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Executive summary 

The Gate Fees 2021/22 report summarises the findings of WRAP’s fifteenth annual gate fees 
survey. The survey covers gate fees charged to local authorities in the UK for a range of 

municipal waste recycling, recovery, and disposal options, for the year 2021.  

The aim of the Gate Fees 2021/22 report is to increase price transparency and, by improving 

the flow of information, improve efficiency in the waste management market. A lack of market 

information may reduce a local authority’s ability to make informed decisions on waste 

management options.  

Methodology 

Data gathering for this gate fee survey was conducted between November 2021 and January 

2022. The survey targeted three main stakeholder groups: local authorities (including unitary, 

waste collection, waste disposal, and joint waste authorities); private sector operators of waste 

management facilities and senior managers of large waste management companies operating 

within the UK market. 

The 2021 survey has followed a similar approach to previous years in attempting to obtain gate 

fee and related data for waste management facilities through an annual survey.  

This year, efforts were made to provide a clearer distinction between figures excluding and 

including transport costs (i.e., bulking and hauling from transfer stations to facilities). Net and 

gross gate fees were also distinguished for the first time this year. This was done as there can 

be large difference in cost between net and gross gate fees where material prices are high if a 

revenue sharing mechanism is in place and therefore comparing net and gross gate fees 

together may lead to incorrect assumptions on the range of prices and some granularity of the 

data is lost. Collecting net and gross gate fees separately also allows for comparison against 

other factors to examine if the use of net or gross gate fees correlates with other behaviours or 

responses. 

In addition, for MRF facilities, where income from material sales can impact upon the gate fee 

data provided, respondents were asked to distinguish between the gross gate fee and the net 

gate fee paid once material income share had been accounted for.  

This approach was employed to further improve the accuracy of the data and the level of insight 

it provides. 

Key findings 

Summary gate fee data reported by local authorities for 2021 for a range of waste management 

processes are presented below.  
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Materials Recycling Facilities 

The gate fee results for MRFs are summarised in Table 1 below:  

Table 1: Summary of UK, MRF gate fees reported by local authorities, 2021 (£/tonne) 

Gate fee type 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Mode1 

(£/t) 

Range2 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

Gross (excluding transport) 60 80 58 -30 to 135 97 

Gross (including transport) 80 90 74 -5 to 120 83 

Net (excluding transport) 18 10 25 -155 to 135 78 

Net (including transport) 25 20 29 -135 to 120 64 

◼ A wide range of the results were received along with significant variability in the types of 

contract arrangement in place. 

◼ The upward trend in MRF gate fee continues. The median, gross, UK MRF gate fee for 

contracts sorting 2 or more materials is £60/tonne (for a range of -£30 to £135/tonne), 

compared to £43/tonne in 2019/20 and £25/tonne in 20183.  

◼ The gross gate fee rises to a median figure of £80/tonne with bulking and transport from 

the transfer station to MRF accounted for. 

◼ The median gross UK gate fee (excluding transport) for contracts commenced since 1st April 

2021 (£70/ tonne) is higher than the median gate fee for all current contracts across the UK 

by £10/tonne. This is based on only 3 relevant responses for contracts commenced since 1st 

April 2021, however, and should be treated with caution. 

◼ The median gate fee falls when the income from commodity sales is accounted for in the 

net gate figures: £18/tonne excluding transport and £25/tonne including transport.   

◼ Responding LAs were asked if their gross gate fee had changed in the last 12 months, with 

45% of LAs saying ‘Yes’ and 55% saying ‘No’. In terms of how this changed, 49% of the 
responding LAs suggested that this had increased, with 42% suggesting a decrease and 9% 

no change. 

 
1 Mode is the gate fee range (in £5 increments) which received the most responses in the survey data. 
2 Range lists simply the ranges between the maximum and minimum data points in the survey data 
collected. 

3 There is an assumption that MRF gate fees reported in previous surveys are most likely to be gross, 
and so a comparison has been made on this basis. 
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◼ Of those providing an explanation for the change, 29% stated commodity price increases, 

20% said changes to contract and 13% cited changes to the level of contamination in the 

material delivered. 

◼ 36% of LAs stated that MRF contracts specify that input contamination rates must not 

exceed 10% whilst two thirds of respondents (66%) stated that the input contamination 

rates must not exceed 15%. These are quite stringent thresholds that WRAP has not 

reported on previously.  

◼ 38% of LAs stated their MRF provider more proactively monitors and enforces excessive 

contamination compared to last year’. 

◼ 57% of LAs said that their contracts include an element of contractor risk share, where the 

risks associated with the sale of recycled material, primarily commodity value and material 

quality, are shared.  

◼ Responding LAs were asked if they envisaged changing their collection method for dry 

recyclables at the next available opportunity. Of the 51 responding LAs, 37% said ‘Yes’ and 
63% said ‘No’.  

◼ None of the responding LAs planned to move to a co-mingled collection. 41% said that 

they would shift to a ‘Twin stream system (Stream 1 = paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = 
glass, metal and plastic containers)’, with a further 5% stating that they would move to a 
system with ‘Material presented in at least three containers at the kerbside’. Of those LAs 

seeking to change their system, 75% of these were currently using a co-mingled 

methodology. 

In-vessel composting 

The gate fee results for IVCs are summarised in Table 2 below:  

Table 2:  Summary of UK, IVC gate fees reported by local authorities, 2021 (£/tonne) 

Gate fee type 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

Mixed food & green waste 

(excluding transport) 
55 40 54 35 to 80 11 

Mixed food & green waste 

(including transport) 
55 55 53 30 to 70 10 

Green waste only 

(excluding transport) 
30 30 36 20 to 65 7 

Green waste only 

(including transport) 
40 40 41 20 to 75 7 
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Gate fee type 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

Food waste only (excluding 

transport) 
63 63 N/A 50 to 75 2 

Food waste only (including 

transport) 
45 45 N/A 30 to 60 2 

◼ ‘Mixed food and green waste’ was the most common collection method, with a median figure 
of £55/tonne both excluding and including transport. This compares to a lower 2019/20 

median figure of £49/tonne.  

◼ The 2021 median figure for green waste at £30/tonne was the same as for 2019/20.  

◼ The 2021 median gate fee for food waste only was £63/tonne, significantly higher than the 

2019/20 figure (£31/tonne).   

◼ LAs were asked whether their gate fee had changed in the last 12 months (excluding any 

adjustment for inflation), with 13% saying ‘Yes’ and 87% ‘No’.  

◼ LAs were asked how their gate fee had changed, with 43% stating that this had ‘increased’, 
14% saying it had ‘decreased’ and 43% suggesting ‘limited change (i.e., no more than a 5% 
increase or decrease)’.  

◼ When asked for the reasons for this change, no LAs cited a change to level of contamination 

in material delivered, or a change to composition of input materials. 

Anaerobic Digestion 

The gate fee results for AD facilities are summarised in Table 3 below:  

Table 3: Summary of UK, AD gate fees reported by local authorities, 2021 (£/tonne) 

Gate fee type 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

Food waste (excluding 

transport) 
30 0 32 0 to 75 28 

Food waste (including 

transport) 
33 20 29 -10 to 60 24 

◼ The median UK gate fee for food waste sent to AD (excluding transport) was £30/tonne (for 

a range of £0 to £75/tonne). This compares to a slightly higher UK gate fee of £35/tonne in 

2019/20. 

◼ The median gate fee for the UK for food waste to AD (including transport) was £33/tonne. 
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◼ Only 4 responding LAs have commenced new AD contracts for food waste only since 1st April 

2021. The median gate fee (£20/per tonne), including transport, was lower than the UK 

median (£33/tonne). 

◼ The UK and regional gate fees for ‘mixed food and green waste’ were £20/tonne excluding 

transport and £55/tonne including transport. These figures should be treated with caution 

due to the low response rates of 3 responses for ‘mixed food and green waste excluding 
transport’ and 2 responses for ‘mixed food and green waste including transport’. 

◼ Response rates were very low for this question: Only 2% of respondents sent ‘mixed food 
and green waste’ to AD facilities.  

◼ LAs were asked whether the gate fee had changed in the last 12 months (excluding any 

adjustment for inflation). A total of 42 LAs responded with only 10% answering ‘Yes’ and 
90% ‘No’.  

◼ When asked how the gate fee had changed, 33% suggested this had ‘decreased’ whilst 67% 

said there had been ‘limited change’ (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease). No LAs 
responded to say there had been an ‘increase’.  

◼ LAs were asked for the reasons for the change with 17% stating that this related to a ‘change 
in contract’. A total of 33% of respondents said that they ‘did not know’, with 83% selecting 
‘Other’. The ‘other’ responses fell into two broad categories:  long term index-linked 

contracts and competition amongst operators.  

Energy from Waste 

The gate fee results for EfW facilities are summarised in Table 4 below:  

Table 4: Summary of UK, EfW gate fees reported by local authorities, 2021 (£/tonne) 

Gate fee type 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

EfW (excluding transport) 95 90 91 20 to 150 39 

EfW (including transport) 110 110 110 65 to 145 24 

◼ The median UK gate fee (excluding transport) for waste sent to EfW facilities was £95/tonne 

(for a range of £20 to £150/tonne). This compares to a UK median gate fee of £93/tonne in 

the 2019/20 survey report.  

◼ For EfW gate fees including transport, the median figure was £110/tonne.  

◼ Only 4 responding LAs have commenced new EfW contracts since 1st April 2021. The median 

gate fee excluding transport (£95/tonne) matches that for the median UK figure overall.  
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◼ LAs were asked whether the gate fee had changed in the last 12 months (excluding any 

adjustment for inflation). A total of 61 LAs responded with 18% answering ‘Yes’ and 82% 
‘No’.  

◼ When asked how the gate fee had changed, 50% suggested this had ‘increased’ whilst 23% 
said there had been ‘limited change’ (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease). Only 
9% of LAs responded to say there had been a ‘decrease’. The ‘other’ responses (18%) were 
references to not knowing how the gate fee had changed.  

◼ LAs were asked for the reason(s) for the change (with the option to select more than one 

response). 10% cited ‘increased operating costs’, 5% suggested that facilities are 

‘oversubscribed and can therefore charge more for their capacity’, and for 5% there was a 

‘change to contract’. The remaining responses were either ‘not known’ (25%) or ‘other’ 
(55%) with these responses covering themes including: using spot market capacity; 

indexation/inflation; regular review of gate fees with Teckal company; competition among 

operators and built-in contract increases. 

Non-hazardous landfill 

The gate fees results for NHLF facilities are summarised in Table 5 below:  

Table 5: Summary of UK, NHLF gate fees (excluding landfill tax) reported by local authorities, 

2021 (£/tonne) 

Gate fee type 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

NHLF (excluding transport) 28 20 55 10 to 150 32 

NHLF (including transport) 83 40 78 15 to 150 14 

◼ The median UK gate fee (excluding transport) for waste sent to NHLF facilities was 

£28/tonne (for a range of £10 to £150/tonne). This compares to a UK median gate fee of 

£25/tonne in the 2019/20 survey report. 

◼ These figures exclude landfill tax, currently set at £96.70/tonne for 2021/22. 

◼ The median UK gate fee (including transport) for waste sent to NHLF facilities was £83/tonne 

(for a range of £15 to £150/tonne). 

◼ Only 3 LA respondents had landfill contracts commencing from April 2021, and the median 

gate fee figure for these authorities (excluding transport) was much higher at £50/tonne 

than the UK median (£28/tonne). The limited number of responses means that this figure 

should be treated with caution. 
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◼ LAs were asked whether the gate fee had changed in the last 12 months (excluding any 

adjustment for inflation). A total of 40 LAs responded with 28% answering ‘Yes’ and 72% 
‘No’.  

◼ When asked how the gate fee changed, 67% suggested this had ‘increased’ whilst 27% said 
there had been ‘limited change’ (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease). Only 7% of 
LAs responded to say there had been a ‘decrease’.  

◼ LAs were asked for the reason(s) for the change with 40% citing ‘increased operating costs’, 
27% ‘referring to inflation/indexation’, and 13% referencing a ‘change to contract’. A total 
of 20% said that this was ‘not known’.  

Understanding and interpreting the data 

LAs and readers of the Gate Fees 2021/22 report must exercise caution when observing gate 

fee data, from tables/figures, in isolation and without sufficient context. In some cases, response 

rates were low and therefore may not be representative. In other cases, the low number of 

responses represents the dearth of a particular facility type in a particular region.  

It should also be noted that the LAs responding have, in some cases, only entered one data 

point – either ‘excluding’ or ‘including’ transport, rather than both. This means that the 

responses across the tables and figures do not necessarily relate to the same LAs and are 

therefore not directly comparable. 

There are myriad factors that will impact gate fees, particularly for MRFs. These include:  

◼ dry recycling collection methodology; 

◼ materials collected; 

◼ length of contract; 

◼ quality of material delivered; 

◼ inclusion of contractor/LA risk share arrangement regarding the sale of reprocessed material; 

◼ the presence of contamination thresholds (beyond which loads can be rejected or subjected 

to additional charges); 

◼ wider LA levies/financial mechanisms; 

◼ the ability of LAs to deliver directly to facilities/use of transfer facilities; 

◼ geographic location and proximity to facilities; 

◼ availability of competitor capacity.  

The purpose of the Gate Fees 2021/22 is not to statistically determine the impact of one or 

more of these factors in insolation. LAs and readers should therefore be aware that the 

cumulative impact of these factors can exert significant influence over the gate fees charged, 
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as evidenced, for example, by a net MRF gate fee range (excluding transport) of £290 per tonne 

across the UK (Table 15).  

Relatively high commodity values (observed in 2021/22) will uplift those gate fees where a 

figure is reported inclusive of a rebate mechanism. This was referenced as the most common 

reason for gate fee change over the past 12 months. Increasingly, MRF contracts now include 

an element of LA risk share concerning the sale of reprocessed material with 70% of contracts 

now sharing 50% or more of the material value risk with the LA (Figure 11).  

Interviews with MRF operators (Section 4.1.11) revealed an increase in operational costs relating 

to significant increases in energy prices, and the need to invest in new plant to accommodate 

new materials. These costs may have been masked during the past 12 months due to the 

enhanced commodity prices. 

There is not one consistent LA methodology for the calculation of gross and net gate fees which 

undermines direct data comparisons. Examples of factors that could influence how the gross/net 

gate fees have been reported include: 

◼ Reporting of contamination/rejected loads, which may exist as separate budget lines and 

therefore may not be incorporated into the true net cost;  

◼ Some gate fees for waste collection authorities may incorporate a subsidy/levy from 

respective waste disposal authorities where the value of this cannot be disaggregated (e.g. 

tipping away payments, payment for bulking/haulage) and vice versa; 

◼ Some Councils have an interest in the MRF that they use, and may own it. Therefore, the 

gate fee may not be representative of the price that would be paid to a commercial operator 

as the build/operational costs may be already paid/allocated elsewhere within budgets; 

◼ Some Councils may not be able to disaggregate transport costs as it may form part of one 

holistic payment mechanism; and 

◼ Some LAs may use more than one MRF. Whilst we have tried to report separate gate fee 

costs, where appropriate, this has not always been possible. 

A further point to note is that, for the MRF gate fee data, a higher proportion of dual stream 

collections have included gate fees ‘inclusive of transport’ compared to commingled. These 
response rates have the potential to skew the median gate fee outcomes slightly. 

Key points from the survey for LAs to consider 

For LAs considering future contracting, there is no one single influencing factor that the data 

from the survey points to as a key consideration. Instead, there are a range of factors that LAs 

should consider, subject to their individual circumstances, prior to going to market to tender 

future reprocessing/disposal contracts. These are summarised below:  
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MRF contract considerations: 

◼ The majority of respondents stated that their MRF contracts included an element of LA risk 

share concerning the sale of reprocessed material (55%). As a new question this cannot be 

compared with responses from previous years, but historically a number of MRFs contracts 

operated on a fixed gate fee basis. LAs should be mindful that prospective contractors may 

not agree to receive material without such risk share arrangements, or the exclusion of LA 

risk share may impact the gate fee levied; 

◼ MRF contracts are more likely than previously to have contamination thresholds imposed. 

The survey presents evidence that contamination is now more actively monitored and 

enforced by MRF operators, likely a result of more stringent standards applied by material 

reprocessors. Two thirds (66%) of respondents stated a maximum contamination threshold 

of 15%, beyond which loads are rejected or charges imposed. In addition, the operator 

interview suggested that contamination rates are increasing, with one suggesting this had 

increased from an average of 12% to 15% of input material; 

◼ Of those LAs that highlighted a potential recycling service change at the next opportunity, 

none indicated a move towards less segregation of material. This accords broadly with the 

requirements set out in the recently published Environment Act 20214 regarding the separate 

collection of core material streams; 

◼ LAs in England should consider potential requirements, set out in the DEFRA Consultation 

on Consistency in Household and Business Recycling in England in 20215, to incorporate 

additional materials to kerbside collections and how this could impact existing and future 

MRF contracts. 37% of respondents were not sure if the requirement to add materials to 

kerbside collections would result in a change of gate fee and 34% are not sure if their 

existing MRF contract allows for material streams to be added. 

◼ The survey highlights that 75% of MRF contracts expire by the end of 2024 (extensions may 

apply). Operator interviews suggested that some LAs have entered into longer-term 

contracts, but generally most are no more than 3 years at the moment due to hesitancy 

from LAs to commit to longer contracts due to potential national policy changes. It is vital 

that LAs consider their contractual requirements as early as possible, taking into account 

factors highlighted in this report, in order to secure efficient contracts that will satisfy 

forthcoming legislative requirements;  

◼ MRF operational costs could be subject to a further increase in the next 12 months. According 

to the operator interviews, this stems from a further living wage increase, rising energy costs 

and changes to the taxation of red diesel for some machinery from April 2022. The extent 

to which the value of commodities can offset these cost pressures will therefore continue to 

have a significant influence on the overall direction of gate fees over the next 12 months.  

