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Findings: Incinerator Bottom
Ash (IBA)

The review has shown th
approximately 18,000 tonnes
IBA generated by the operatic
of the EfW plant at curren
levels (approximately 70,00

tonnes of waste per annum)

could be recovered through

relatively straightforwarg
process including crushin
metal separation, weatherir

and grading into IBA aggrega
(IBAA), which would no longer

be classified as waste and woulltBA had been processed to the extent that it

be suitable for use by th
construction industry, in eithg
bound or unbound form. Th
would require limited
investment by TTS i
appropriate infrastructur,
including a concrete bas

drainage, and additional fixed,,

and mobile equipment fg
crushing, grading and metaq
extraction.

afThe principal of processing IBA from the ne
oEnergy from Waste Plant for recovery as

raggregate replacement is supported by

tMinister for Planning and Environment.

CThe Minister in supporting the idea of IBAA af
Meserves his and the Department's position 3
%he siting of any facilities in planning terms wi
respect to any potential application.

3'g9ee comment for Recommendation 1 below.

eFor IBAA to be no longer classified as a wast
would need to be demonstrated that the w

gully recovered and may be regarded as a
rwaste product that can either be used by busi
sor industry, or supplied into other marke
without the need for the regulatory contr
provided in the Waste Management (Jersey) |
e2005.

BThe processing of IBA into a recovered prod
ill require a waste management licence iss
from the Department of the Environment.

IsI'he use of IBAA in any aggregate applicatiq
will be regulated by the Department of t
Environment either specifically for a particul
use and site, or through its involvement
consideration of any change in the materi
status as a waste.
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Successful recovery of B/
would require the developme
of a local market for processé

\The Minister for Planning and Environme
nbgrees with the pre-feasibility study of use
radlecycled bottom ash by local industry. T

nt
of
he

IBAA appropriate to the neeg

sMinister emphasises that the cost/carl

bon
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Findings

Comments

of the construction industry. Fq
this purpose it is anticipated th
a commercial partnersh
between TTS and a local quar
operator (or operators) would |
the best way forward. Initig
approaches have already be
made by TTS to the industr
More substantive progress w
require confirmation of the

chemical make-up of IBA that

can be produced consistently
the EfW, and subsequently tf

operator would have to satisf;}’v

the regulator that IBAA

products derived from it are saff

for use in the local environme
in whatever form is eventuall
selected.

yrcomponents of the present importing of mater
ashould be considered and that the argum
pshould not just be about acceptance by I
ryndustry.

labout the environmental safety of the fif
Stoduct. TTS will also be required to detail
Yend uses of the recycled bottom ash ang
provide evidence that subsequent use will
® pose a potential problem of pollution.

Lior example; if recycled bottom ash were to

sed as a road sub surface aggregate, the Mif
ould need to be satisfied that no harm
leachate is generated. This consideration wq
include the fact that recycled bottom ash wo

e almost impossible to trace once used. It |
eventually be dug up, used elsewhere, or
deposited at the La Collette tip head and
Minister would require satisfaction that no lo
term legacy would result.

N

R
y

jals
ents
ncal

"The Minister agrees with the second statement

nal
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not

be
nister
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the

ng

Transport and Technicd
Services’ decision to appoint

new operator for the vehicleconsidering

scrap-yard and relocate it usi
alternative methodologies wi
result in the removal of vehicl
shredder residues and oth
contaminated wastes
have up to now adverse
affected the chemical profile ¢
the ash from EfW plant; theg
must be removed for recyclin
to succeed.

whig hN

AIThe Minister agrees with this statement. Offic
drom Environmental Protection are presen
the application for a Was
ndlanagement Licence in order to licence
regulate the new scrap yard operation.

I

LAccording to the working plan, submitted wi
&he licence application, all end of life vehicl
ill be de-polluted (the hazardous compong
Yand fluids are removed) and then exported fi
fthe island for recovery of scrap metals and o
Ematerials.

gThe Minister is pleased to see the new sq
metals contract incorporating best techniques
recovering end of life vehicles by a combinat
of processing on Island and then export

recovery. This removes the contaminated w.
material, which arose from the shearing ¢
fragmentising of vehicles, from the waste stre
sent to the EfW plant.

-

q

To further ensure tha
significant sources of toxi
metals and other was

components do not enter t

-

itThe Minister agrees with this statement 3
csupports the principles of improved kerb s
lerecycling and removal of contaminated waste

n¢he Island.

EfW plant waste strea

contaminating the ash and thugssponsibility of TTS and the Parishes. T
preventing successful recycling,psequent disposal or recovery activities

into IBAA, it is essential th

improvements are made 10 @yotection (Department of the Environment).

