ 

 

   

Councillor  

 Ewan Mackey  

 (Signed)  (Print Name) 

Councillor 

  Roger Harmer  

 (Signed)  (Print Name) 
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Request for Call In  

Date: 26th April 2023 

Please arrange for a meeting of the Transport & Sustainability O&S Committee to 

be called to discuss the following executive decision: 

Title: Contract Award for the Operation and Maintenance of Tyseley ERF, 

Waste Transfer Stations and Household Waste Recycling Centres 

Taken By: Cabinet 

On: 25th April 2023 

Reason for request: 

Criteria Yes/No Brief Explanation 

(a) Is the Executive decision within 
existing policy? 

 
 

1. the decision appears to be contrary to 
the Budget or one of the ‘policy 
framework’ plans or strategies 

 

☐ 

 

2. the decision appears to be 
inconsistent with any other form of 
policy approved by the full Council, 
the Executive or the Regulatory 
Committees 

 

☒ 

The decision conflicts with the Council’s 
2019 Climate Emergency declaration, 
and the Council’s commitment to try 
and achieve net zero by 2030.  

The mitigations and justifications for 
this decision are not sufficient, 
considering the severity of this conflict. 

3. the decision appears to be 
inconsistent with recommendations 
previously made by an Overview and 
Scrutiny body (and accepted by the 
full Council or the Executive) 

 
 

☐ 

 

(b) Is the Executive decision well-
founded? 

 
 

4. the Executive appears to have failed 
to consult relevant stakeholders or 
other interested persons before 
arriving at its decision 

 

☐ 

 

5. the Executive appears to have 
overlooked some relevant 
consideration in arriving at its decision 

 
☒ 

Part of the justification for this decision 
is based on the premise that there is no 
alternative. We believe the Executive 
has overlooked key information in its 
justification that there are no 
alternatives.  

Item 4
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Criteria Yes/No Brief Explanation 

6. the decision has already generated 
particular controversy amongst those 
likely to be affected by it or, in the 
opinion of the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee, it is likely so to do 

 

☐ 

 

7. there is a substantial lack of clarity, 
material inaccuracy or insufficient 
information provided in the report to 
allow the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee to hold the Executive to 
account and/or add value to the work 
of the Council 

 

☐ 

 

(c) Has the Executive decision been 
properly taken? 

 
 

8. the decision appears to give rise to 
significant legal, financial, governance 
or propriety issue 

 

☐ 

 

9. the notification of the decision does 
not appear to have been in 
accordance with council procedures 

 

☐ 

 

 

   

Councillor 

  Julien Pritchard 

 (Signed)   (Print Name) 

Councillor 

  Rob Grant 

 (Signed)  (Print Name) 
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Appendix 2 
 

Birmingham Total Waste Strategy 

Ricardo Energy and Environment (Ricardo) has been contracted by Birmingham City Council 

(BCC) to provide technical support for the Birmingham Total Waste Strategy. The Strategy will 

set out how all waste will be managed over the next 30 years, providing a framework that can 

interface with other plans and the foundations of a system-based approach to deliver effective 

waste management, decarbonisation, and a circular economy. 

Work Completed to Date  

1. Project kick off 

2. Request for information and baseline model development 

3. Review of the Birmingham Development Plan (BDP) and waste evidence base 

4. Initial workshop to bring together key stakeholders to seek alignment on the common 

purpose and aspirations and understand the boundaries of the total waste strategy 

 

As part of this technical support Ricardo has produced a waste baseline analysis, the purpose 

of which is to estimate the total waste produced by and handled within Birmingham, as well 

as to determine the total current capacity of all waste facilities within BCC’s area. 

 

An initial workshop was carried out on 9th November 2022, in attendance were BCC Officers 

from R20, Waste Management, Planning and Procurement. The main objectives of the 

workshop were: 

• To agree a vision, objectives and scope for the strategy, and 

• To agree what the process of making that strategy will be and who will be involved. 