 
4 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2021/30/contents/enacted 
5 https://consult.defra.gov.uk/waste-and-recycling/consistency-in-household-and-business-
recycling/supporting_documents/Recycling%20Consistency%20Final%20Consultation_May%202021.p
df  

https://consult.defra.gov.uk/waste-and-recycling/consistency-in-household-and-business-recycling/supporting_documents/Recycling%20Consistency%20Final%20Consultation_May%202021.pdf
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/waste-and-recycling/consistency-in-household-and-business-recycling/supporting_documents/Recycling%20Consistency%20Final%20Consultation_May%202021.pdf
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/waste-and-recycling/consistency-in-household-and-business-recycling/supporting_documents/Recycling%20Consistency%20Final%20Consultation_May%202021.pdf
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◼ Future policy changes are also likely to place further pressure on MRF operator costs, based 

on the interview findings. The potential removal of valuable materials following the 

introduction and roll-out of a deposit return scheme for single use drinks containers, and 

requirements to invest in order to adapt processes to handle additional materials such as 

cartons, metal packaging, and plastic film will likely result in an increase in gross gate fees 

in order to offset costs. 

Other contract considerations: 

◼ IVC: According to the operator interviews, IVC gate fees are being affected by the spare AD 

capacity which has placed a pressure on feedstock supply and has, ultimately, reduced the 

gate fees associated with AD. Contamination can have a significant impact on IVC gate fees 

however, and tighter contamination thresholds are now being set, beyond which, 

consignments are rejected and disposed of (at cost) through other means. Despite scope 

for negotiation on rates, due to competition, it is important that LAs maintain a high quality 

of input material.  

◼ AD: Around 56% of respondents’ AD contracts are due to expire by the end of 2024 

(extensions may apply) and given the anticipated increase in the number of LAs requiring 

AD capacity for separately collected food waste, LAs are advised to ensure sufficient 

timescales for market engagement and procurement. 

◼ AD: As with IVC facilities, the LA survey findings showed that competition between facilities 

has allowed for negotiation of contract gate fee prices with ‘availability of AD capacity’ and 
‘competition between similar facilities’ prominent influences on gate fees according to 

responding LAs (Table 34). From the operator interviews, the presence of contamination is 

key with many operators becoming more selective about the feedstock that they accept, 

reflecting more stringent quality standards for output materials (i.e. PAS110). For example, 

one respondent stated that rejected loads can cost up to £125 per tonne in disposal costs. 

This is likely to become an increasing influence as emerging policies on the separate 

collection of food waste result in greater quantities of feedstock becoming available. LAs 

should therefore pay close attention to quality when delivering material to AD facilities and 

should be aware they may have to meet stringent contamination limits..   

◼ EfW: Based on the operator surveys, a key point for LAs to consider with EfW contracts is 

that supply and demand varies by region and so, subsequently, do gate fees. The median 

gate fee range for UK EfW facilities was £20 to £150/tonne. This has been further influenced 

by supply challenges in 2021, resulting in losses of income for operators, and competition 

for feedstock in some regions. The Covid pandemic and Government restrictions, which 

increased the number of people working from home, resulted in an increase in municipal 

solid waste (MSW) entering EfW plants, whilst at the same time there was a decrease in the 

volume of commercial and industrial waste being collected and requiring disposal. In 

addition, the operator interviews highlighted that a requirement to treat more waste in the 

UK as a result of the challenges of exporting refused derived fuel (commonly an output from 

mechanical biological treatment processes) has also increased the gate fees for EfW. LAs 
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should therefore be mindful of these regional differences and market challenges when 

tendering EfW contracts. 

◼ NHLF: The surveys highlighted that in 2021, certain operators experienced higher levels of 

waste entering sites, leading to a slight increase per tonne in gate fees. This is not 

necessarily representative for all NHLF across the UK. Regional differences are again a key 

influencing factor of consideration for LAs. The general view from the operator surveys is 

that NHLF gate fees will increase over the next 12 months because of the limited availability 

of landfill capacity, competition between similar facilities and the fall in exports of refuse 

derived fuel as outlined above.  
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1.0 Introduction 

The Gate Fees 2021/22 report contains the findings of WRAP’s annual gate fees survey for 2021. 

It summarises the gate fees charged to local authorities (LAs) for a range of waste treatment, 

recovery and disposal options. Some commercial gate fees are also reported, which have been 

provided by waste treatment facility operators. The Gate Fees 2021/22 report also looks at the 

factors likely to influence current and future gate fees and includes comparisons to the previous 

year’s results.  

The aim of the gate fees survey is to increase price transparency and, by improving the flow of 

information, improve efficiency in the waste management market. A lack of market information 

can reduce an authority’s ability to make informed decisions on waste management options. 

Therefore, the publication of indicative gate fee information, such as that contained within this 

report, should assist LAs in making better informed decisions regarding waste management 

options. The objectives of this year’s survey were as follows: 

◼ To capture the variation in gate fees by treatment / disposal option, by surveying LAs that 

procure waste disposal services and service providers including Waste Management 

Companies (WMCs) and operators of waste treatment facilities; 

◼ To encompass a broad regional distribution of gate fees for facilities across the UK, including 

Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland; 

◼ To provide any key insights on current trends and factors likely to affect gate fees in the 

future. 

2.0 Approach and Scope of this study 

The Gate Fees 2021/22 report compiles information regarding gate fees charged in the 2021 

calendar year for a variety of waste management services. The geographic scope covers the 

whole of the UK with sub regional data by English region, where sample size allows. Requests 

for gate fee information were issued to LAs, including all Unitary Authorities (UAs), Waste 

Disposal Authorities (WDAs),  Waste Collection Authorities (WCAs) and Joint Waste Authorities 

(JWAs) within the UK. The waste management services included in the LA survey questionnaire 

were: 

◼ Materials Recovery Facilities (MRF); 

◼ In-Vessel Composting (IVC); 

◼ Anaerobic Digestion (AD); 

◼ Energy from Waste (EfW); and 

◼ Non-hazardous landfill.   



 

21   WRAP – Comparing the costs of alternative waste treatment options 

 

A similar survey was also issued to a sample of commercial operators for each of the five facility 

types. This involved another online survey, which included gate fee questions relating to waste 

supplied from both municipal (i.e., LA services) and commercial and industrial (C&I) sources. 

In addition, video conferencing interviews were hosted with representatives from a selection of 

the major WMCs. These interviews were flexible in their scope, in that they addressed all major 

waste service types offered by the company in question. The purpose of the interviews was: 

1. To obtain an overview of the market and factors influencing current and future gate fees 

for the different treatment options, particularly for commercial waste.  

2. To sense check the gate fees gathered through the LA survey. 

An additional aim of the interviews was to gather supplementary information on the potential 

impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on gate fees across the UK. Responses reflect the views of 

the interview respondents at the time of interview.  

It should be noted that the Gate Fees 2021/22 report summarises outputs only based on 

responses received and is not necessarily reflective of all contract costs. 

3.0 Survey response rates 

In terms of the responses to the survey, it should be noted that low response rates were 

obtained from LAs in some countries for some treatment/disposal options, including from waste 

management companies (WMCs). The use of certain treatment/disposal options is less in some 

parts of the UK, so the response rates may be reflective of this, as opposed to being a function 

of a lower than anticipated response rate from LAs. 

3.1 Local Authorities  

A summary of response rates by authority type and the gate fee data by facility type is shown 

in Table 6 below.  

Table 6: Local authority response rates by region and facility 2021 

 
England Scotland Wales NI UK 

WDA WCA Unitary London Unitary Total 

No. of Local 

Authorities 
24 181 95 33 32 22 11 398 

Responses 

received 

from or on 

behalf of 

21 

(88%) 

93 

(51%) 

33 

(35%) 

21 

(64%) 

12 

(38%) 

11 

(50%) 

9 

(82%) 

200 

(50%) 
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Number of LA survey respondents that provided gate fee data for the following 

facilities 

MRFs 128 (64%) 

IVC 27 (14%) 

AD 43 (22%) 

EfW  53 (27%) 

Landfill 40 (20%) 

The total number of local authorities capable of responding to this survey has reduced slightly, 

when compared with previous surveys, as a result of local government restructures.  

Across all nations, we received responses from or on behalf of 50% of LAs. Response rates were 

higher than in 2019/20, rising from 173 to 200 LAs overall. In England, the total response rate 

increased from 141 (42%) to 168 (50%). The number of unitary authority respondents in 

England decreased from 36 to 33, whilst the number of responses from waste disposal 

authorities reduced from 23 to 21. Responses from waste collection authorities increased from 

82 to 93. In London, the number of respondents also showed a significant increase from 7 to 

21. Responses from LAs in Scotland fell from 19 to 12. Responses for Wales increased slightly 

from 9 to 11. Responses in Northern Ireland increased significantly from 4 to 9.   

Across all LAs, the common reasons for not being able to complete the survey included: 

• the presence of integrated contracts, resulting in difficulties disaggregating specific gate 

fee values; 

• commercial confidentiality (i.e., contractually obliged to not share gate fee information); 

and 

• authorities in two tier areas stating that material reprocessing/disposal contracts were 

the responsibility of the waste collection authority or waste disposal authority. 

In addition, some non-responding LAs emailed to say that they did not have the time or resource 

available to respond to the survey within the allocated time frame. 

3.2 Interviews with waste management companies  

Eight interviews were conducted at a senior level across eight WMCs to test initial findings from 

the LA surveys, as well as to gather information on commercial gate fees, the potential impact 

of Covid-19 and future influences on gate fees.  

The interviewees represented all waste management treatment/disposal options highlighted in 

the survey, as can be seen in Table 7 below. The interviews provide further context to observed 

results. 
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Table 7: Number of interviewees per facility type 

Facility type Number of interviewees 

Materials Recovery Facilities 3 

In-Vessel Composting 1 

Anaerobic Digestion 2 

Energy from Waste 1 

Non-hazardous landfill 1 

The interviews with these companies were timetabled such that the initial gate fee findings of 

this year’s surveys could be discussed. Discussions were open in scope, potentially including all 
aspects of the market that were relevant to gate fees in the UK. The interviews themselves were 

conducted using MS Teams while notes were taken during the meeting. Relevant information 

from these interviews can be found at the end of each waste disposal section within this report.  

4.0 Results and analysis 

As with previous years, analysis of the cleansed survey data focussed upon generation of: 

◼ median gate fees (i.e., the value in the midpoint of the distribution of gate fee data collected, 

with an equal probability of falling above or below it); and 

◼ gate fee ranges (i.e., the range between the minimum and maximum values obtained in the 

survey). 

The mode has also been calculated due to the problems of interpreting the sometimes-large 

range between minimum and maximum figures collected. In this case, mode is the gate fee 

range (in £5/per tonne increments) which received the most responses in the survey data.  

In this year’s survey, respondents were asked to provide the following data: 

◼ The gross gate fee/tonne (excluding6 transport) charged by the MRF operator in the latest 

quarter (3-month period) of 2021/22. This figure is exclusive of any rebate received for the 

sale of reprocessed material. 

 
6 The delivery of material to the MRF is either direct from collection rounds or an alternative contractor 
deals with haulage from a transfer station by separate arrangement. 
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◼ The gross gate fee/tonne (including7 transport) charged by the MRF operator in the latest 

quarter (3-month period) of 2021/22. This figure is exclusive of any rebate received for the 

sale of reprocessed material, plus the cost of transport from a transfer station if utilised. 

◼ The net gate/tonne (excluding transport) charged by the MRF operator in the latest quarter 

(3-month period) of 2021/22. This is the gross gate fee minus any rebate received from the 

MRF for the sale of reprocessed material.  

◼ The net gate fee/tonne (including transport) charged by the MRF operator in the latest 

quarter (3-month period) of 2021/22. This is the gross gate fee minus any rebate received 

from the MRF for the sale of reprocessed material, plus the cost of transport from a transfer 

station if utilised. 

Net and gross gate fees were distinguished for the first time this year. This was done as there 

can be large difference in cost between net and gross gate fees where material prices are high 

if a revenue sharing mechanism is in place and therefore comparing net and gross gate fees 

together may lead to incorrect assumptions on the range of prices and some granularity of the 

data is lost. Collecting net and gross gate fees separately also allows for comparison against 

other factors to examine if the use of net or gross gate fees correlates with other behaviours or 

responses. 

It should also be noted that a negative value reported by a respondent denotes an income whilst 

a positive value denotes a cost to the LA. 

4.1 Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) 

Of a total 186 responses from 200 LAs, 41 were not included in the gate fee analysis as their 

services did not deliver to the MRF at least two material streams and therefore could potentially 

distort results (i.e., if one material input was generally deemed of higher value, such as 

paper/fibre). A further 17 responses were removed. This was due to the responses either being 

identified as significant outliers or being discounted after follow-up with the LAs identified 

inaccuracies in their response.  

4.1.1 Collection methods for materials sent to MRFs 

The survey asked LAs to specify which materials they target through their respective collection 

rounds to send to MRFs. Table 8 and Figure 1 summarise the findings.  

 

 
7 The gate fee charged by the MRF operator includes bulking and transport of material from a transfer 
station to the MRF. 
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Table 8: Material types that UK respondent LAs collect and send to MRFs (%) 

 

The data in Table 8 does not necessarily reflect the proportion of LAs that collect these material 

streams for recycling at the kerbside, as such streams may not be processed via a MRF. 

Separately collected material streams are more likely to be delivered directly to material 

reprocessors. 

 
Figure 1: Material types that UK respondent LAs collect and send to MRFs (%) 
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Card - excluding drinks cartons (e.g., card packaging) 81 

Cans (aluminium and steel) 100 

Plastic bottles (e.g., bottles containing beverages and cleaning liquids) 100 

Plastic: non-bottle rigids (e.g., pots, tubs, and trays [PTT]) 87 

Plastic film (e.g., film packaging and bags) 30 

Plastic other (plastic that does not fit the other categories) 18 

Drinks cartons (e.g., Tetra Pak) 60 

Aerosols 82 

Other (please specify) 13 



 

26   WRAP – Comparing the costs of alternative waste treatment options 

 

Only plastic bottles and cans were collected and sent to MRFs by all responding LAs. In terms 

of the number of materials collected by each respondent, Table 9 and Figure 2 show that half 

of responding LAs collect  a minimum number of 8 materials, with 12% collecting ten materials.  

Table 9 only shows responses where 2 or more materials were collected (i.e., value for '2+ 

materials' is 100% of responding LAs). 

Table 9: Minimum number of materials collected and sent to MRFs by responding LAs 

(cumulative %) 

 

Figure 2: Minimum number of materials collected and sent to MRFs by responding LAs 

(cumulative %) 
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responding LAs collect using ‘twin stream’ systems.  This is not surprising as the use of a MRF 

is often an integral part of commingled recycling collections, whilst kerbside collection 

methodologies that employ a degree of material separation are less likely to require the services 

of a MRF. The ‘other’ collection methods included: 

◼ source separated materials (including separately collected mixed cans and plastics); 

◼ twin stream whereby paper is collected separately from card, glass, metals and plastics; 

◼ partially commingled, partially source-segregated collections of paper/card and glass; and 

◼ a combination of fully co-mingled and twin stream across different parts of the authority. 

Table 10: Methods of collection of materials sent to MRFs by respondents (%) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Methods of collection for materials sent to MRFs by respondents (%) 
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4.1.2 Gross gate fees and trends 

Gross gate fees have been collected from LAs both including and excluding transport costs from 

the transfer station to the facility, where relevant (Table 11/Figure 4). The median gross gate 

fee (excluding transport) in the 2021 survey, for UK MRF’s sorting 2 or more materials, is 

£60/tonne. This is based on 97 responses which ranged from -£30/tonne (i.e., an income) to 

£135/tonne. This is a significant increase in the median gross gate fee compared to the previous 

published surveys. The median gate fee for 2019/20 was £43/tonne and for 2018 was 

£25/tonne. A mode figure was not available for Wales due to there being no matching 

responses. 

Table 11: Gross MRF gate fees reported by local authority by region (2021) (£/tonne) 

excluding transport costs 

The median gross UK gate fee (excluding transport) for contracts commenced since 1st April 

2021 (£70/ tonne) is higher than the median gate fee for all current contracts across the UK by 

£10/tonne. This is based on only 3 relevant responses for contracts commenced since 1st April 

2021, however, and should be treated with caution. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Country/Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

UK 60 80 58 
-30 to 

135 
97 

England (incl. London) 63 80 59 -5 to 135 82 

London 80 80 71 50 to 120 19 

Wales 80 N/A 80 65 to 95 2 

Scotland 60 80 43 -30 to 85 6 

Northern Ireland 50 50 52 50 to 65 7 
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Table 12: Gross MRF gate fees reported by local authority by region (2021) (£/tonne) 

including transport 

The median gross gate fee (including transport) in the 2021 survey, for UK MRF’s sorting 2 or 
more materials, was £80/tonne (compared to £63/tonne excluding transport in 2019/20). This 

is based on 83 responses which ranged from -£5/tonne to £120/tonne. The single price range 

with the most gate fees is £90/tonne (i.e., the mode), compared to £80 excluding transport. A 

mode figure was not available for Wales, Northern Ireland and Scotland due to there being no 

matching responses. Figure 4 illustrates the median gross MRF gate fees (excluding transport) 

for the UK and individual countries, as well as London. The median UK gate fee (including 

transport) for contracts commenced since April 2021 (£45/tonne) is significantly lower than the 

median gate fee for the UK (based on 5 responses).  

Figure 4: A comparison of median gross MRF gate fees (excluding transport) by region 

(£/tonne) 
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by collection method in Table 13 below. 
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Table 13: Gross MRF gate fees reported by collection method (2021) (£/tonne) excluding 

transport 

The median gross gate fee (excluding transport) in the 2021 survey, for material sourced from 

co-mingled collections was £60/tonne. This was the most common form of respondent collection 

method with 75 responses ranging from -£30/tonne to £135/tonne. There was only one 

response for ‘Material presented in at least three containers at the kerbside’ with the median 
gate fee figure £75/tonne. It is not common for significant amounts of material, collected in at 

least three separate containers at the kerbside, to be processed at a MRF, as evidenced by just 

one response in this instance. Therefore, the gate fee presented should not be viewed as 

reflective of this particular methodology.  

For the 13 responses using the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = 

glass, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method, the median gate fee was £55/tonne. 

This contrasted with respondents using the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = glass; Stream 2 = paper, 

cardboard, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method, with the median gate fee much 
higher at £80/tonne. Three respondents8 noted ‘Other’ as their collection method, with this 

category having the highest gate fee figure at £85/tonne.  

Figure 5 illustrates the median gross MRF gate fees (excluding transport) by different collection 

method.   

 

 

 

 
8 One of the three respondents is based in remote Scotland and the other in central London, which may 
explain the higher gate fee banding for the ‘Other’ category. 

Collection method 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

Fully co-mingled 60 80 56 
-30 to 

135 
75 

Twin stream (Stream 1 = paper 

and cardboard; Stream 2 = glass, 

metal and plastic containers) 

55 55 57 5 to 80 13 

Twin stream (Stream 1 = glass; 

Stream 2 = paper, cardboard, 

metal and plastic containers) 

80 N/A 73 25 to 105 5 

Other 85 N/A 88 80 to 100 3 
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Figure 5: A comparison of median gross MRF gate fees (excluding transport) by collection 

method (£/tonne) 

 

The gross gate fee data (including transport) for MRFs is broken down by collection method in 

Table 14 below. 
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The median gross gate fee (including transport) for material sourced from co-mingled collections 

was £80/tonne. This was the most common form of respondent collection method with 57 

responses ranging from £5/tonne to £120/tonne. There were only two responses for ‘Material 
presented in at least three containers at the kerbside’ with the median gate fee figure at 

£88/tonne.  
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For the 16 responses using the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = 

glass, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method, the median gate fee was £83/tonne.  

Contrary to the findings with the responses ‘excluding’ transport, the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = 

glass; Stream 2 = paper, cardboard, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method was this 

time considerably lower than the other twin stream method. The median gate fee was 

£45/tonne. Transport costs appear to exert significant influence as this collection method returns 

highest median gate fee exclusive of transport (Table 13) yet lowest median gate fee, by quite 

a margin, where transport costs are included (Table 14).  

It should be noted that given the low response rate for this collection methodology (5 

respondents for both ‘excluding’ and ‘including’ transport) these figures should be considered 

indicative, rather than representative and should be used with caution. The difference in gate 

fees provided may be due to a range of variables other than just the cost of transportation. The 

LAs responding have, in some cases, only entered one data point – either ‘excluding’ or 
‘including’ transport rather than both. This means that the responses being compared in Tables 

13 and 14 do not necessarily relate to the same LAs.  

Three respondents noted ‘Other’ as their collection method, with the median gate fee figure at 

£100/tonne.  

4.1.3 Net gate fees and trends 

Net gate fees have been collected from LAs both including and excluding transport costs from 

the transfer station to the facility where relevant (Table 15). Net gate fees are inclusive of any 

rebate received from the sale of recyclate linked to the MRF contract.  

The median UK net gate fee (excluding transport) in the 2021 survey, for UK MRF’s sorting 2 or 
more materials, was £18/tonne. This was based on 78 responses which ranged from -

£155/tonne to £135/tonne.  

The mean figure was £25/tonne. The gate fee with the most responses was £10/tonne (i.e., the 

mode). A mode figure was not available for Wales due to there being no matching responses.  

The median, net UK gate fee (excluding transport) for contracts commenced since April 2021 

(£45/tonne) is significantly higher than the median net gate fee for the UK (£18). This is based 

on only 3 responses, however and should be treated with caution. 
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Table 15: Net MRF gate fees reported by local authority by region (2021) (£/tonne) 

excluding transport 

Net gate fee responses by region, including transport costs, are summarised in Table 16 below. 

 

Table 16: Net MRF gate fees reported by local authority by region (2021) (£/tonne) including 

transport 

The median UK net gate fee (including transport) was £25/tonne. This was based on 64 

responses which ranged from -£135/tonne to £120/tonne. The mode gate fee was £20/tonne.  

 

Again, the median, net UK gate fee (including transport) for contracts commenced since April 

2021 (£48/tonne) is significantly higher than the median net gate fee for the UK (£25), but is 

based on only 2 responses, so should be treated with caution. 

There were significant ranges of net gate fees recorded, particularly for England. For example, 

the responses for England (excluding transport) had a range of £280/tonne compared to 

£20/tonne for Wales, £0/tonne for NI and £50/tonne for Scotland. This is partly representative 

of the relatively higher number of responses for England, but also points to significant variance 

Country/Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count  

UK 18 10 25 -155 to 135 78 

England (incl. London) 15 10 18 -155 to 135 65 

London 20 20 37 20 to 100 10 

Wales 75 N/A 75 65 to 85 2 

Scotland 80 80 64 30 to 85 5 

Northern Ireland 50 50 50 50 to 50 6 

Country/Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

UK 25 20 29 -135 to 120 64 

England (incl. London) 20 20 24 -135 to 120 57 

London 30 30 41 30 to 100 9 

Wales 75 N/A 83 65 to 110 3 

Scotland 80 N/A 75 25 to 120 3 

Northern Ireland 55 N/A 55 55 to 55 1 
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in how costs/income are attributed between LA and MRF operator, particularly when compared 

to a much more limited range for gross gate fees (Table 13). 

The net gate fee data (excluding transport) for MRFs is broken down by collection method in 

Table 17 below. 

Table 17: Net MRF gate fees reported by collection method (2021) (£/tonne) excluding 

transport 

The median net gate fee (excluding transport) in the 2021 survey, for material sourced from 

co-mingled collections was £15/tonne. This was the most common form of respondent collection 

method with 64 responses ranging from -£40/tonne to £135/tonne. There were two responses 

for ‘Material presented in at least three containers at the kerbside’ with the median gate fee 
figure £-35/tonne (with responses ranging from -£135 to £85/tonne).  

 

For the 8 responses using the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = 

glass, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method, the median gate fee was £15/tonne. 

This contrasted with respondents using the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = glass; Stream 2 = paper, 
cardboard, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method, with the median gate fee far higher 

at £80/tonne (based on 5 responses). One respondent noted ‘Other’ as their collection method, 
with this category having the highest gate fee figure at £85/tonne.   

The net gate fee data (including transport) for MRFs is broken down by collection method in 

Table 18 below.  

Table 18: Net MRF gate fees reported by collection method (2021) (£/tonne) including 

transport 

Collection method 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

Fully co-mingled 15 10 25 -40 to 135 64 

Twin stream (Stream 1 = paper and 

cardboard; Stream 2 = glass, metal 

and plastic containers) 

15 10 24 -30 to 80 8 

Collection method 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

Fully co-mingled 20 5 30 -55 to 120 49 

Twin stream (Stream 1 = paper 

and cardboard; Stream 2 = glass, 

metal and plastic containers) 

25 25 31 -15 to 105 9 



 

35   WRAP – Comparing the costs of alternative waste treatment options 

 

The median net gate fee (including transport) for material sourced from co-mingled collections 

was £20/tonne. This was the most common form of respondent collection method with 49 

responses ranging from -£55/tonne to £120/tonne.  

There were only two responses for ‘Material presented in at least three containers at the 

kerbside’ with the median gate fee figure -£30/tonne.  

For the 9 responses using the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = 
glass, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method, the median gate fee was £25/tonne.  

Contrary to the findings with the responses ‘excluding’ transport, the ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = 

glass; Stream 2 = paper, cardboard, metal and plastic containers)’ collection method was this 
time lower than the other twin stream method. The median gate fee was £10/tonne.  

Two respondents noted ‘Other’ as their collection method, with the median gate fee figure the 

highest at £73/tonne.  

4.1.4 Comparison of median gross MRF gate fee with previous years 

Figure 6 charts the median MRF gate fee over time from the 2008 survey, plus min-max ranges9.  

Figure 6: UK MRF gate fees reported by local authorities over time, 2008 to 2021 (£/tonne) 

 

The 2021 figure and range in Figure 6 is for the 'gross' median gate fee, exclusive of transport. 

Previous years’ studies however did not make a distinction between the 'gross' and 'net values, 

requesting a single reported gate fee figure for each LA. It should also be noted that the 2020 

data in Figure 6 is for England only. The results for 2021 show the highest ‘maximum’ gross 
gate fee level reported since the survey began.   

 
9 N = the number of responses 
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4.1.5 Changes to the MRF gross gate fee in the last 12 months 

Responding LAs were asked if their gross gate fee had changed in the last 12 months, with 45% 

of LAs stating ‘Yes’ and 55% stating ‘No’. In terms of how this changed, 49% of the responding 

LAs suggested that this had increased, with 42% suggesting a decrease and 9% no change. 

Figure 7 illustrates the reasons LAs gave for the change in gross MRF gate fee. Respondents 

were able to provide more than one response. 

Figure 7: Reasons respondents provided for the change in MRF gate fees in 2021 (%) 

 

The ‘Other’ responses provided included the following reasons, not necessarily in order of 

frequency of responses: 

◼ Change in MRF used 

◼ Electricity and wages 

◼ Inflationary increase 

◼ Gate fee varies according to market values 

◼ Increase in income to offset overall cost 

◼ Changes to the way the material is presented to the MRF  

◼ Not sure/Not available. 
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4.1.6 Changes to collection methods  

Responding LAs were asked if they envisaged changing their collection method for dry 

recyclables at the next available opportunity. Of the 51 responding LAs, 37% said ‘Yes’ and 63% 
said ‘No’.  

Respondents answering ‘Yes’ were then asked what collection method they are likely to move 

to. The general trend from responses was towards dual stream/source segregation, with no 

responses indicating a likely move towards greater commingling.  

Of the 22 LAs responding, 41% said that they would shift to a ‘Twin stream system (Stream 1 

= paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = glass, metal and plastic containers)’.  

A further 5% stated that they would move to a system with ‘Material presented in at least three 
containers at the kerbside’.  

The remaining 54% of LAs selected ‘Other’. Their comments in response indicated that they felt 

unable to answer this question due to national policy uncertainty.  

Of those LAs seeking to change their system, 75% of these were currently using a co-mingled 

methodology.  

For those LAs using co-mingled collections, 33% propose to switch to ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 

= paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = glass, metal and plastic containers)’.  

A total of 67% proposed to switch to ‘other’. When analysing the responses to the ‘other’ 
category, this included the following responses: 

◼ Introducing in 2022 kerbside glass collections and reviewing wider kerbside collection 

methodology ahead of implementation in 2024; 

◼ Twin Stream 1 = Fibre, 2 = Containers excluding glass; 

◼ Twin Stream 1= Paper & cardboard, 2 = Cans & Plastics (bottles and pots, tubs and trays 

[PTT]); 

◼ Twin stream - Paper/Card, Plastics/Cans. Glass is collected separately; 

◼ Considering collection of fibre separately from the remaining fully co-mingled items, subject 

to policy change. 

There was only one LA currently using the method ‘Material presented in at least three 

containers at the kerbside’ that responded to this question. The response was to commence the 

additional collection of absorbent hygiene products (AHP).  

Finally, LAs currently operating a ‘Twin stream (Stream 1 = glass; Stream 2 = paper, cardboard, 

metal and plastic containers)’ responded with 33% proposing to switch to ‘Twin stream (Stream 
1 = paper and cardboard; Stream 2 = glass, metal and plastic containers)’ and 67% stating 
‘other’ with responses including: 
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◼ Investigating source separate collection methods; 

◼ Investigating separate fibre collection in addition to existing twin stream collection. 

It should be noted that no LAs suggested that they would change their existing collection 

method to a co-mingled approached where this was not currently employed. 

Respondents stating that they may change their collection methodology at the next opportunity 

were asked how many years from now they anticipate that this change will take place. 

Responses to this question were limited. Figure 8 illustrates responses to timings over the next 

5 years (by percentage), with 65% of respondents to this question suggesting that their dry 

recyclables collection method will change in the next 3 years. 

Figure 8: Timing for LAs changing collection methodology in the next five years (%) 

 

A further 10 LAs were unable to respond accurately, selecting the 'Not applicable' and 'Other' 

options. These responses were removed from the figure above as they did not help quantify 

timescales for change.  

4.1.7 Bulking and transfer 

LAs were asked if they deliver dry mixed recyclables directly to the MRF or whether they use a 

transfer station. Of the 99 respondents, a total of 68% use a transfer station with 32% sending 

materials direct to the MRF. 

Further enquiries were made as to the cost/tonne for ‘bulking dry recyclables at the transfer 

station’ or for ‘hauling dry recyclables from the transfer station to the MRF’. Table 19 and Figure 

9 illustrate the responses in terms of the respective costs for both approaches.  
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Table 19: A comparison of bulking and haulage costs from the transfer station to MRF 

(£/tonne) 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: A comparison of bulking and haulage costs from the transfer station to MRF 

(£/tonne) 

 

This data does not include any calculations from the gate fee data provided by the LAs. The 

findings are based on responses to this specific question only and provide an indicative 

breakdown of the costs of getting dry recyclable materials from the transfer station to the MRF 

where applicable.  

Based on the 25 LA responses, the median cost of bulking was £10/tonne and from 29 further 

responses, the median cost of hauling was £16/tonne, a combined median bulking and hauling 

cost of £26/tonne.  

The costs associated with hauling direct to a MRF, where relevant, were consistently higher in 

terms of median and mean figures compared to bulking and transporting on from a transfer 

station. The range of costs was also broader, £3 to £52/tonne for direct haulage compared to 

£0.30 to £43/tonne for bulking.  

It should be noted that three figures were removed from the responses to haulage costs. Two 

zero values were removed as these should not have been entered by the respondents (as a cost 
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was only required ‘if applicable’). A cost of £105.00 was also removed as a significant outlier 

figure as its inclusion uplifts the average cost by approximately 10%. Whilst the figure is 

accurate, it represents an LA with a very unique island geography and, as such, a very high 

haulage cost. For such a small population, WRAP felt that it would be misleading to include this 

outlier data, given the overall impact it has on the average haulage cost. 

Throughout this section on MRF gate fees, there are examples of gates fees inclusive of haulage 

that are higher than those inclusive of haulage. This is a function of low responses rates in some 

instances and LAs in some cases not providing both figures (exclusive and inclusive) but instead 

only one response.  

Other factors that will impact haulage costs include the application of inter-authority payments, 

specific geographies/road networks, contract risk share arrangements and total contracted 

material tonnage inputs. These exert significant influence over gate fees, but cannot be fully 

disaggregated, particularly given the breadth of contract options and values observed in the 

Gate Fees 2021/22 report. The figures should therefore be considered in this context when 

interpreting and utilising the data. 

4.1.8 Contracts with MRFs 

LAs were asked whether the material that is sent to the MRF is under a contract. Of the 96 

respondents, 91% said ‘Yes’ and 9% said ‘No’. Respondents with contracts were asked for the 

proposed end date of their contract along with the end date of any contract extensions, where 

applicable.  

The results are summarised in Table 20 and Figure 10 below. A total of 75 LAs responded to 

the question concerning initial contract end date, with 69 providing responses to the question 

concerning potential extension end dates. It should be noted that some contracts have extension 

clauses whilst some do not. 
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Table 20: Contract end dates, including extensions (% responses) 

Figure 10: Contract end dates, including extensions (% responses) 

 

Close to half of respondents (48%) specified contract end dates in 2022, with 86% of contracts 

ending by the close of 2025. Including extensions where applicable, 71% of contracts are set 

to conclude by the end of 2025.  
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31/12/2022 48 23 

31/12/2023 16 13 
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31/12/2027 0 4 
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LAs were asked if their MRF contracts include an element of contractor risk share10 whereby the 

contract is structured so that risks associated with the sale of recycled material, primarily 

commodity value and material quality, are shared. From the 74 responses, 57% answered ‘Yes’ 
and 43% ‘No’. For those answering ‘Yes’, LAs were asked what percentage risk share, 

concerning the value of material reprocessed, rests with the operator. They were asked to 

provide this as a percentage figure. Figure 11 summarises the responses by categorising them 

under five banded headings. Two ‘zero’ values were removed as respondents should only have 

entered a cost value if applicable. 

Figure 11: Percentage level of operator risk share in local authority waste management 

contracts (% responses) 

 

A total of 23% of contracts did not include a percentage risk share for the LA (i.e. all risk resides 

with the MRF operator), with 70% of contracts now sharing 50% or more of the material value 

risk with the LA. For 6% of the contracts, the entire risk lies with the LA. The median risk share 

percentage was 50%. A further 11 respondents did not provide a quantifiable response that 

could be captured in Figure 11: qualitative responses included the following:  

◼ a risk share mechanism exists but it is not as simple as a percentage on the material prices; 

◼ use of ‘Lets Recycle.com’ mid-point rather than a specific percentage share; 

◼ different percentages used for commingled compared with paper. 
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4.1.9 Contamination 

LAs were asked ‘Beyond what level of contamination are recycling loads rejected or subjected 

to additional costs?’ Responses are summarised in Table 21 and Figure 12. 

 

Table 21: Contamination threshold for input material, beyond which loads are rejected or 

charges imposed (% responses) 

Figure 12: Contamination threshold for input material, beyond which loads are rejected or 

charges imposed (% responses) 

 

82 LAs responded to this question. The results highlight that 36% of MRF contracts specify that 

input contamination rates must not exceed 10% whilst two thirds of respondents (66%) stated 

that the input contamination rates must not exceed 15%. These are quite stringent thresholds 

that WRAP has not reported on previously. 