 

Proposed Timetable of Deliverables 

Task Description 
Current Proposed 

Timeline 

Waste Flow Model 31 March 2023 

Stakeholder Plan 31 March 2023 

Position Paper 28 April 2023 

Draft Strategic 

Framework 
12 May 2023 

Total Waste Strategy 28 July 2023 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
Options Appraisal 
 
An Options Appraisal referenced in the diagram below was undertaken in 2016, a 
shortlist of waste disposal and collection options was prepared and agreed with 
Councillor Trickett, Councillor Majid Mahmood, Sukvinder Kalsi (representing Finance 
on behalf of the Council), Robert Barker (representing Legal Services on behalf of the 
Authority) and Jacqui Kennedy (Corporate Director for the Council). 
 

 The diagram below summarises the key activities undertaken to date by the Project 
Team at the time: 

 

  
 
The benefits and challenges of the Self Operate Model vs the PPP Model were 
discussed at the Infrastructure and Disposal Service Delivery Options workshop 
conducted on 30 November 2016. 
 
A preference for a contract with the Private sector to refurbish / build and operated the 
ERF. The detailed risk allocation of the contract was to be developed through further 
workshops. 
 
The delivery model was revisited specifically to consider the risks and opportunities of: 

• Continuing with an open procurement with the private sector (as above) 

• Entering a Joint Venture (JV) with Coventry and Solihull to self-operate 

• Establishing a Wholly Owned Company to self-operate 
 

Delivery Model – key factors for consideration 

• Construction / refurb 

• Operating cost and performance 

• Energy volume and price   certainty of cash flows 

• Third party waste 

• Financing 

• Management capacity 

• Ability to recruit / retain key staff 

• Potential exposure to other plant / liability (Coventry specific) 
 

The outcome of the Options Appraisal identified and approved a preferred option for 
waste disposal services through PPP style contract(s) which include: 

• Run the Tyseley Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) for a further 15 years from 
January 2019 to 2034; 
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• Run three Transfer Stations including planned refurbishment within the 15 
years from January 2019 to 2034; 

• Run five Household Waste Recycling Centres and investigate opportunities to 
involve Small and Medium Enterprises (SME’s) and potentially the Third 
Sector; 

• Investigate the feasibility of a BCC owned Mixed Recycling Facility (MRF); and 
• Continue with an offtake contract for garden waste processing and other 

ancillary services. 
 

Twelve service delivery options were discussed:  

 
Service Delivery Options 

Options Provided by BCC – Introduction to Commissioning 

 

Option 1 Decommissioning the Service: 

The cessation of the service, in whole or in part. 

Option 2 Continue to provide the service in-house. 

Option 3 The setting up of a new Council function or unit to deliver a particular service. 

Option 4 Supplementary contracts/term contract framework agreements. 

Option 5 Commission the market to deliver service outcomes. 

Option 6 Transfer some or all of an asset to the community, trust, charity, service user 
group or other body (including Social Enterprises). 

Option 7 Market Shaping to establish quality and adequacy of supply to meet a range of 
needs from individuals’ purchasers. 

Option 8 The re-negotiation of existing arrangements with current providers. 

Option 9 The transfer of a function to another provider (9i – Wholly Owned Company) 
(9ii – Emergent Organisations) 

Option 10 The creation of a public-private partnership, through a strategic contract or joint 
venture company. 

Option 11 Use of existing third-party Contracts. 

Option 12 The joint commissioning or delivery of the service outcomes – Collaboration 
(including Shared Services). 

Option 13 Use a mixture of making and buying. 

 
The twelve options were discussed and reduced to five viable options (3, 9, 10, 12 and 
13), from which option 10 was agreed upon as the most viable option via a Private Public 
Private Partnership (PPP) contract with the private sector to deliver services, as this 
could take a variety of forms with differing risk allocation. 
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A number of packaging options were discussed as illustrated below, the outcome of 
those discussions was a preference for option 2, with some further debate required on 
whether the Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs) that share site entrances 
and weighbridges with Waste Transfer Stations (WTSs) should be let separately or 
together.  
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Environment and Sustainability Assessment 
 
Birmingham City Council is required to assess any positive or negative impacts that any policy/strategy/ decision/development proposal is likely 
to have on the environment. This assessment must be completed for CLT and Cabinet reports where appropriate. It is the responsibility of the 
Service Director signing off the report to ensure that the assessment is complete.  
 