It was not clear from the analysis that the collection methodology impacted the contamination 

threshold applied. Responses for some collection methodologies were limited and as 

contamination thresholds may represent a more recent introduction to MRF contracts it is not 

possible to draw even broad conclusions from this dataset (Table 22). This may be possible as 

part of subsequent iterations of this survey in future years. 
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Table 22: Contamination thresholds according to collection method (% responses) 

LAs were asked whether their ‘MRF provider more proactively monitors and enforces excessive 

contamination compared to last year?’ Of the 82 responses, 38% stated ‘Yes’ and 62% said 
‘No’, indicating that the direction of travel on contamination is likely to incorporate increasingly 

strict monitoring and enforcement which may result in additional charges to LA inputters, either 

as the contractor or the LA may be required to deal with material deemed unacceptable for 

reprocessing at the MRF.  

Respondents were asked whether their contractor sets a moisture content threshold for paper. 

Of the 82 respondents, 17% said ‘Yes’, 59% ‘No’ and 24% said that they did not know.  

4.1.10 MRF gate fees direction of travel 

The survey sought to determine LA views on future changes to gate fees and asked: ‘what is 

the most likely direction of travel for gross MRF gate fees in the next 12 months?’.  

Of the 95 responses, 53% suggested that this would increase, with 10% saying this would 

decrease, and 38% saying there would be limited change (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or 

decrease).  

The LAs were asked to select multiple reasons for the change in future gate fees and responses 

have been summarised in Table 23.  

 

 

 

Percentage 

contamination 

limit  

Fully co-mingled 

(%) 

Material 

presented in at 

least three 

containers at the 

kerbside (%) 

Twin stream 

(Stream 1 = 

glass; Stream 2 = 

paper, cardboard, 

metal and plastic 

containers) (%) 

Twin stream 

(Stream 1 = 

paper and 

cardboard; 

Stream 2 = glass, 

metal and plastic 

containers) (%) 

<5% 8 100 25 22 

6-10% 27 0 0 22 

11-15% 32 0 0 33 

16%+ 32 0 75 22 
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Table 23: Reasons provided for the change in future MRF gate fee (% responses) 

 

The highest response was for ‘inflation’ (51%), which would typically be expected. ‘Changes to 

commodity values’ were a clear second (43%) however, with the respondents anticipating 

further changes in values to impact on gate fee costs over the next year. This was similar to the 

result from the 2019/20 gate fees report, where ‘commodity price’ (63%) was the most 

commonly selected factor. ‘Operational costs’ also featured higher this year (34%) in third place, 

having been ranked 5th in 2019/20 (at only 19%), perhaps in response to the ongoing trend in 

rising utilities and fuel costs. This year, ‘Quality of input materials’ was ranked sixth (24%), 
compared to third in 2019/20 (49%). 

Reason given for the change in MRF gate 

fee 
Percentage (%) 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 51 

Change in product/commodity end market prices 43 

Operating costs 34 

MRF access to end markets 27 

Emerging national policy: addition of new more 

difficult to recycle materials 
26 

Quality of input materials 24 

Availability of MRF capacity 21 

Other (please specify) 21 

Contractual changes, other than inflation 

increase 
19 

Emerging national policy: deposit return scheme 16 

Emerging national policy: enhanced sampling 14 

Cost of managing residues 14 

New contract in next 12 months 12 

Competition between similar facilities 11 

Sustained high levels of recyclables collected 6 

Scheduled contract review/price re-basing 5 

Investment/capital costs 4 

Increased haulage costs 4 
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Of the ‘Other’ responses, a number of LAs stated that they did not have enough data or 
understanding to comment on the reasons for changes to MRF gate fees in the next 12 months. 

However, there were also additional reasons provided, not listed above, and most of these were 

specific to the respondent. For example: 

◼ negotiations on acceptable contamination levels and their related cost; 

◼ fixed contracts; 

◼ a lack of staff due to pressures from Brexit/Covid-19, which in turn resulted in increased 

costs; and 

◼ seasonal variations in terms of both quantities and quality, which impact on cost (particularly 

before and after Christmas). 

LAs were asked ‘whether a requirement to collect additional materials (cartons, metal packaging 

and plastic film) as part of the implementation of the Resources and Waste Strategy would 

result in a change in gate fee?’. The 91 responses are summarised in Table 24 below, with 52% 

stating ‘Yes’ and 11% ‘No’, with 37% unsure.  

Table 24: Would the requirement to collect additional materials change MRF gate fees? (% 

responses) 

 

 

 

 

The survey asked LAs if ‘their existing MRF contract allows materials to be added?’. Table 25 

shows that of the 90 responses, 36% of LAs said ‘Yes’, 30% ‘No’, and 34% were unsure. 

Table 25: Does the existing MRF contract allow materials to be added (% responses) 

 

 

 

 

Finally, LAs were asked ‘if their contract allows this and materials were added, would the cost 

go up? Of the 62 responses, 42% said ‘Yes’, only 3% ‘No’ and 55% unsure (Table 26). 

 

Response Percentage (%) 

Yes 52 

No 11 

Not sure 37 

Response Percentage (%) 

Yes 36 

No 30 

Not sure 34 
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Table 26: Would the MRF gate fee cost go up with additional materials added? (% responses) 

 

 

 

 

 

4.1.11 Waste contractor interviews 

Interviews were held with 3 MRF operators that handle mixed recyclables from a mixture of LA 

and C&I sources. Online operator surveys were also received from a further 5 MRFs providing 

additional data and perspectives.  

Range of gate fees charged 

Respondent 1 operates a single MRF that has a capacity 30ktpa. It accepts largely household 

material but accepts small amounts of non-targeted commercial material (mostly cardboard). 

Glass is not targeted and is instead collected through a network of bring sites (recycling banks) 

and HWRC sites. The material is collected by wheelie boxes (three separate boxes hosted on a 

trolley), the contents of which are separated on board the collection vehicles into separate 

compartments. The gate fee charged to the contracted LAs during 2021 was £48.86/tonne 

which then increased to £50.42/tonne from 1st October 2021. The gate fee increases yearly in 

accordance with RPI. They have recently gone up by 6.6% due to the increases associated with 

the Minimum Working Wage, which was in addition to the RPI increase. There are also ‘variation’ 
clauses that can be enacted to address any such ‘extraordinary’ events. 

Respondent 2 has 1 main MRF that largely accepts material sourced from nearby local 

authorities. They also operate a smaller MRF close by for commercial DMR. The first MRF accepts 

household DMR from commingled, dual stream and source segregated recycling collections, and 

charged a fixed price of between £45 to £55/tonne, subject to revenue share arrangements. 

The second MRF accepts commercial DMR from commingled, dual stream and source 

segregated recycling collections and charged a fixed price of between £65 to £75/tonne. The 

operator retains the commodity value derived from the material. 

Respondent 3 is a large waste management company that operates 3 MRFs and accepts 

primarily municipal DMR (98% of material inputs) with the remainder comprising material 

sourced from their own commercial and other third-party waste collections. During 2021, gate 

fees remained static at between, typically, £50 to £75/tonne, depending on source (i.e., 

household versus commercial, existing or new customer, type of business etc) and quality. This 

does not consider any material rebates. For commercial DMR rom commingled, dual stream and 

source segregated collections, the gate fee was slightly higher at between £60 to £80/tonne. 

Response Percentage (%) 

Yes 42 

No 3 

Not sure 55 
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With regards results from online operator surveys, gross gate fees charged depended upon the 

recycling collection methodology and quality of material. The broad range charged across all 

variables was between £35 and £90/tonne.  

Factors driving gate fees over past 12 months and the next 12 months 

All respondents agreed that material composition can have an impact on gate fees. Respondent 

1 stated that 16 years ago newspapers and Printed Advertising Material (PAMs) represented 

60% of the feedstock input whereas now it represents approximately 40%. The other influences 

on gate fees, they suggested, which will become more prominent in future years are: 

1. Increases to labour costs 

2. Increases to energy costs (which have risen significantly) 

3. Investment in plant / machinery to accommodate new materials 

4. Removal of valuable materials from the DMR stream following the introduction of a DRS 

Respondent 1 stated that overall labour costs have decreased due to investment in machinery 

but will go up again when the living wage goes up in April 2022. They also explained that red 

diesel, from April 2022, will no longer be duty-free thus they will pay a higher rate for plant and 

machinery running costs. Haulage to the MRF is included in the gate fee, which has increased 

in real terms due to fuel and labour costs, but then the cost of haulage to the end markets is 

deducted from the value of the commodities. How these costs are accounted for depends on 

how the contract is structured. In some cases, they may be able to offset these enhanced costs 

but in other cases this is not possible.  

Respondent 1 also stated that despite the increased costs involved in processing the material 

this was more than offset by the increase in material commodity values which has had the 

compound impact of reducing gate fees, in real terms. 

Respondent 2 stated that gate fees did not change during 2021 with the exception of the 

material commodity values and RPI. They typically use rebate and gain-share arrangements. 

Letsrecycle is the benchmark. Respondent 2 adopts a 50:50 share value of the material but it is 

specific to individual local authority contracts. From early 2021, material commodity values 

increased across most material indices. Old Corrugate Cardboard (OCC) has increased 

significantly because of the increased demand for cardboard packaging associated with parcel 

deliveries. rPET is really increasing in demand and this is likely to continue following the 

implementation of a plastic packaging tax in 202211, a key objective of which is to stimulate the 

market for recycled plastics.  

 
11 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/introduction-of-plastic-packaging-tax-from-april-
2022/introduction-of-plastic-packaging-tax-2021  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/introduction-of-plastic-packaging-tax-from-april-2022/introduction-of-plastic-packaging-tax-2021
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/introduction-of-plastic-packaging-tax-from-april-2022/introduction-of-plastic-packaging-tax-2021
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Respondent 3 stated they simply charge a gate fee for commercially-sourced material due to 

contamination issues but may pay, occasionally, a rebate for material collected dual stream or 

source segregated, although not for material collected commingled. Material prices were 

suppressed at the beginning of 2021, but this climbed promptly, and prices remain high as a 

result of the requirement from international markets for material supply. Respondent 3 have 

extended plant operating hours and shifts to accommodate additional material supply. Coping 

with the additional volume of material has been challenging. Respondent 3 stated that haulage 

costs are removed from the commodity revenue value, whilst enhanced labour costs are added 

to the gate fee. ‘Change of law’ clauses may be enacted to deal with increased labour and 

transport costs associated with municipal reprocessing contracts.  

Respondent 3 stated that increased material supply was exacerbated by covid: there was a 20% 

to 30% increase in material yields through lockdown whilst processing issues were encountered 

as a result of driver shortages and increased haulage costs. Respondent 2 stated that they have 

witnessed a 20% increase in feedstock due to Covid largely due to people spending more time 

at home and the increase in online orders/deliveries. Transporting material between facilities 

has been problematic given competition for drivers and the company has suffered considerably 

with sustained staff absences. 

The online operator surveys supported these findings, with incoming material quality and the 

rising commodity value of materials impacting heavily on overall gate fees charged. Two 

respondents suggested that overall gate fee charges had reduced in response to the increased 

value of commodity markets in the last 12 months along with investment in plant efficiency and 

capacity. The other three operators suggested this had remained at around the same level to 

the previous year. 

Overall, it would appear that gross gate fees have increased in the most part due to increased 

operator overheads (such as fuel, labour and driver costs). In many instances, this has however 

been offset by the increased value of material, which has led to a decrease in net gate fees in 

real terms in some circumstances, depending on contract structure. 

Pricing differences between local authority and commercial waste inputs 

Respondent 1 has a revenue-share arrangement in place whereby any increases in material 

values above the Letsrecycle mid-point must be shared on a 50:50 basis between the operator 

and the local authority. If material values fall significantly below the Letsrecycle mid-point 

however, the respondent (operator) must accommodate that loss. This applies across all 

material streams. 

The contract that Respondent 1 has in place with its local authorities currently has a term of 3 

years (with the option of two further extensions, each of two years). Previous contract iterations 

were based on an initial contract period of 3, 5 or 7 years. Respondent 1 suggested that some 

local authorities have traditionally entered into longer term contracts of 5, 6 and 10 years but 

generally most are currently no more than 3 years due to hesitancy from local authorities to 

commit to longer contracts owing to forthcoming potential policy changes.  
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Respondent 2 stated that local authorities in close proximity to their facility are likely to enter 

into shorter term contracts due to the presence of competition, suggesting timescales of 3-4 

years. With regards their contracts for commercial recyclate, they do not commit to long term 

contracts. 

Respondent 3 stipulated that the length of contract is purely dictated by competition and the 

nature of the procurement process. In Scotland, it was suggested that contract durations are 

currently short due to policy uncertainty associated with the implementation of a deposit return 

scheme. Respondent 3, interestingly, explained that in Scotland, the introduction of the Scottish 

Waste Regulations did not see a surge in material supply. Since 1 January 2014, the Waste 

(Scotland) Regulations have been in force, requiring all organisations operating in Scotland to 

recycle glass, metal, plastics, paper and cardboard.  

Impact of new requirements to segregate recycled materials (including cartons, 

plastic film and foil) upon gate fees in future 

Respondent 1 suggested that costs would increase with the inclusion of new materials in the 

feedstock supply. They already collect and accept drinks cartons and whilst the inclusion of 

further materials, such as plastic film, was technically feasible, it would require investment in 

further sorting and compaction equipment. It was suggested therefore that contract terms 

would need to reflect additional capital investment. 

Similarly, Respondent 2 also accept and process drinks cartons. The inclusion of plastic film in 

kerbside collections however is slightly more concerning as they face difficulties recovering this 

material and the current value is low, if not negative, due to the absence of markets. Respondent 

3 went on to state that gate fees will increase if beverage containers are removed following the 

introduction of a DRS, due to the resultant reduction in value of the remaining material. Having 

undertaken some modelling to understand the impact of this, Respondent 2 suggested that 

there is likely to be a 20% to 25% increase in their processing costs. Conversely, the material 

value will only increase by 1% for plastic film but that is at a loss of other material such as 

plastic bottles and aluminium cans (following the introduction of a DRS) which would lead to a 

£18/tonne reduction in the value of DMR. 

For Respondent 3, the inclusion of new materials would be very dependent on how automated 

the MRF processes are. For labour-intensive MRFs it would be difficult to recover plastic film. 

They went on to suggest that DRS and extended producer responsibility will dramatically change 

the configuration of these plants which will increase costs. Their current modelling suggest gate 

fees would increase by £6 to £7/tonne for pots, tubs and trays because of the increased 

complexity in sorting these materials The same rationale may apply for new potentially 

problematic materials. 

Operators responding to the survey were asked for their view on the direction of travel for gate 

fees over the next 6 months. Of the four responding, two suggested limited change (i.e., no 

more than a 5% increase or decrease) and two suggested gate fees would increase.  
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Reasons given for the increase in gate fee included: 

1. Availability of MRF capacity 

2. Competition between facilities 

3. Contractual changes 

4. Emerging national policy around additional materials, DRS, enhanced sampling 

requirements 

5. Investment and capital costs. 

Four online operator respondents agreed that a requirement to collect additional materials 

(cartons, metal packaging and plastic film) as part of the implementation of the Resources and 

Waste Strategy would result in a change to gross gate fee. Three operators suggested this 

would increase gate fees by more than 11% with one suggesting up to 5%. Reasons given for 

the increase included: 

1. High value commodities removed from currently processed material due to DRS, with a 

higher proportion of lower value materials selling into more limited markets. 

2. Changes to working practices and equipment. 

3. Difficulties dealing with film: costly to extract and currently has a negative value once 

recovered. 

4. Additional equipment will be needed to remove film and this cost will be passed on to 

inputters.  

The four operators responding to the online survey agreed that the introduction of a DRS for 

drinks containers and the resulting removal of a proportion of incoming recyclable materials 

would impact upon gross MRF gate fees: there was consensus that this would result in a gate 

fee increase of more than 11%.  

The reasons provided included: 

1. Less PET, HDPE and metals in the co-mingled stream. 

2. Higher value materials would be reduced. For example, if aluminium reduced from 2% 

to 1% this increases the gate fee by £15.00/tonne. 

3. The removal of the highest value streams will have an impact on budgets: to ensure 

viability of the plant, the cost impact would have to be passed onto the supplier. 

Changes in markets for reprocessed material in the past 12 months 

All respondents stated that material markets have been very buoyant over the past 12 months. 

with all materials commanding a higher value than what was budgeted for at the start of the 
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year. Aluminium is now commanding £1,350/tonne. Therefore, the potential removal of plastic 

bottles and cans, through a DRS, from this material stream is very concerning. Whilst demand 

for material is currently very strong there are concerns regarding haulage capability regarding 

ongoing challenges of driver shortages.  

Respondent 3 stated that fibre markets are difficult to predict because of the need for quality. 

They are not seeing an increase in UK market demand, so less paper is being produced as less 

people are buying newspapers or PAMs. Conversely, there is a higher supply of cardboard 

because of parcel deliveries. The impact of extended producer responsibility on input 

composition is yet to be determined and any delays to EPR would stifle the development of 

infrastructure. 

Views on contracts that expose contractors to full volatility (risk) of outlets for 

reprocessed material 

Respondent 1 uses historical market data from the past 3 years when bidding for contracts with 

the revenue share element only applicable to positive commodity values: negative values are 

absorbed by the respondent. All respondents stated that comingled commercial DMR is typically 

of a poor quality whilst Respondent 3 suggested that twin stream collections may be the 

preferred option for such inputs. 

In the online operator survey responses, two respondents indicated that they now include 

contractor risk-share arrangements in contracts, whereas two do not (with one not responding). 

Only one operator provided an indication of the level of risk share on the operator, and that was 

set at 20%. The other respondent stated that theirs was variable and subject to negotiation.  

Other considerations 

Respondent 1 stated that contamination rates are increasing. It is currently at a rate of 15% 

whereas the average used to be 12%-13% and, some time ago, it was below 10%. The current 

contract requires Respondent 1 to cover the costs of any rejected or contaminated loads at 15% 

or below (i.e., the cost of disposing of unacceptable material, where its presence in a load 

equates to less than 15% [by weight] of input material, rests with the operator). Anything above 

this threshold is charged back to the LA at a cost of £90/tonne. 

It was the view of Respondent 3, that they do not expect commodity values to fall in the near 

future. Equally, they are keen to understand the influence that DRS may have on beverage 

container purchases and changes to the use of plastic, glass and metal packaging. This will 

ultimately influence material commodity prices and the material rebate mechanisms with local 

authorities. 

From the online operator survey, there were three responses regarding the level of 

contamination and whether recycling loads are rejected or subjected to additional costs. One 

operator suggested their contamination threshold was 6-10% with the other two suggesting it 

was set at 16%+. Four of the five operators more proactively monitor and enforce excessive 
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contamination compared to last year, whilst three of the operators set a moisture content 

threshold for paper.  

4.2 In-Vessel Composting  

A total of 49 LAs stated that they send (or receive) waste that is managed at an in-vessel 

composting (IVC) plant. 27 LAs went on to provide gate fee cost data.   

LAs were asked which materials they send to IVC facilities (Figure 13). Of the 49 respondents, 

the majority (45%) send mixed food and green waste, with 35% sending green waste only.  

Only 12% send food waste only, with responses falling into the ‘other’ category including 
shredded paper and compost like output from Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) processes.  

Figure 13: Material types that UK respondent LAs collect and send to IVC facilities (% 

responses). 

 

The respondents were then asked to distinguish, where a gate fee was provided, whether the 

material delivered to an IVC facility inclusive or exclusive of transport costs. 

 

4.2.1 Current gate fees  

The UK gate fees for IVC facilities are summarised in Table 27 and Figure 14 below, according 

to material collected. The following collection methods received no gate fee data responses:  

◼ Mixed food, green waste & card - £/tonne excluding transport 

◼ Mixed food, green waste & card - £/tonne including transport 

◼ Green waste & card - £/tonne excluding transport 
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◼ Green waste & card - £/tonne including transport 

◼ Other - £/tonne excluding transport 

◼ Other - £/tonne including transport 

‘Mixed food and green waste’ was the most common collection method, with a median figure of 
£55/tonne both excluding and including transport (with a range of £30 to £80/tonne).  

 

Table 27: UK IVC gate fees according to material collected (£/tonne) 

 

 

 

 

Material 

collected 

Median (£/t) Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response count 

Mixed food & 

green waste - 

£/tonne 

excluding 

transport 

55 40 54 35 to 80 11 

Mixed food & 

green waste - 

£/tonne including 

transport 

55 55 53 30 to 70 10 

Green waste only 

- £/tonne 

excluding 

transport 

30 30 36 20 to 65 7 

Green waste only 

- £/tonne 

including 

transport 

40 40 41 20 to 75 7 

Food waste only - 

£/tonne 

excluding 

transport 

63 N/A 63 50 to 75 2 

Food waste only - 

£/tonne including 

transport 

45 N/A 45 30 to 60 2 
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Figure 14: UK IVC median gate fees according to material collected (£/tonne) 

 

This represents an increase when compared to the £37/tonne median figure for 2019/20, which 

represented all material inputs. In 2019/20, the median ‘mixed food and green waste figure was 
lower at £49/tonne compared to £55/tonne for 2021. The median figure for green waste was 

consistent at £30/tonne, whilst the median gate fee for food waste was significantly lower at 

£31/tonne in 2019 compared to £63/tonne in 2021. 

The small number of responses partially accounts for the counterintuitive results for ‘food waste 
only’ gate fees (i.e., the cost excluding transport being higher than the cost including transport). 

LAs typically responded with a single figure for a collection method rather than figures including 

and excluding transport costs. For example, one respondent from London provided a high gate 

fee for ‘food waste only’ excluding transport, but did not provide a figure including transport. 

With there being only two responses, this resulted in a higher overall figure compared to the 

same collection method including transport. Other reasons for these counterintuitive results will 

include other contract features/nuances specific to the responding LAs that it has not been 

possible to capture through the survey. These figures are therefore not directly comparable. 

Delving into the data in more detail, it is clear that response rates for the individual countries 

according to material inputs are too low in number to provide fully representative data. The low 

number of LA gate fees figures provided is most likely reflective of the dearth of IVC contracts 

as opposed to a low response rate in general.  

The main gate fee data responses (expressed as median figures) for the various collection 

methods in England were for:  

◼ Mixed food & green waste, excluding transport (10 responses): £50/tonne. 

◼ Mixed food & green waste, including transport (6 responses): £55/tonne. 

◼ Green waste only, excluding transport (6 responses): £30/tonne. 
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◼ Green waste only, excluding transport (3 responses): £40/tonne. 

Only one response was received for ‘food waste only’ (excluding and including transport), 

meaning this was not representative (mean figures were £75/tonne excluding transport, and 

£30 including transport).  

Only 3 responding LAs have commenced new IVC contracts since April 2021 and so results were 

limited and should not necessarily be viewed as representative. The median gate fee for ‘Mixed 

food and green waste’ excluding transport was £35/tonne (1 response), the median gate fee 

for ‘Mixed food and green waste’ including transport was £40/tonne (1 response) and the 

median gate fee for ‘Green waste only’ excluding transport was £45/tonne (1 response).  

For London, no more than two responses were received for each material input category (7 

responses in total). The median gate fee for ‘mixed food and green waste’ was £60/tonne, 

excluding transport, and £55/tonne, including transport. The median figure for ‘green waste 
only’ was £20/tonne, excluding transport, and £53/tonne, including transport. 

For Welsh LAs, only two responses were received. The median gate fee for ‘green waste only’ 
excluding transport was £45/tonne and £35/tonne including transport.  

Four responses were received for Scotland. The median gate fee for ‘mixed food and green 

waste’ excluding transport was £60/tonne and £55/tonne including transport. 

There were six responses in total from Northern Ireland. The median gate fee for ‘mixed food 

and green waste’ including transport was £55/tonne and £33/tonne for ‘green waste only’ 
including transport. 

 

4.2.2 Gate fee trends 

LAs were asked whether their gate fee changed in the last 12 months (excluding any adjustment 

for inflation), with 13% saying ‘Yes’ and 87% ‘No’.  

LAs were asked how their gate fee had changed, with 43% stating that this had ‘increased’, 
14% saying it had ‘decreased’ and 43% suggesting ‘limited change (i.e., no more than a 5% 
increase or decrease)’. When asked for the reasons for this change, there were a variety of 
responses.  

No LAs cited a change to level of contamination in material delivered, or a change to composition 

of input materials. Instead, responses included the following themes: 

◼ tighter regulation on plastic content in compost has meant changes in machinery to ensure 

compliance; 

◼ negotiated price changes due to competition; and 

◼ review of gate fees by contractors. 
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4.2.3 Gate fee contracts 

LAs were asked whether the material is sent to IVC facilities in accordance with a contract. Of 

the 37 respondents, 92% answered ‘Yes’, with 8% responding ‘No’.  

LAs were also asked when their existing contract ends, with an additional question concerning 

the potential end data is extensions could be applied. The responses are illustrated in Figure 

15. 

Figure 15: Contract end dates, including extensions (% responses) 

 

80% of respondents’ contracts will conclude by the close of 2025, although this falls to 55% if 

extensions are applied, where permitted.  

4.2.4 IVC gate fee influences and direction of travel 

LAs were asked ‘what are the three key factors influencing IVC gate fees under their existing 

arrangements’, with the ability to select up to three options from a pre-determined list of factors. 

The results are summarised in Table 28.  

The primary influencing factor was ‘operating costs’, selected by 49% of respondents, followed 

by ‘inflation’ (38%) and ‘availability of IVC capacity’ (35%). ‘Operating costs’ (68%) was the 
primary factor in the 2019/20 report, followed by ‘legislative requirements’ (32%), ‘competition 
between similar facilities ‘(29%) and ‘inflation’ (29%). So, respondents continue to be focussed 

on similar issues. 

In terms of emerging policy, the biggest influence in the 2021 survey was thought to be 

‘separate food waste collections’ (30%), followed by ‘higher quality standards for material 
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outputs’ (24%). In terms of ‘Other’ responses, these were all references to not knowing what 
the influences were.   

Table 28: Key factors influencing IVC gate fee under existing arrangements (% responses) 

LAs were further requested for their views on ‘the most likely direction of travel for IVC gate 

fees in the next 12 months’. Of the 37 respondents, 51% suggested an ‘increase’ with 8% a 
‘decrease’ and 40% ‘limited change (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease).  

Finally, LAs were asked to select three key factors that will influence IVC gate fees as part of 

future contracts, selecting up to three options from a pre-determined list of factors. The results 

are presented in Table 29. 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor 
Percentage 

responses (%) 

Operating costs 49 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 38 

Availability of IVC capacity 35 

Emerging national policy: separate food waste collections 30 

Emerging national policy: higher quality standards for material outputs 24 

Competition between similar facilities 19 

Cost of managing residues 14 

End markets for IVC outputs 14 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 11 

Investment/capital costs 8 

Quality of input materials 8 

Product/commodity end market prices 3 

Other (please specify) 11 
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Table 29: Key factors influencing IVC gate fee under future contracts (% responses) 

The most influential factor was thought to be ‘emerging national policy: separate food waste 
collections’ which was selected by 51% of respondents, followed by ‘operating costs’ (46%), 
‘availability of IVC capacity’ (35%) and ‘emerging national policy: higher quality standards for 

material outputs’ (35%). Again, this is similar to the results from the 2019/20 survey, where 

‘operating costs’ (52%) ranked highest, followed by ‘future Government policy’ (39%), 
‘legislative requirements’ (39%); and ‘availability of capacity’ (32%).  

The emerging policy on separate food waste collections is perceived as a risk to IVC facilities, 

with municipal food waste inputs likely to reduce, potentially increasing competition for other 

material to fulfil plant capacity. Likewise, higher quality standards for output material (i.e. 

PAS100) could potentially result in greater quantities of incoming material being rejected, further 

compounding supply-side issues.

Factor 
Percentage 

responses (%) 

Emerging national policy: separate food waste collections 51 

Operating costs 46 

Availability of IVC capacity 35 

Emerging national policy: higher quality standards for material outputs 35 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 27 

Competition between similar facilities 24 

End markets for IVC outputs 14 

Cost of managing residues 8 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 5 

Investment/capital costs 5 

Product/commodity end market prices 5 

Quality of input materials 3 

Other (please specify) 8 
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4.2.5 Waste contractor interviews 

Only one IVC operator participated in an interview, fed primarily by LA material, with limited 

quantities of commercial material supplied to the facility. The operator is one of the largest UK waste 

management companies and was able to provide a more general insight into the IVC market in the 

UK. In addition, three contractors responded to the online operator survey, two of which handle 

local authority material (mixed food and green waste), and one of which handles only commercially-

sourced material.  

Range of gate fees charged 

The respondent has a small number of IVC facilities that have been developed as part of integrated 

PFI contracts. Gate fees range from £40 to £45/tonne for municipal commingled food and garden 

waste. The material is largely green waste with a small amount (10% to 15%) of food waste content. 

They do accept small amounts of commercial material to top up the capacity requirements of the 

plants and this non-household material is usually charged at £35 to £40/tonne. 

The online operator survey responses suggested that for ‘mixed food and green waste’ the typical 
range of gate fees charged were between £35 and £56/tonne (both excluding and including 

transport). For ‘green waste only’, gates fees excluding transport were around £26/tonne (£32 

including transport), and for ‘food waste only’ gate fees were higher at around £35/tonne (£42 

including transport).   

Factors driving gate fees over past 12 months and the next 12 months 

The respondent suggested IVC gate fees are being affected by the spare anaerobic digestion (AD) 

capacity which has placed a pressure on feedstock supply and has, ultimately, reduced the gate fees 

associated with AD. For any commercial feedstock, there tends to be a higher level of contamination 

of food waste, largely packaging, and their plants do not have de-packaging capability. They also 

face challenges with compostable packaging and despite having developed trials with this material, 

even after an 8-week residence time, the packaging did not fully degrade.  

With regards the online operator survey, two IVC facilities responded to the question of whether 

gate fees have changed over the last 12 months. One suggested that gate fees had increased, whilst 

the other specified no change. The operator identifying an increase explained that this had previously 

been under-priced and thus increased in line with the market rate to cover operational costs.  

With regards the direction of travel for gate fees in the next 12 months, three operators responded 

to the online survey with one suggesting gate fees would ‘decrease’ and the other two forecasting 
that there would be limited change (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease). The operator 

predicting a decrease in gate fees cited ‘competition between similar facilities’, and the emergence 
of policies on separate food waste collections as the key influencing factors. The two operators 

forecasting limited change referenced ‘availability of IVC capacity’, ‘operating costs’, ‘emergence of 
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national policy on separate food waste collections’, and ‘higher quality standards for material outputs’ 
as the key influencing factors. 

Impact of quality and contamination on gate fees 

Feedstock quality does vary depending on the source of material. It was commented that gate fees 

for food waste are reducing due to some AD plants now offering material rebates in some 

circumstances. The respondent noted however that it will be interesting to see how long this ‘battle’ 
for feedstock lasts, particularly with the prospect of increased food waste feedstock becoming 

available and the commissioning of new plants that are not in receipt of renewable energy subsidies 

such as the Feed In Tariff (FIT) or Renewable Obligation Certificate (ROC) payments.  

Contamination exerts an impact on gate fees levied. The respondent’s IVC facilities have a 2% to 

5% (by weight) contamination tolerance level. Any contamination above this threshold would mean 

a full reject load with the contents requiring disposal by other means. 

Future plans 

The respondent suggested they have just enough capacity now to accommodate the contracted 

levels of feedstock supply but are currently looking at treatment capacity to handle potentially higher 

volumes of food waste in the future. It was observed that all LAs will seek to optimise their 

infrastructural assets and any spare capacity will be quickly utilised. It is likely that the respondent 

will focus on AD as part of its future expansion strategy. 

4.3 Anaerobic Digestion (AD) 

There was a total of 54 LAs stating that they send (or receive) waste that is managed at an anaerobic 

digestion (AD) plant. A total of 43 LAs then went on to provide gate fee cost data. LAs were asked 

which materials they send to AD facilities, selecting all options that apply. The 54 LAs provided a 

total of 95 responses and the results are summarised in Figure 16. In the 2021 survey, gate fee 

responses were collected from LAs for both ‘food waste’ and ‘mixed food and green waste’.   

The majority of respondents deliver food waste in biodegradable liners (34%) or plastic liners (27%). 

Food waste without any liners (18%) and in paper liners (16%) were the next most common options. 

Only 2% send mixed food and green waste to AD facilities. Responses falling into the ‘other’ category 
included the organic fraction from MBT process.  
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Figure 16: Material types that UK respondent LAs collect and send to AD facilities (% responses) 

  

4.3.1 Current gate fees  

The UK and regional gate fees for food waste (excluding transport) presented at AD facilities are 

summarised in Table 30 and Figure 17 below.  

Table 30: AD gate fees for food waste (excluding transport) by region 

Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count  

UK 30 0 32 0 to 75 28 

England (including London) 25 0 27 0 to 75 17 

London 0 0 10 0 to 30 3 

Wales 50 60 45 20 to 60 7 

Scotland 20 20 23 20 to 30 3 

Northern Ireland 35 N/A 35 35 to 35 1 
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The median UK gate fee for food waste sent to AD (excluding transport) was £30/tonne (with a 

range of £0 to £75), with England slightly lower at £25/tonne. This compares to a slightly higher UK 

gate fee of £35/tonne in 2019/2012.  

The median figure for London was significantly lower at £0/tonne. London responses came from 

three authorities, each of which had negotiated a very low or zero fee contract due to the high level 

of competition for materials (according to their responses to influencing factors on gate fees).  

Further regional differences in gate fees can be seen, particularly in Wales (£50/tonne), which had 

by far the highest median gate fee for food waste processed via AD. This compared to a median 

gate fee for Welsh LAs of £21/tonne from 5 responses in 2019/20. The range of values for Wales 

AD respondents is almost identical to the last UK wide survey (£18-£60/tonne in 2019/20 compared 

to £20-£60/tonne in the 2021 survey). 

The median for Scotland (£20/tonne) was below the UK figure, with Northern Ireland (£35/tonne) 

slightly higher, although the latter was from a single respondent. Only 3 responding LAs have 

commenced new AD contracts for food waste only since April 2021. The median gate fee for these 

LAs was identical to the UK median (£30/tonne).  

Figure 17: AD median gate fees for food waste (excluding transport) by region 

 

The gate fee figures for food waste (including transport) presented at AD facilities are summarised 

in Table 31 and Figure 18 below. It should be noted that no response was received from Northern 

Ireland and only two responses were received from Scotland.  

 

 

 
12 The 2019/20 results did not distinguish between ‘food waste ‘and ‘mixed food and green waste’. 
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Table 31: AD gate fees for food waste (including transport) by region 

Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count  

UK 33 20 29 -10 to 60 24 

England (including 

London) 
28 20 28 0 to 55 16 

London 23 N/A 24 0 to 50 4 

Wales 43 45 33 -10 to 60 6 

Scotland  28 N/A 28 20 to 35 2 

Northern Ireland - - - - 0 

Figure 18: AD median gate fees for food waste (including transport) by region 

 

The median gate fee for the UK for food waste to AD (including transport) was £33/tonne (compared 

to £30/tonne excluding transport). The median figure for England was slightly lower at £28/tonne 

(compared to £25/tonne excluding transport). Again, Wales had by far the highest overall gate fee 

(£43/tonne), although notably lower than for the median figure excluding transport (£50/tonne). 