To complete the assessment, you should consider whether the proposal will have a positive or a negative impact on each of the key themes by 
placing a (√) for positive, (x) for negative and (?) for unclear impact, and (N/A) for non-applicable impact. Further guidance on the completion of 
the template is available on page 3 below. 
 

Project Title: 
 

P0599: Tyseley Energy Recovery Facility, Waste Transfer Stations & Household Waste Recycling 
Centres – Operate, Maintain & Renewal  

Directorate:  
City Operations 

Team:  
Street Scene 

Person Responsible for assessment:  
Darren Share 

Date of assessment: 
31/01/2023 

Is it a new or existing proposal? 
New Contract Award 

Brief description of the proposal: 
To approve the award of a contract following the Competitive Dialogue (CD) procurement process for the operation and maintenance of Tyseley 
ERF (Energy Recovery Facility), HWRCs (Household Waste Recycling Centre) and WTS (Waste Transfer Stations) at Tyseley, Kings Norton 
and Perry Barr, including the re-development of the Kings Norton (Lifford Lane) waste management facility in accordance with the delegations 
approved by Cabinet in the strategy report in support of the Waste Strategy Framework 2017 – 2040 (Forward plan Number: 004374/2017) 
dated 13 February 2018.   
 

Potential impacts of the 
policy/development/ decision 
on:  

Positive 
Impact  

Negative 
Impact  

No Specific  
Impact  

What will the impact be? If the impact is negative, how 
can it be mitigated, what action will be taken?  

Natural Resources - including 
water, soil, air 

   There are both positive and negatives as a result of the 
award of this contract, however the cumulative impact is 
negative. Part of the award of this report is for the operation 
and maintenance of the Tyseley Energy Recovery Facility 
(ERF) which is used to process residual waste collected in 
Birmingham through incineration. Several major studies 
have been completed which have been analysed and 
summarised in a wide ranging study issued by Public Health 
England (PHE) on the health impacts of modern municipal 
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waste incinerators. PHE has concluded from the studies 
that “modern, well run and regulated municipal waste 
incinerators are not a significant risk to public health. While 
it is not possible to rule out adverse health effects from 
these incinerators completely, any potential effect for 
people living close by is likely to be very small.” Tyseley 
ERF is a well-run incinerator and is operated in compliance 
with the latest regulations for modern incinerators. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/municipal-
waste-incinerators-emissions-impact-on-health/phe-
statement-on-modern-municipal-waste-incinerators-mwi-
study 

The redevelopment and modernisation of our Waste 
Transfer Stations at Kings Norton and Tyseley ensures for 
better facilities for the management of waste during the 
transfer process to reduce noise and air pollution and any 
potential for ground contamination. 

The Contract has a strong emphasis on ensuring that 
extremely minimal levels of waste is sent to landfill, which 
has impacts on water, soil and air quality, and provides 
management of the ERF facility for those wastes (Persistent 
Organic Pollutants) for which government guidance is that 
they can only be dealt with through the process of 
incineration. 

Energy use and CO₂ emissions 
 

   There are both positive and negatives as a result of the 
award of this contract, however the cumulative impact is 
negative. The CO2 emissions from the operation of the 
Facility are reported in the National Atmospheric Emissions 
Inventory, which reports that in 2020 Tyseley ERF emitted 
42,270 tonnes carbon dioxide (reported as carbon), which 
is 155,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide, from the combustion 
of the non-biogenic fraction of the waste processed at the 
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facility. Approximately 50% of the carbon dioxide emitted 
from waste combustion is from biogenic sources which is 
short cycle and therefore has no net global warming impact. 