This was because one LA submitted a figure of -£10/tonne as it is actively benefitting from the sale 

of energy outputs. With transport costs included, the median gate fee figure for London (£23/tonne) 

is somewhat closer to the rest of England (£28/tonne). Only 4 responding LAs have commenced 

new AD contracts for food waste only since 1st April 2021. The median gate fee (£20/tonne), 

including transport, was lower than the UK median (£33/tonne). The UK and regional gate fees for 
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‘mixed food and green waste’ (excluding transport) presented at AD facilities are summarised in 

Table 32 below. As illustrated in Figure 16, only 2% of respondents sent ‘mixed food and green 
waste’ to AD facilities. As such, gate fee responses were limited in number.  

There were three responses for the UK, one each from England, Wales, and Scotland. The range of 

responses was broad, from £0/tonne to £75/tonne.  

Table 32: AD gate fees for mixed food and green waste by region, both excluding and including 

transport (£/tonne) 

Region 

Median, 

excluding 

transport (£/t) 

Response 

count 

Median, 

including 

transport (£/t) 

Response 

count 

UK 20 3 55 2 

England  

(including London) 
75 1 110 1 

London - - - - 

Wales 20 1 - - 

Scotland  0 1 - 1 

Northern Ireland - 0 0 0 

The response from England (£75/tonne) was for a LA in a remoter part of the Southwest of England. 

The response from Scotland was for a LA that directly delivers the collected material to a treatment 

facility that it operates as a partnership with a neighbouring authority as part of a 25-year deal. 

There is, therefore, no set gate fee/tonne for the facility. Whilst the response is valid, it should not 

be taken to be representative for Scotland as a gate fee for mixed food and green waste.  

The UK and regional gate fees for ‘mixed food and green waste’ (including transport) received only 

two responses. This data should be treated therefore as indicative rather than representative. No 

data was available for LAs with contracts commencing from 1st April 2021. 

4.3.2 Caddy liners  

LAs were asked whether they provide caddy liners free of charge to households. A total of 48 LAs 

responded with 44% answering ‘Yes’. Of the respondents providing caddy liners, the most common 
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type was biodegradable liners (48%) closely followed by plastic liners (44%). No LAs reported issuing 

paper liners.  

The ‘other’ responses provided were unrelated to an actual liner type. It should be noted that with 

a limited overall sample size, the data is indicative and is not necessarily reflective of caddy liner 

provision across all UK LAs.  

 4.3.3 Gate fee trends  

LAs were asked whether the gate fee had changed in the last 12 months (excluding any adjustment 

for inflation). A total of 42 LAs responded with only 10% answering ‘Yes’ and 90% ‘No’. When asked 
how the gate fee had changed, 33% suggested this had ‘decreased’ whilst 67% said there had been 
‘limited change’ (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease). No LAs responded to say there had 

been an ‘increase’.  

LAs were asked for the reason(s) for the change, with the option to select more than one response. 

17% of respondents stated that this related to a ‘change in contract’, a total of 33% of respondents 

said that they did not know whilst 83% selected ‘Other’, with comments broadly falling into the 

falling categories: 

◼ Long term index-linked contracts; and  

◼ Competition amongst operators.  

4.3.4 Contracts  

LAs were asked whether the material was sent to their AD facility under contract. A total of 47 LAs 

responded with 94% answering ‘Yes’ and 6% ‘No’. The survey asked LAs to provide end dates for 
their current contracts, inclusive of extensions where applicable. The results are illustrated in Figure 

19.  
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Figure 19: Contract end dates, including extensions (% responses) 

 

63% of respondents’ contracts end by the end of 2025, although this falls to 45% if extensions are 

applied.  21% of contracts have an initial end date beyond 2030, increasing to 35% if extensions 

are applied.  

4.3.5 AD gate fee influences and direction of travel 

LAs were asked to highlight the three key factors influencing AD gate fees under their existing 

arrangement’, with the ability to select up to three options from a pre-determined list of factors. The 

results are summarised in Table 33.  

The primary influencing factor was ‘availability of AD capacity’, selected by 40% of respondents, 
followed by ‘operating costs’ (34%), ‘inflation’ (30%) and ‘competition between similar facilities’ 
(26%). In the 2019/20 survey, ‘operating costs’ was reported to be the main influencing factor 
(37%), followed by ‘availability of capacity (34%), ‘competition between similar facilities’ (34%) and 
‘inflation’ (29%). Similar issues, therefore, continue to be considered the most important factors 
impacting upon AD gate fees, albeit with slightly different orders of perceived influence.  

Table 33: Key factors influencing AD gate fee under existing arrangements (% responses) 

Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Availability of AD capacity 40 

Operating costs 34 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 30 
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Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Competition between similar facilities 26 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 21 

End markets for AD outputs 19 

Sale of energy outputs 15 

Emerging national policy: separate food waste collections 13 

Product/commodity end market prices 13 

Emerging national policy: higher quality standards for material 

outputs 
9 

Investment/capital costs 6 

Quality of input materials 4 

Cost of managing residues 2 

Other (please specify) 15 

 

In terms of emerging policy, the biggest influence in the 2021 survey was thought to be ‘separate 

food waste collections’ (13%), followed by ‘higher quality standards for material outputs’ (9%), 
although these are some-way down the overall list of influencing factors. 

In terms of ‘Other’ responses, these were all references to not knowing what the influences are, 

apart from one response which cited ‘the ending of renewable energy subsidies to plant operators’. 

LAs were asked to provide their input on ‘the most likely direction of travel for AD gate fees in the 

next 12 months’. Of the 50 respondents, 42% suggested an ‘increase’ with 8% suggesting a 
‘decrease’ and 50% ‘limited change (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease).  

LAs were further prompted to select three key factors that will influence AD gate fees as part of 

future contracts, selecting up to three options from a pre-determined list of factors. The results are 

presented in Table 34. 

The factors that respondents judged as most influential on future contracts were the ‘availability of 
AD capacity’ (40%), followed by the ‘emerging national policy on separate food waste collections’ 
(36%), ‘competition between similar facilities’ (32%) and ‘operating costs’ (32%).  

This was again similar to the results of the 2019/20 survey which, likewise, listed ‘availability of 
capacity’ (50%) as the most important factor. This was followed by ‘future Government policy’ 
(50%), ‘competition between similar facilities’ (29%) and ‘legislative requirements’ (26%).  
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Although operating costs and competition between similar facilities are clearly ongoing issues, LAs 

should be mindful that emerging policy factors such as separate food waste collections and higher 

quality standards for material outputs will likely exert increasing levels of influence in the coming 

years and should be given careful consideration.  
 

Table 34: Key factors influencing AD gate fee under future contracts (% responses) 

Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Availability of AD capacity 40 

Emerging national policy: separate food waste collections 36 

Competition between similar facilities 32 

Operating costs 32 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 26 

Emerging national policy: higher quality standards for material 

outputs 
18 

Sale of energy outputs 16 

Investment/capital costs 12 

End markets for AD outputs 10 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 4 

Cost of managing residues 4 

Product/commodity end market prices 2 

Quality of input materials 2 

Other (please specify) 14 

 
4.3.6 Waste contractor interviews 

Interviews were held with operators of 2 AD facilities, both of which are multi-site operators 

accepting feedstock from both commercial and LA sources. A further online operator survey was 

completed by an AD operator, but this operator solely focusses on commercial waste and was, 

therefore, not able to provide detail for some of the more specific questions relating to LA gate 

fees.  

Range of gate fees charged 
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One respondent stated that they charge local authority customers between £0 to £25/tonne, 

depending on when the gate fee was negotiated and the production processes involved at the 

different plants they operate. The other respondent stated that for some local authority customers 

they may potentially offer a rebate of between £10 to £15/tonne depending on contract terms and 

contamination levels.  

For commercial sources of material, the gate fee is very much determined according to the biogas 

and calorific yields generated from the feedstock. One respondent stated that they are reviewing 

many of their commercial contracts in light of packaging and contamination levels which will lead 

to an increase in the gate fee charged. The biogas yield is very much determined by the waste 

type. For example, one respondent stated they charge £0 to £10/per tonne for fruit and vegetable 

feedstock whilst another quoted a wide range of gate fees for food manufacturing businesses 

ranging from £50/tonne to minus £50/tonne (i.e. a rebate). The presence of contamination is key 

with many operators becoming more selective about the feedstock that they will accept.  

Factors driving gate fees over past 12 months and the next 12 months 

Both respondents stated that the pandemic has impacted the industry with overall smaller volumes 

of food waste entering the plants, combined with a reduction in quality. This has largely been 

centred on a reduction in supply from the Hospitality and Food Service (HAFS) sector (through 

more material from Quick Service Restaurants [QSRs] but less from dining pubs). One respondent 

stated that at one point in 2021, the supply of food waste from some local authorities ceased at 

short notice as a result of driver shortages and the prioritisation of other collection services.  

Both respondents suggested that local authority gate fees are unlikely to reduce further although 

this must be balanced against the size of the contract and the need to secure plant feedstock. One 

respondent stated that energy generation is key and this will exert a strong influence over gate 

fees charged. The same respondent stated there preference for LA contract timescales would be 5 

year terms with potential for 3 year extensions. In return, they may be able to offer a rebate to 

local authorities.  

The operator completing the online gate fee survey contradicted the interviewees by suggesting 

that gate fees could decrease in 2022. This was solely due to increased availability of capacity.  

Main sources of commercial waste 

Both respondents stated that their main commercial feedstock supplies originate mainly from 

supermarkets and HAFS premises, ranging from pub chains to local convenience stores. Many of 

their plants have de-packaging capability although they charge a premium for de-packaging (which 

is typically in the region of £10/tonne), although they look at offering a rebate for supermarket 

material, despite the presence of packaging. In Scotland, the Scottish Waste Regulations (due to 

the mandatory requirement to source-separate food waste) have led to higher volumes of material 

entering their plants. Haulage costs has helped retain material as close to source as possible in 

Scotland due to the increase in costs. 
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One of the respondents stated the largest proportion of their commercial material is sourced from 

the food manufacturing sector, with 40% to 60% comprised of animal by-products. Over-

production of food since the Covid pandemic has led to an increase in supply, largely due to closure 

restrictions being imposed on HAFS sector businesses. 

Impact of quality and contamination on gate fees 

With regards to quality standards imposed on feedstock supply, one respondent stated that they 

agree a contamination rate of up to 5% (by weight) for local authorities and up to 15% for 

commercial customers. If contamination rates exceed these values, penalties/high charges are 

levied. Typically, operators use trial loads to assess composition and test the biogas yield of the 

material to determine a gate fee. One respondent stated that they typically assume a 5% packaging 

content, by weight, for municipal food waste and 10% for commercial sources. Seasonality can 

determine the feedstock flows and volume but balancing biogas yields for inputs such as fruit and 

vegetables can be challenging. 

A biogas standard yield is typically imposed on certain waste streams such as household food waste 

and supermarket food waste whilst liquids are typically sampled. One operator performs a bespoke 

calculation which incorporates the cost of digestate disposal and biogas yields/prices specific to 

food sub-types such as bread, pet food and fatty by-products. Depending on the biogas yield and 

contamination level, materials such as these are often seen as a fuel. One operator stated that 

they are still witnessing significant costs for digestate storage and disposal as off-takers may be 

cautious when accepting significant quantities of digestate. The same respondent stated that 

rejected loads can cost them up to £125/tonne in disposal costs.  

One respondent suggested they are not keen on long term contracts of 10 years in length but 

instead prefer contract duration of 3 years with short extensions of 1-2 years. This affords them a 

certain level of medium-term confidence combined with a level of flexibility. 

Future plans 

One of the respondents interviewed is investigating the installation another digester that would 

increase their capacity by 25%. This would involve a relatively low-cost adaptation to the existing 

facility, but they do not have any imminent plans for a new plant. Digestate and haulage costs 

have impacted costs by as much as 40%-50% over the past year.  

The second respondent suggested they may be able to expand their capacity by 50% in future but 

this will involve building more digesters and increasing the operating hours. This is a big part of 

the business plan although haulage is the biggest concern. They must process the material within 

24 hours, and they do not operate their own haulage fleet, and whilst the risk could be mitigated 

if they controlled their own fleet, this would be at significant cost. 
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4.4 Energy from Waste (EfW) 

There was a total of 84 LAs stating that they send (or receive) waste that is managed at an energy 

from waste (EfW) facility. A total of 53 LAs then went on to provide gate fee cost data. In the 2021 

survey, EfW gate fee responses were collected from LAs both including and excluding transport.  

4.4.1 Current gate fees  

The UK gate fees (excluding transport) for waste presented at EfW facilities are summarised in 

Table 35 below.  

Table 35: EfW gate fees, excluding transport (£/tonne) 

Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count  

UK 95 90 91 20 to 150 39 

The median UK gate fee (excluding transport) for waste sent to EfW facilities was £95/tonne (with 

a range of £20 to £150/tonne). This compares to a UK median gate fee of £93/tonne in the 2019/20 

survey report. The median gate fee for England was slightly lower than for the UK at £90/tonne, 

with London the lowest figure at £70/tonne.  

Northern Ireland was by far the highest at £115/tonne, but with only a single response, it is not 

necessarily representative. Wales matched the UK median figure at £95/tonne, whilst Scotland had 

the second lowest gate fee at £83/per tonne.  

In terms of the EfW gate fees including transport, the responses received are summarised in Table 

36 below.  

Only 4 LAs responding to the survey commenced new EfW contracts since 1st April 2021. Two of 

those provided gate fee figures (excluding transport). The median gate fee (£95/tonne) matches 

that for the median UK figure overall. No LAs with contracts starting from April 2021 onwards 

responded with gate fee data inclusive of transport costs.  

Table 36: EfW gate fees, including transport (£/tonne) 

Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode  

(£/t) 

Mean 

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count 

UK 110 110 110 65 to 145 24 

The median UK gate fee (including transport) for waste sent to EfW facilities was £110/tonne (with 

a range of £65 to £145/tonne), compared to £95/tonne excluding transport. The median gate fee 

for England (£105/tonne) was £5/tonne lower than for Wales and Scotland (£110/tonne), with 
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Northern Ireland highest at £120/tonne. Again, this was based on a single response for Northern 

Ireland. With transport included the gate fee for London (£105/tonne) matched that for the rest 

of England.  

 4.4.2 Gate fee trends  

LAs were asked whether the gate fee had changed in the last 12 months (excluding any adjustment 

for inflation). A total of 61 LAs responded with 18% answering ‘Yes’ and 82% ‘No’. When asked 
how the gate fee had changed, 50% suggested this had ‘increased’ whilst 23% said there had 
been ‘limited change’ (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease). Only 9% of LAs responded 

to say there had been a ‘decrease’. The ‘other’ responses (18%) did not know how the gate fee 

had changed.  

LAs were asked for the reason(s) for the change (with the option to select more than one 

response). 10% cited ‘increased operating costs’, 5% suggested that facilities are ‘oversubscribed 
and can therefore charge more for their capacity’, and for 5% there was a ‘change to contract’. 
The remaining responses were either ‘not known’ (25%) or ‘other’ (55%) with these responses 
covering the following themes: 

◼ Using spot market capacity 

◼ Indexation/Inflation 

◼ Regular review of gate fees with Teckal company 

◼ Competition amongst operators 

 4.4.3 Contracts  

LAs were asked whether the material is sent to their EfW facility under contract. A total of 77 LAs 

responded with 92% answering ‘Yes’ and 8% ‘No’. The survey asked LAs to provide end dates for 
their current contracts including extensions, where applicable. The results are illustrated in Figure 

20.  
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Figure 20: Contract end dates, including extensions (% responses) 

 

45% of respondents’ contracts will end by the close of 2025, falling to 24% with extensions 

included where applicable. Many of these contracts will therefore be ending soon which will 

necessitate potential extensions or re-procurement. 37% of contracts are longer-term, ending 

between 2031 and 2061, rising to 50% with contract extensions included. 

LAs were also asked whether they receive income from energy recovered by their EfW facility. Of 

the 69 respondents, 10% answered ‘Yes’, with 81% ‘No’ and 9% ‘Not sure’.  

 4.4.4 EfW gate fee influences and direction of travel 

The survey asked LAs ‘what are the three key factors influencing in EfW gate fees under their 

existing arrangements’, with the ability to select up to three options from a pre-determined list of 

factors. The results are summarised in Table 38.  
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Table 37: Key factors influencing EfW gate fees under existing arrangements (% responses) 

Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 37 

Availability of EfW capacity 34 

Operating costs 29 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 22 

Competition between similar facilities 17 

Investment/capital costs 15 

Sale of energy from plant 15 

Emerging national policy: less recyclable material in residual 

waste 
13 

Emerging national policy: landfill bans 13 

Cost of managing residues 9 

End markets for EfW plant outputs 7 

Quality of input materials 6 

Emerging national policy: fall in RDF exports 6 

Emerging markets for EfW outputs (e.g. fly ash) 4 

Product/commodity end market prices 4 

Other (please specify) 16 

The primary influencing factor was ‘inflation’ (37%), followed by ‘availability of EfW capacity’ 
(34%), and ‘operating costs’ (29%). In the 2019/20 survey, the same themes emerged as key 
influencing factors, with ‘inflation’ the main factor (58%) followed by ‘operating costs’ (41%) and 
‘availability of capacity’ (39%).  

In terms of emerging policy, the biggest influences were thought to be ‘less recyclable material in 
residual waste’ (13%), and landfill bans (13%), with a ‘fall in RDF exports’ (6%) much less 
prominent. In general, these emerging areas of waste policy were perceived as less influential than 

the more market-centred factors of inflation, cost, and capacity.  

A large proportion of respondents stating ‘other’ were unsure of the main influences. Further 
responses in this category included:  
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◼ Waste incineration best available techniques reference document (BREF) could have major 

cost implications for the UK’s energy-from-waste sector. This depends upon how the 

devolved agencies decide to apply emission limit ranges, and whether more onerous 

conditions in their permits will be required. 

◼ Calorific value of the residual waste could change as a result of policies introduced under the 

Environment Act. This could result in the removal of packaging material, for example, making 

it more challenging for facilities to source feedstock of high calorific value. 

◼ Scottish Government are conducting a review into the role EfW plays in Scotland’s waste 
hierarchy, including the need for new capacity. This could have a significant influence on 

future cost; and 

◼ Rising insurance costs. 

LAs were further prompted for their views on ‘the most likely direction of travel for EfW gate fees 

in the next 12 months’. From the 82 responses, 57% suggested that gate fees would ‘increase’ 
and only 1% suggested this would ‘decrease’. Another 42% thought that there would be limited 

change (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease).  

LAs were asked what ‘the three key factors that will influence EfW gate fees as part of future 

contracts’ would be, with the ability to select up to three options from a pre-determined list of 

factors. The results are summarised in Table 38.  

Table 38: Key factors influencing EfW gate fees for future contracts (% responses) 

Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Availability of EfW capacity 41 

Operating costs 35 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 27 

Competition between similar facilities 24 

Emerging national policy: less recyclable material in residual 

waste 
22 

Investment/capital costs 21 

Emerging national policy: landfill bans 16 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 13 

Sale of energy from plant 12 

Cost of managing residues 7 
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Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Emerging markets for EfW outputs (e.g. fly ash) 7 

Emerging national policy: fall in RDF exports 6 

End markets for EfW plant outputs 5 

Product/commodity end market prices 5 

Quality of input materials 5 

Other (please specify) 13 

The primary influencing factor on future contracts was ‘availability of EfW capacity’ (41%), followed 
by ‘operating costs’ (35%), ‘inflation’ (27%) and ‘competition between similar facilities’ (24%).   

These are broadly in line with the factors from the 2019/20 survey, although ‘future Government 
policy’ (42%) featured in the top four factors in place of ‘competition between similar facilities’, 
which ranked sixth.   

4.4.5 Waste contractor interviews 

One EfW operator, one of the largest waste management companies with multiple EfW sites in 

operation across the UK, participated in an interview. Similarly, one further operator completed the 

EfW online gate fees survey, again, one of the largest waste management companies in the UK. 

Range of gate fees charged 

The interview participant represents one of the biggest waste management companies in the UK 

and operates several EfW plants across the UK. The respondent stated that for local authorities 

across the UK, gate fees ranged from £60 to £120/tonne in 2021. For commercial and industrial 

customers, the range of gate fees was slightly narrower at £85 to £120/tonne. The operator 

completing the online gate fees survey did not provide any specific figures for gate fees charged 

in 2021.  

Factors driving gate fees over past 12 months and the next 12 months 

The interview participant explained that during 2021 supply and demand was very regional. Some 

existing MSW contracts required more C&I waste to supplement the main feedstock which reduced 

in volume largely due to the pandemic and people spending more time at home. Over the course 

of 2021, the respondent explained that there had been a 10% to 20% increase in MSW entering 

their plants, but this was offset by a greater decrease in the volume of C&I waste being managed. 

The respondent went on to suggest that these supply issues may continue throughout 2022. They 

explained that the waste being generated by certain sectors closely correlates with Gross Domestic 
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Product (GDP) and this was witnessed through some very detailed analysis they had undertaken 

over the past 12 months. The respondent explained that any sectors that can enable its workforce 

to work from home will impact the source of waste arisings. Different covid restrictions have 

different impacts in different areas. The respondent stated that some offices will return to work 

quicker than others and all of this has an intrinsic impact on sources of waste.  

The operator completing the online survey stated that gate fees had not changed in the last 12 

months. When asked about the most likely direction of travel for EfW gate fees in the next 12 

months, the operator suggested that there would be limited change (i.e., no more than a 5% 

increase or decrease). The key reasons given for the response were:  

◼ availability of EfW capacity; 

◼ competition between similar facilities; and 

◼ contractual changes, other than inflationary increase. 

The operator also explained that a requirement to collect additional materials (cartons, metal 

packaging and plastic film) for recycling, as part of the implementation of the Resources and Waste 

Strategy, would not result in a change in gate fee. In the operator’s opinion, neither would the 

introduction of a Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) resulting in the removal of a proportion of incoming 

recyclable materials. 

Variance in gate fees by waste type 

The respondent stated that 5 or 6 factors influence the pricing of the gate fees, one of which is 

calorific value. Broadly speaking, they suggested that EfW plant income is largely derived in the 

following way: 70% from gate fee income, 30% from the sale of energy generated. With spot gate 

fees, the calorific value is the major factor influencing the price. The respondent stated that for 

unprepared material, £8/tonne is required to sort the fines, for example, removal of metals, non-

compostables etc. This then has the effect of lowering gate fees by £10 to £15/tonne which then 

applies to the remaining materials (the ‘prepared waste’). The respondent explained that across 

the UK there are several complex pricing structures at play. Different facilities have different tiered 

costings determined by volume / weight, but generally longer contractual commitments translate 

into lower costs. 

Impact on gate fees from the RDF import restrictions in other countries 

The respondent stated that the requirement to treat more waste in the UK as a result of the 

challenges of exporting refused derived fuel (commonly an output from mechanical biological 

treatment processes) has also increased the gate fees for EfW. It was noted by the respondent 

that gate fees for EfW have varied by region, compounded by competition that has impacted in 

certain areas. LAs should therefore be mindful of these regional differences and market challenges 

when tendering EfW contracts. 
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Impact on gate fees in relation to diminishing landfill capacity and availability of other 

merchant EfW capacity  

As illustrated in the section on landfill, the southeast of England has suffered from a shortage of 

landfill capacity which has meant more material entering EfW facilities. Whereas in Scotland, many 

facilities are pricing to compete due to the prospect of potential forthcoming restrictions to material 

sent to landfill: essentially seeking to attract material to fill void space whilst the material can still 

be accepted. 

The respondent went onto explain that competition is evident throughout the UK and this is 

determined by distance and the urgency to fill capacity. Regional differences can be characterised 

by motorway networks as opposed to geo-political boundaries and the presence of transfer stations 

and MRFs can be used to define ‘trading zones’. 

Future plans 

Future considerations are centred on increased operational and haulage costs. EfW operators also 

raised the issue of potential increases to the cost of treating Air Pollution Control Residues (APCr) 

in accordance with any changing legislation, although it was suggested that this would have a 

negligible impact on gate fees. 

4.5 Non-hazardous landfill 

There was a total of 48 LAs stating that they send (or receive) waste that is managed at a non-

hazardous landfill facility (NHLF). A total of 40 LAs then went on to provide gate fee cost data. In 

the 2021 survey, NHLF gate fee responses were collected from LAs both including and excluding 

transport. All figures are exclusive of Landfill Tax. The cost of landfill tax, standard rate, from 1st 

April 2021 was £96.70/tonne. The value will be £98.60/tonne from 1st April 2022. 

4.5.1 Current gate fees  

The UK gate fees (excluding transport) for waste presented at NHLF facilities are summarised in 

Table 39 below.  

Table 39: NHLF gate fees, excluding transport (£/tonne) 

Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean  

(£/t) 

Range 

(£/t) 

Response 

count  

UK 28 20 55 10 to 150 32 
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The median UK gate fee (excluding transport) for waste sent to NHLF facilities was £28/tonne (with 

a range of £10 to £150/tonne). This compares to a UK median gate fee of £25/tonne in the 2019/20 

survey report.  

The median gate fee for England was the same as the UK figure, with Northern Ireland slightly 

lower at £20/tonne. London (£105/tonne) was by far the highest, but with a single response, the 

figure should not be taken as fully representative of London LAs. Wales (£85/tonne) and Scotland 

(£60/tonne) were also much higher than the UK median figure, but with broad gate fee response 

ranges and only a limited number of respondents (2 and 3 respectively) these figures should also 

not be treated as fully representative.  

Only 3 LA respondents had landfill contracts commencing since 1st April 2021, and the median gate 

fee figure for these authorities (excluding transport) was much higher at £50/tonne than the UK 

median (£28/tonne). The limited number of responses means this figure should be treated with 

caution.  

In terms of the NHWL gate fees including transport, the responses received are summarised in 

Table 40 below.  

Table 40: NHLF gate fees, including transport (£/tonne) 

Region 
Median 

(£/t) 

Mode 

(£/t) 

Mean  

(£/t) 
Range (£/t) 

Response 

count  

UK 83 40 78 15 to 150 14 

The median UK gate fee (including transport) for waste sent to NHLF facilities was £83/tonne (with 

a range of £15 to £150/tonne), compared to £28/tonne excluding transport. The median gate fee 

for England was £50/tonne, with London again, much higher at £105/tonne, but with only a single 

response. Scotland (£123/tonne) and Northern Ireland (£150/tonne) were also much higher, but 

with 2 and 1 responses, respectively, these figures should not be treated as fully representative. 

The figure given for Wales (£20/tonne) is again from a single response and is much lower than the 

figure given by a different LA for the gate fee excluding transport.  

Given the limited responses for some of the regions, from LAs with quite different characteristics, 

any figures with three responses or less should be treated with caution.  

LAs were asked whether the gate fee had changed in the last 12 months (excluding any adjustment 

for inflation). A total of 40 LAs responded with 28% answering ‘Yes’ and 72% ‘No’.  

When asked how the gate fee had changed, 67% suggested this had ‘increased’ whilst 27% said 

there had been ‘limited change’ (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease). Only 7% of LAs 

responded to say there had been a ‘decrease’.  
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LAs were asked for the reason(s) for the change (with the option to select more than one 

response).  40% cited ‘increased operating costs’, 27% referred to ‘inflation/indexation’, and 13% 
referenced a ‘change to contract’. A total of 20% said that this was ‘not known’.  

Only one respondent had a contract commencing after April 2021 and this LA had a median gate 

fee including transport of £110/tonne, much higher than for the median UK figure (£83/tonne). 

The fact that this is a single response means the figure is only indicative and should be treated 

with caution.  

4.5.2 Contracts  

LAs were asked whether material sent to their NHLF facility was under contract. A total of 46 LAs 

responded with 80% answering ‘Yes’ and 20% ‘No’. The survey asked LAs to provide end dates for 
their current contracts including extensions where applicable. The results are illustrated in Figure 

21.  

Figure 21: Contract end dates, including extensions (% responses) 

 

67% of respondents’ contracts will end by the close of 2025, falling to 50% with extensions 

included where applicable. 23% of contracts are longer-term, ending between 2031 and 2044, 

rising to 35% with contract extensions included.  
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4.5.3 NHLF gate fee influences and direction of travel 

The survey requested LAs to state ‘what are the three key factors influencing in NHLF gate fees 

under their existing arrangements’, with the ability to select up to three options from a pre-

determined list of factors. The results are summarised in Table 41.  

Table 41: Key factors influencing NHLF gate fees under existing arrangements (% responses) 

Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Availability of landfill capacity 54 

Operating costs 43 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 35 

Emerging national policy: reduced residual waste arisings 28 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 15 

Investment/capital costs 13 

Emerging national policy: fall in RDF exports 11 

Nature of input materials 11 

Competition between similar facilities 7 

Other (please specify) 20 

The primary influencing factor was ‘availability of landfill capacity’ (54%), followed by ‘operating 
costs’ (43%), ‘inflation’ (35%) and ‘emerging national policy: reduced residual waste arisings’ 
(28%). In terms of emerging policy, the biggest influences were thought to be ‘reduced residual 

waste arisings’ (28%), with a ‘fall in RDF exports’ (11%) seen as less significant.  

In the 2019/20 survey, similar themes emerged as key influencing factors. The main factor was 

‘landfill tax’ (40%), which was not a given option in the 2021 survey. The other most common 

responses in the 2019/20 survey included: ‘availability of capacity’ (38%), ‘inflation’ (31%) followed 
by ‘operating costs’ (25%).  

The ‘Other’ responses as part of the latest survey included a large proportion of references to not 

knowing what the influences are, along with responses under the following themes: 

◼ From April 2022, red diesel will no longer be duty-free and LAs will pay a higher rate for plant 

and machinery running costs; 

◼ A potential forthcoming ban on material streams disposed of to landfill in Scotland, recently 

delayed, will likely increase disposal costs; and 
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◼ Increased residual waste arisings post-covid both from increases in single use item 

consumption and waste collection operational challenges.  

LAs were further prompted for their views on ‘the most likely direction of travel for NHLF gate fees 

in the next 12 months’. From the 48 responses, 71% suggested that this would ‘increase’ and zero 
LAs suggested this would ‘decrease’. The remaining 29% thought that there would be limited 

change (i.e., no more than a 5% increase or decrease).  

LAs were asked what ‘the three key factors that will influence NHLF gate fees as part of future 

contracts’ would be, with the ability to select up to three options from a pre-determined list of 

factors. The results are summarised in Table 42.  

Table 42: Key factors influencing NHLF gate fees for future contracts (% responses) 

Influencing factor Response rate (%) 

Availability of landfill capacity 60 

Operating costs 44 

Inflation (RPI, RPIX) 31 

Emerging national policy: reduced residual waste arisings 27 

Emerging national policy: fall in RDF exports 17 

Contractual changes, other than inflation increase 15 

Competition between similar facilities 13 

Nature of input materials 10 

Investment/capital costs 6 

Other (please specify) 19 

The outstanding influencing factor on future contracts was ‘availability of landfill capacity’ (60%), 
followed by ‘operating costs’ (44%) and ‘inflation’ (31%). The top three influencing factors on 
future contracts were identical to those identified as influencing fees in 2019/20.  

Instead of the fourth highest factor being ‘competition between similar facilities’ however, it was 

‘Emerging national policy: reduced residual waste arisings’ (27%). Emerging policy in relation to a 
‘fall in RDF exports’ was considered less significant, with 17% of responses. 

In the 2019/20 survey ‘landfill tax’ (41%) was the chief influencing factor, which was not available 

as an option in the 2021 survey. The other top influences included ‘availability of capacity’ (39%), 
‘future Government policy’ (34%), and ‘legislative requirements’ (24%). 
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The ‘Other’ responses included the following themed responses: 

◼ A potential forthcoming ban on material streams disposed of to landfill in Scotland, recently 

delayed, will likely increase disposal costs; 

◼ LA sustainability objectives;  

◼ Continued increase in residual waste arisings; and 

◼ Potential loss of operator income from the sale of energy generated from biodegradable 

material disposed of in landfill (which will reduce as a result of separate food waste 

collections). Whilst not necessarily of significant value, it has the potential to result in an 

increase in gate fees.
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4.5.4 Waste contractor interviews 

One landfill operator participated in an interview. The operator’s sites focus mainly on material 
from MSW sources, accepting some commercial and industrial waste.  

One operator also completed an online NHLF survey – the online respondent solely receives 

waste from LA municipal sources. 

Range of gate fees charged 

The respondent stated, for current, active municipal residual waste contracts the gate fee for 

2021 ranged from £15 to £30/tonne based on secure long-term contracts and exclusive of 

landfill tax. Broadly, the same gate fee applies to commercial waste except in the southeast of 

England where a reduction in disposal options and lack of competition has invariably increased 

some spot gate fees. 

The operator completing the online survey stated a typical gate fee (excluding transport) of 

£17/tonne for the last quarter of 2021.  

Factors driving gate fees over the past 12 months and the next 12 months 

Labour shortages over the past 12 months are key to cost increases. Also, the requirement to 

treat more waste in the UK as a result of the challenges of exporting refused derived fuel 

(commonly an output from mechanical biological treatment processes) has also increased landfill 

gate fees. Furthermore, some EfW facilities have suffered shutdowns which has increased 

interest in landfill as a disposal option in some areas of the UK. Equally, more bulky material 

that is not suitable for treatment has been sent to landfill and, overall, in the past 12 months 

there has been more waste entering sites owned and operated by the interview respondent. 

The respondent went on to state that these factors have led to a £2/tonne increase in gate fees 

over the past 12 months, whereas 5 to 6 years ago there was a reduction in gate fees, in real 

terms, as new treatment technologies came online. 

The operator completing the online survey stated that NHLF gate fees had increased in the last 

12 months due to a change in contract. A new contract was awarded following a competitive 

tender process, which impacted on the gate fees charged. The operator suggested that NHLF 

gate fees would increase over the next 12 months because of the availability of landfill capacity, 

competition between similar facilities, and a fall in RDF exports. Statistics published by the 

Environment Agency have shown that exports of refuse derived fuel (RDF) from England fell by 

15% in the first 10 months of 2021. This continues a decline of exports from the UK, which has 

been due a series of factors including the Covid-19 pandemic, import taxes from recipient 
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countries (as an example, a €32-per-tonne tax on the import of waste for EfW has been in place 

in the Netherlands since 1 January 202013.) and a rise in domestic EfW plants. 

Variance of gate fees by waste type/source 

The respondent suggested that the gate fees for landfill do not vary based on source, unless it 

is hazardous or asbestos-containing material. In fact, the respondents stated a preference for 

material with a high biodegradable content as it yields more biogas which is extracted at all the 

sites owned and operated by the company. A third of all revenue from the business is derived 

from biogas extraction. That said, all new consignments are subject to stringent spot-checks 

and analysis to determine origin and composition. One-off consignments of commercial waste 

do require more sampling and, as result, command a gate fee at the higher end of the quoted 

range (i.e., ~£30/tonne). 

Other influences affecting gate fees 

The respondent stated that one of the main influences affecting gate fees was regional location. 