The award of this contract will ensure that plant at Tyseley 
will continue to be updated to ensure that it complies with 
emissions limits and the wider requirements of its 
Environmental Permit through to the end of its service, 
whilst ensuring the residual waste which BCC has a 
statutory obligation to collect is dealt with responsibly and 
efficiently. It is important to recognise that the Tyseley 
Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) displaces the Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) emissions from the landfill that would otherwise 
be needed to dispose of the waste. The electricity 
generated by the ERF also displaces the electricity and 
associated carbon emissions that would otherwise be 
generated by fossil fuel power stations. Our Technical 
Consultants have undertaken a number of quantitative 
assessments, in line with government guidance, which 
show that when a municipal waste incinerator is compared 
with the alternative of disposal of the waste in a typical large 
modern landfill site, there is a net reduction in carbon 
emissions. The waste processed by Tyseley ERF is the 
residual waste left after recycling has taken place, for which 
the only alternative would be disposal in landfill. 

Nationally, the move away from landfill to energy recovery 
resulted in a 63% reduction in the waste sector’s carbon 
emissions since 1990, since on average every tonne of 
waste treated at Tyseley energy recovery facility saves 0.2 
tonnes of carbon dioxide compared with landfill.  

The Tyseley Energy Recovery Facility has R1 status Permit, 
meaning it is classified as an efficient recovery option by the 
Environment Agency. The Tyseley ERF generates power 
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from non-recyclable waste, that generated 184,157 MWh of 
electricity in 2021 this helped power approximately 63,000 
households, equivalent to 15% of the homes in 
Birmingham.  Each tonne of residual waste converted to 
electricity in the ERF generates ~490 KWh of electricity 
exported which is enough to meet the electrical 
requirements of an average household for 2 months. 
Birmingham City Council is working with its citizens to 
improve recycling rates, but there are some parts of the 
waste stream that cannot currently be recycled at this time, 
including certain types of plastic. The waste processed at 
Tyseley is waste presented by residents as residual waste, 
which is the waste that remains after all current recycling 
activities have taken place.  

Quality of environment 
 

   This contract award ensures that BCC meets its statutory 
obligations for duty of care to Birmingham citizens by 
providing a proven and reliable method for the disposal of 
its waste, to prevent any build-up of waste which could be 
harmful to public health 

Impact on local green and open 
spaces and biodiversity 

   The redevelopment of Kings Norton facility includes a 
biodiversity area which will give improved biodiversity to the 
local area. The Tyseley site improvements includes the 
creation of a biodiversity corridor which will link areas of 
biodiversity in Birmingham. 

Use of sustainable products and 
equipment  
 

   The approach to the redevelopment at Kings Norton follows 
that outlined in BCC’s Guidance Note ‘Sustainable 
Construction and Low and Zero Carbon Energy 
Generation’, and reports on how the proposed 
redevelopment meets the standard of sustainable design 
and construction throughout all stages of the development 
including both construction and long term management.  
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The development has been designed with a focus on how it 
will: 

• adapt to climate change through implementation of a 
Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SuDS), reduces 
overheating, conserves water and reduces flood risk;  

• procure materials which promote sustainability, 
including by use of low impact, sustainably sourced, 
reused and recycled materials;  

• minimise waste and maximise recycling during 
construction and operation;  

• be flexible and adaptable to future occupier needs;  

• incorporate measures to enhance biodiversity value;  

• reduce carbon dioxide emissions through the energy 
efficient design of the site; and  

• further reduce carbon dioxide emissions through the 
use of on-site renewable energy technologies where 
feasible.  

Further details of this are included in the planning 
application. 

Minimising waste 
 

   The bid will improve the customer experience at the 
Council’s five Household Recycling Centres (HWRCs) 
through better traffic management, clearer signage and 
communications and recycling or diverting from landfill up 
to 70% of material arriving at the HWRCs. Improvements to 
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the dated site at Kings Norton will also ensure greater waste 
separation, further helping to drive waste up the hierarchy. 

The bid offers education opportunities which can be 
delivered to Birmingham citizens to improve their 
knowledge of waste and recycling to enable them to make 
better decisions in the personal management or their waste 
at home. 