For example, it was stated that in parts of England there is sufficient landfill and treatment 

capacity so, therefore, lots of competition. Thus, gate fees are relatively low when compared to 

other regions in the UK. 

Another factor affecting gate fees is the proximity of EfW facilities. In the southeast of England, 

during 2021, operational challenges with alternative waste treatment options led to an increase 

in the use of landfill at short notice as a waste disposal option. Furthermore, some EfW plants 

were unwilling to accept some RDF that has recently been ‘re-shored’ due to the inherently high 
calorific value of the material.  

Another factor influencing landfill gate fees is the issue relating to ‘reserved’ capacity. To 
illustrate the point, the respondent used the example of a recent site in England which reserved 

capacity for municipal bulky waste, which is not fit for EfW. This, in turn, raised gate fees at this 

particular site, due to an absence of any other local competition. 

The operator answering the online survey suggested that a requirement for LAs to collect food 

and garden waste, separate from residual waste, as part of the implementation of the Resources 

and Waste Strategy, would not result in a change in gate fee. In most of the regions in which 

they operate, recycling levels are already high and they mostly deal with residual waste.  

Impact on gate fees in relation to competition from EfW facilities and impact on gate 

fees from the RDF import restrictions in other countries 

The respondent acknowledged that competition does exist between EfW and landfill as a 

disposal option for residual waste and, in some cases, EfW can be cheaper than landfill (when 

landfill tax is taken into account). Landfill does however offer a short-term flexible solution to 

 
13 www.letsrecycle.com/news/rdf-exports-down-15-in-first-10-months-of-2021/ 
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an LA’s disposal problem in the event of an EfW or, indeed, an MBT plant’s temporary closure. 
In some cases, the respondent explained, this may be due to a permanent plant closure. Again, 

to illustrate this point, the respondent stated that 5 to 6 years ago, it would cost approximately 

£70 to £80/tonne for RDF export. During this time one local authority entered into an RDF export 

contract but it never materialised, so therefore residual waste was instead destined for landfill 

in the absence of any other viable treatment options.  

Future plans 

The respondent stated, if managed well, landfill still offers an important role to play in the UK 

waste management industry. In the longer term, they will maintain some sites. They still own 

and operate two sites that have a long lifespan whereas most other sites will close within the 

next 5 to 10 years. The respondent confirmed that they retained significant permitted landfill 

capacity. 
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5.0 Key points of note 

5.1 Understanding and interpreting the data 

The 2021 survey has followed a similar approach to previous years in attempting to obtain gate 

fee and related data for waste management facilities through an annual survey. This year, 

efforts were made to provide a clearer distinction between figures excluding and including 

transport costs (i.e., bulking and hauling from transfer stations to facilities). In addition, for MRF 

facilities, where income from material sales can impact upon the gate fee data provided, 

respondents were asked to distinguish between the gross gate fee and the net gate fee paid 

once material income share had been accounted for. This approach was employed to further 

improve the accuracy of the data and the level of insight it provides. 

Readers of the Gate Fees 2021/22 report must exercise caution when observing gate fee data, 

from tables/figures, in isolation and without sufficient context. In some cases, response rates 

were low and therefore may not be representative. In other cases, the low number of responses 

represents the dearth of a particular facility type in a particular region.  

It should also be noted that the LAs responding have, in some cases, only entered one data 

point – either ‘excluding’ or ‘including’ transport rather than both. This means that the responses 
are not directly comparable across the Tables and Figures as they do not necessarily relate to 

the same LAs. 

There are myriad factors that will impact gate fees, particularly for MRFs. These include:  

◼ dry recycling collection methodology; 

◼ materials collected; 

◼ length of contract; 

◼ quality of material delivered; 

◼ inclusion of contractor/LA risk share arrangement regarding the sale of reprocessed material; 

◼ the presence of contamination thresholds (beyond which loads can be rejected or subjected 

to additional charges); 

◼ wider LA levies/financial mechanisms; 

◼ the ability of LAs to deliver directly to facilities/use of transfer facilities; 

◼ geographic location and proximity to facilities; 

◼ availability of competitor capacity.  

The purpose of this report is not to statistically determine the impact of one or more of these 

factors in isolation. Readers should therefore be aware that the cumulative impact of these 
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factors can exert significant influence over the gate fees charged, as evidenced, for example, 

by a net MRF gate fee range (excluding transport) of £290 per tonne across the UK (Table 15).  

Relatively high commodity values (observed in 2021/22) will uplift those gate fees where a 

figure is reported inclusive of a rebate mechanism. This was referenced as the most common 

reason for gate fee change over the past 12 months. Increasingly, MRF contracts now include 

an element of LA risk share concerning the sale of reprocessed material with 70% of contracts 

now sharing 50% or more of the material value risk with the LA (Figure 11).  

Interviews with MRF operators (Section 4.1.11) revealed an increase in operational costs relating 

to significant increases in energy prices, and the need to invest in new plant to accommodate 

new materials. These costs may have been masked during the past 12 months due to the 

enhanced commodity prices. 

There is not one consistent LA methodology for the calculation of gross and net gate fees which 

undermines direct data comparisons. Examples of factors that could influence how the gross/net 

gate fees have been reported include: 

◼ Reporting of contamination/rejected loads, which may exist as separate budget lines and 

therefore not be incorporated into the true net cost;  

◼ Some WCA gate fees may incorporate a subsidy/levy from their WDA where the value of this 

cannot be disaggregated (e.g. tipping away payments, payment for bulking/haulage) and 

vice versa; 

◼ Some Councils have an interest in the MRF that they use (and may own it). Therefore, the 

gate fee may not be representative of the price that would be paid to a commercial operator 

(as the build/operational costs may be already paid/allocated elsewhere within budgets); 

◼ Some LAs may not be able to disaggregate transport costs as it may form part of one holistic 

payment mechanism; and 

◼ Some LAs may use more than one MRF. Whilst we have tried to report separate gate fee 

costs, where appropriate, this has not always been possible. 

A further point to note is that, for the MRF gate fee data, a higher proportion of dual stream 

collections have included gate fees ‘inclusive of transport’ compared to commingled. These 

response rates have the potential to skew the median gate fee outcomes slightly. 

5.2 Key points from the survey for LAs to consider 

For LAs considering future contracting, there is no one single influencing factor that the data 

from the survey points to as a key consideration. Instead, there is a range of factors that LAs 

should consider, subject to their individual circumstances, prior to going to market to tender 

future reprocessing/disposal contracts. These are summarised below:  
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5.2.1 MRF contract considerations: 

• The majority of respondents stated that their MRF contracts included an element of LA 

risk share concerning the sale of reprocessed material (55%). As a new question this 

cannot be compared with responses from previous years, but historically a number of 

MRFs contracts operated on a fixed gate fee basis. LAs should be mindful that 

prospective contractors may not agree to receive material without such risk share 

arrangements, or the exclusion of LA risk share may impact the gate fee levied; 

• MRF contracts are more likely than previously to have contamination thresholds imposed. 

The survey presents evidence that contamination is now more actively monitored and 

enforced by MRF operators, likely a result of more stringent standards applied by 

material reprocessors. Two thirds (66%) of respondents stated a maximum 

contamination threshold of 15%, beyond which loads are rejected or charges imposed. 

In addition, the operator interview suggested that contamination rates are increasing, 

with one suggesting this had increased from an average 12% to 15%; 

• Of those LAs that highlighted a potential recycling service change at the next 

opportunity, none indicated a move towards less segregation of material. This accords 

broadly with the requirements set out in the recently published Environment Act 2021 

regarding the separate collection of core material streams; 

• LAs in England should consider potential requirements set out in the DEFRA consistency 

consultation to incorporate additional materials to kerbside collections and how this could 

impact existing and future MRF contracts. 37% of respondents were not sure if the 

requirement to add materials to kerbside collections would result in a change of gate fee 

and 34% are not sure if their existing MRF contract allows for material streams to be 

added; 

• The survey highlights that 75% of MRF contracts expire by the end of 2024 (extensions 

may apply). Operator interviews suggested that some LAs have entered into longer-term 

contracts, but generally most are no more than 3 years at the moment due to hesitancy 

from LAs to commit to longer contracts due to potential policy changes. It is vital that 

LAs consider their contractual requirements as early as possible, taking into account 

factors highlighted in the Gate Fees 2021/22 report, in order to secure efficient contracts 

that will satisfy forthcoming legislative requirements;  

• MRF operational costs could be subject to a further increase in the next 12 months. 

According to the operator interviews, this stems from a further living wage increase, red 

diesel being no longer duty free from April 2022 (resulting in a further increase in running 

costs). The value of commodities and their ability to offset these costs will therefore 

continue to have a significant influence on the overall direction of gate fees in the next 

12 months.  
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• Future policy changes are also likely to place further pressure on MRF operator costs 

(based on the interview findings). The potential removal of valuable materials following 

the introduction and roll-out of DRS systems, and requirements to invest in order to 

adapt processes to handle additional materials (cartons, metal packaging, and plastic 

film) will likely result in a change in gross gate fees to help offset costs. 

5.2.2 Other contract considerations: 

• IVC: According to the operator interviews, IVC gate fees are being affected by the spare 

AD capacity which has placed a pressure on feedstock supply and has, ultimately, 

reduced the gate fees associated with AD. However, contamination can have a significant 

impact on IVC gate fees and tighter contamination thresholds are now being set, beyond 

which, consignments are rejected and disposed of (at cost) through other means. 

Despite scope for negotiation on rates, due to competition, it is important that LAs 

maintain a high quality of input material.  

• AD: Around 56% of respondents’ AD contracts are due to expire by the end of 2024 

(extensions may apply) and given the anticipated increase in the number of LAs requiring 

AD capacity for separately collected food waste, LAs are advised to ensure sufficient 

timescales for market engagement and procurement. 

• AD: As with IVC facilities, the LA survey findings showed that competition between 

facilities has allowed for negotiation on contract gate fee prices with ‘availability of AD 
capacity’ and ‘competition between similar facilities’ prominent influences on gate fees 
according to responding LAs (Table 34). From the operator interviews, the presence of 

contamination is key with many operators becoming more selective about the feedstock 

they accept. For example, one respondent stated that rejected loads can costs them up 

to £125 per tonne in disposal costs. This is likely to become and increasing influence as 

emerging policies on the separate collection result in greater quantities of feedstock 

becoming available. LAs should therefore pay close attention to quality when presenting 

to AD facilities and be aware they may have to meet contamination limits of around 5%.   

• EfW: Based on the operator surveys, a key point for LAs to consider with EfW contracts 

is that supply and demand varies by region, as do gate fees. The median gate fee range 

for UK EfW facilities was £20 to £150/tonne. This has been further influenced by supply 

challenges in 2021, resulting in losses of income for operators, and competition for 

feedstock in some regions. The Covid pandemic and Government restrictions 

encouraging home working resulted in an increase in MSW entering EfW plants, offset 

by a decrease in the volume of C&I waste being managed. In addition, the operator 

interviews highlighted that the re-shoring of RDF has also increased the gate fees for 

EfW as a result of losses in RDF export income. LAs should therefore be mindful of these 

regional differences and market challenges when tendering EfW contracts. 
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• NHLF: The operator surveys highlighted that 2021, operators experience higher levels 

of waste entering sites, leading a slight increase per tonne in gate fees. Regional 

differences are again a key influencing factor of consideration for LAs. The general view 

from the operator surveys is that NHLF gate fees would increase over the next 12 months 

because of the limited availability of landfill capacity, competition between similar 

facilities, and a fall in RDF exports. 
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Appendix 1 – Data Collection Methodology 

Local authority survey 

This year’s survey followed broadly the same format of the last eight years’ surveys. It was 

conducted using a web-based questionnaire hosted by the website Survey Monkey.  

The online questionnaire was publicised to Local Authorities (LAs) by an email containing a 

survey link for each LA contact. At least one email was sent to a specific contact at every LA in 

the UK. Where multiple contact details were available within an authority, the survey was sent 

to each one. The survey was also publicised on WRAP’s website and via the Local Authority 

Recycling Advisory Committee (LARAC), Chartered Institution of Wastes Management (CIWM), 

Zero Waste Scotland (ZWS), the National Association of Waste Disposal Officers (NAWDO), 

District Councils’ Network (DCN) and the Association of Directors of Environment, Economy, 

Planning and Transport (ADEPT). The covering email contained summary information about the 

gate fees survey in general. This support was extremely important in demonstrating the 

credibility and importance of the survey. The covering message was sent to all LAs via email. 

Authority responses and queries were monitored throughout the survey.  

Questionnaire 

A single questionnaire was used for capturing all data from LAs. This questionnaire included 

detailed questions covering all waste management services listed within the survey scope. 

Question logic was built into the survey so that if the authority answered ‘no’ to using a specific 
treatment or disposal facility (e.g., a MRF or IVC) they then bypassed all subsequent questions 

regarding that service type. In this manner the questionnaire was kept relevant to the individual 

authority. 

All questions relating to gate fees and changes in gate fees were open questions that required 

the input of £/tonne values. This section provided several possible options that respondents 

could select from a predefined list; however, respondents could also select ‘other’, and add 
additional comments in a free text box if relevant factors were not contained in the list.  

Survey of waste treatment operators 

The waste treatment operators’ survey followed the same approach as the LA survey, in that it 

was conducted using web-based questionnaires. A different questionnaire was compiled for 

MRF, EfW, landfill, IVC and AD operators. The questionnaires were hosted by market research 

website Survey Monkey. The online questionnaires were publicised to waste treatment operators 

by a covering email containing the relevant survey links depending on the contact and which 

treatment technologies were relevant to them. Where multiple contact details were available 

within a company the survey was sent to each one. The survey was also publicised on WRAP’s 
website. After the introductory email was sent to waste treatment operators, a second and third 
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follow-up email was then sent at approximately two-week intervals, to encourage further 

responses. 

Waste management companies (WMCs) 

Several WMCs that cover a broad range of regions and treatment/disposal technologies were 

identified. Key contacts within these companies were contacted to see whether they would be 

willing to take part in either a telephone or virtual meeting. As was the case in previous years, 

it was anticipated that information gained from these interviews would not necessarily be actual 

gate fee data associated with facilities, but, more likely, a range of gate fees and a market trend 

commentary. This information was used to ‘sense check’ the information received from LAs. The 

rationale was that by not asking for gate fees for specific facilities, companies would be more 

willing to participate and would also engage in a discussion about relevant drivers in the 

marketplace. The approach taken was to present a summary of the gate fees collected in the 

LA survey (median and regional differences) and ask the company representatives to confirm 

or otherwise comment on them. General questions, rather than specific questions about gate 

fees, were also asked concerning LA and commercial markets. 

Data analysis and quality assurance 

Whilst there is some data analysis functionality available through the website used to host the 

online questionnaires it was insufficient for all of the survey requirements. Consequently, the 

data was exported into Microsoft Excel file format to facilitate detailed analysis and the 

production of charts.  

Data checking and cleansing 

Once the data was exported it was checked for obvious errors, as well as less likely errors, which 

required potential clarification with the respondents. This primarily involved senior members of 

the team examining the data and highlighting potential errors using their knowledge of the 

market. Typical issues which were identified during this data checking and cleaning stage 

included for example: 

◼ Where £0/tonne gate fees were stated, checking with the submitting authority these were 

valid and that they had not intended to leave fields blank; 

◼ The same gate fee entered in both the including and excluding bulking and haulage fields; 

and 

◼ Data which appeared to be outlying (either high or low) or illogical. 

Such issues were identified within the data, checked with the supplying LA by phone or email 

and corrected prior to analysis of the data. In some cases, where responses were not received 

and gate fees looked significantly out of step with others, they were eliminated from the 

analysis.  
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Haulage costs 

The key data from this survey are the gate fees charged at each type of facility (£/tonne). For 

comparability reasons these must exclude all other costs which may be associated with the 

management of a waste, e.g., collection, bulking, or haulage costs. For this reason, this survey 

has differentiated between prices for ‘gate fees excluding transport’ and ‘gate fees including 
transport’.  

For comparison calculations, only gate fees excluding haulage have been used in the analysis 

of data. Authorities were asked, where possible, to provide gate fees both including and 

excluding haulage. These were used to calculate an average ‘transport /tonne’ cost for each 
facility type and then removed from the gate fees which included haulage costs. This enabled 

additional data points to be considered in the overall analysis. Due care was taken to identify 

any calculated gate fees where transport costs were thought not be accurately accounted for 

through this method and these were removed from the analysis.  

Private Finance Initiative (PFI) / integrated contracts 

A number of LAs, with existing PFI or integrated contracts, quoted gate fees which were 

obviously not ‘gate fees’ for a specific treatment facility, but represented the whole, or part of 
a payment for an integrated service. Comments provided within the survey and further 

questioning of some of these authorities revealed that complex payment mechanisms were in 

place for waste treatment and disposal, whereby the true cost of the technology or technologies 

used was masked by the structure of the payment mechanism. This issue is particularly marked 

under integrated contracts, where service fees may be paid to operators covering a range of 

services. Given the issues outlined above, all gate fees that were identified as being linked to 

complex payment mechanisms, and that led to unusual gate fees being quoted, were excluded 

from the dataset. Clear examples of this issue are when authorities quote the same gate fee for 

a range of services.  

Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) 

MRF gate fees depend on the range of materials collected for sorting, and therefore to allow for 

comparability. Only gate fees provided which represented sorting of a typical commingled mix 

of at least two key materials or twin stream systems were included in the overall analysis.  

Data analysis limitations 

In the analysis of the data collected, relevant sample sizes are reported. When examining data 

in detail or comparing results per waste management service from this year to those obtained 

from previous years, the size of the sample on which results are based needs to be considered. 

This is particularly relevant when, for instance, comparing results for a waste management type 

at national level, or comparing results between UK nations where a small sample size per 
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individual nation may make robust comparison difficult. Where such issues arise, these are 

highlighted in the text. 
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