Part of the focus for this this contract award is also to allow 
for the movement of Birmingham citizen’s household waste 
up the waste hierarchy. The proposals as part of the 
contract includes: 

• Three additional reuse shops at the HWRCs and an 
innovation hub for both community and industry to 
develop and share skills around repair, reuse and 
sustainable living. 

• An electric narrowboat recycling centre proposed to run 
between Kings Norton and Tyseley. 

• Improvements to the Castle Bromwich recycling site 
which allows the ERF by-products to be recycled and 
used in road construction. 

• Provision of infrastructure at the Waste Transfer 
Stations to allow future food waste collections.  

Council plan priority: a city that 
takes a leading role in tackling 
climate change 

   As stated above, it is important to recognise that processing 
the residual waste at Tyseley ERF generates less GHG 
emissions than would be emitted if the waste were disposed 
of via landfill. This means that the operation of the ERF is a 
net benefit for climate change when compared to landfill. 
The waste processed by Tyseley ERF is the residual waste 
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left after recycling has taken place, for which the only 
proven alternative would be disposal in landfill. 

Climate change has been at the forefront of this 
procurement and a number of carbon reduction measures 
will be implemented as part of the contract, where there is 
technology at a suitable level of development ready to 
deploy. These include solar PV panels, heat pumps in 
offices, electric vehicle charging, and recycling 
improvements. 

A strategy for a long-term solution for the city is being 
developed, and it is at this point where we anticipate being 
able to explore emerging technologies (not yet sufficiently 
tried and tested) to realise our ambitions for a cleaner 
environment. However, the complexity and importance of a 
secure path for the disposal of the large quantities of waste 
that Birmingham generates as a city needs to be 
considered. It is also important from a climate change 
perspective to ensure that the solution provides a robust 
and reliable diversion from landfill to prevent the associated 
GHG emissions associated with landfill. Any new 
technology deployed as an alternative to ERF that then fails 
or even just underperforms, could result in significant 
quantities of waste to landfill, with the consequent climate 
change and cost impacts. 

The importance of the BCC’s ambitions and the options 
available has been a part of discussions throughout the 
various phases of dialogue, taking place between late 2020 
and continuing until August 2022. As part of their 
submission, bidders were required to propose carbon 
reduction measures. It is recognised that this is a 
transitional contract procured for a minimum term of ten-
years to focus on the post 2034 solution procurement 
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strategy, to consider tried and tested innovative 
technologies when they become available in the market. 
Continued use of the existing ERF avoids the construction 
emissions of building a completely new facility whilst, the 
current facility is still viable. 

Birmingham is owning the responsibility for any impact 
caused in the process of dealing with residual waste 
produced in the city, rather than it being exported 
elsewhere. Through this approach BCC is able to have 
more influence as newer, reliable, and affordable 
technologies become available. This also means that 
contract keeps the miles hauled for Birmingham’s waste to 
a maximum of 8 miles, which reduces unnecessary 
emissions from haulage to an alternative facility or landfill 
site. 

Overall conclusion on the 
environmental and sustainability 
impacts of the proposal 

Whilst we appreciate that some elements of this contract may delay Birmingham’s aspirations for 2030, 
but this allows for the opportunity for Birmingham to find the solutions to meet these targets in 2034. This 
contract has been secured with the lowest term possible within the industry to allow for emerging 
technologies to mature during the term to place Birmingham in the most beneficial position once these 
technologies are proven and reliable. 

Over the short term, this contract is the most sustainable and has the least environmental impact of all the 
options we have considered. This is because we are using existing facilities, which avoid the significant 
carbon footprint of the development of a major new facility.  

This contract is supporting the energy security of Birmingham by generating power from non-recyclable 
waste, that generated 184,157 MWh of electricity in 2021. This helped power approximately 63,000 
households, equivalent to 15% of the homes in Birmingham 

There are also a number of opportunities being provided as part of this new contract, as demonstrated 
above, which will make improvements for Birmingham’s residents and their environment. 
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