'Recycling and waste stream segregation is

these wastes are regulated by Environme
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Findings Comments
separation of wastes at source.
In particular it is important that
batteries, WEEE (Waste
Electrical and Electroni¢
Equipment) and other potentigl
contaminants are separated from
the domestic waste stream
derived from parish refu
collections. This may point to a
need for improved kerb-side
separation on an Island-wide
basis.
It is anticipated that capitalAs a responsible jurisdiction operating according
investment would be requiredo the protocols of the Basel Convention, Jersey
by TTS to initiate thesewould need to be satisfied that any end use of the
arrangements by 2014-15. OnclBAA in Guernsey would not cause an
the market for Jersey’'s ownunacceptable risk of pollution.
IBAA was proven and IBAA The Department of the Environment would |be
reliably recycled within  the jnyolved in consideration of the legal and
Island, ~the processing  Ofenyironmental implications.
Guernsey’'s waste could also pe . _ _ _ _
considered.  However, ﬁrmThe Minister considers linkage of the importation
assurances would be needed Ofog'Guernsey‘s waste solely to thg reuse of the ash
market for the additional@ils to accept the_ o'gh_er dlmenS|ons of the waste
volumes of IBAA produced as Strategy (e.g. minimising the re3|d_ual_ elements
result. The Panel considers thdP" burmng, seeking to operate an incinerator as
one way to achieve this mig Hen (_alectrlmty plant (_)ut_3|de of its waste hierarchy
be by means of an agreement f§{€Sign.  C@ emissions etc). The fufl
Guernsey to  import ienvwonmental arguments |ns_|de a waste
proportional volume o hlergrchy apd be;t practice will nged to 'be
recovered IBAA product(s) for COnsidered in relation to any waste importation
use in their constructionProrosal.
industry. Please refer to the comments in 1 above.
It is noted that there may still heAny deposit of IBA for disposal would be
a requirement for limited regulated and controlled according to a Waste
landfill capacity for a small Management licence. In the case of disposal at La
quantity of material (fines) Collette, existing and new cells for disposal wiill
unsuitable for use as aggregatebe licenced under the application made by TTS
for this site.
The licence for La Collette will impose
conditions to protect the environment.
Findings: Air pollution
control residues (APCr)
The review found differing The Minister for Planning and Environment|is
views on options for thecommitted that TTS finds a permanent solution to
disposal of hazardous APQrthe treatment of APC residue that satisfies |the
The Minister for Planning andlong-term island needs and does not pose a
Environment appears to favoyupollution threat to either the Island’s air or wate
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Findings Comments
investment in plant to enableor render potential land banks as contaminated
on-Island processing of APCrthus preventing any future island development,.
for recovery using vitrification The Minister is of the opinion that in future, the
technology, which is a highlyechnology for treating APC will improve, costs
technical and energy-intensiVy yreatment will reduce and that TTS should
option that locks contaminanissinely assess all developments in this area.
into a stable glass-like .
substance. Both TTS and thdNe Minister favours recovery through
Panel's advisers consider thafitrification for remediation of APCr but has npt
this would be a very expensi Suggested t_hat _this shoulo! necessarily | be
option for Jersey which Woumprp(_:ured on islandf uneconomic to d_o so. The
be uneconomic compared wi H\/_Ilnlster h<_as suggested th_at conS|de_rat|on be
existing alternatives that afediVen to this technc_)logy V\_/hlch he has ms_pected
available either for recovery ¢rl @ French plant in addition to the 'off islapd
disposal off-Island. It is als disposal routes favqured by_ the Mlnlste'r for
risky, involving  relatively T_ransport and Technical Services. The off island
unproven and comple dlsp_o_sal routes _should also look to European
technology. A further concern Jacilities and not just the UK.
that it would produce at veryPlease refer to the comments in 1 above.
high cost a specialised aggregate
material which would have t
compete in the market wi
other forms of inexpensiv
aggregate, including IB
which could be produced at
much lower cost from th
greater proportion of waste
produced by the Efw.
The Panel therefore favours th©fficers from the Department of the Environment
preferred option of the Ministerhave submitted a Duly Reasoned Request (DRR)
for Transport and Technicalto the UK’s Environment Agency incorporating
Services and his departmenifTTS’s request to export both the historic
which would involve exporting (existing) and future APCr. The application |is
the backlog of approximatelycurrently being considered by the UK authorities
4,000 tonnes of APCr currentlyand a decision on whether the island can export
stored in cell 33 for disposdlto the UK or not is expected shortly.
followed by a similar volume
annually thereafter. TTS have
advised the Panel that they
consider the costs of shipping,
landfill taxes and gate fees
could be contained within the
£1 million budget currently
allocated for construction of the
cells needed to safely contgin
APCr at La Collette, making
export a viable option.
In the first instance it i$Where the UK Environment Agency establish
considered that the backlog phnd agree through the Duly Reasoned Request

S
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Findings Comments
APCr could be disposed of in(DRR) application, that Jersey does not currently
former salt mines which arehave the capability to deal with APCr in an
now appropriately permitted toenvironmentally sound manner, then the export
accept the material either in thef APC will be agreed in principle.
UK, where this is classified dsthe proposal to export APCr to a specific
disposal, or in Germany, whefgjisnosal site will require a transfrontier shipment
it is currently viewed as Aapgification from TTS and this will need to detail
recovery process. Alternativelyshe final disposal location for the APCr. This
it could be pre-treated by acidyppjication will be processed by both the
stabilisation in the UK for pepartment of the Environment and the UK
disposal into  non-hazardoWgyironment Agency and no shipments can take
landfill. place until both have issued consent.
The ‘legacy’ APCr in cell 33 The Minster agrees with this statement.
was bagged with a view to
facilitating its removal should g
suitable treatment or alternatiye
disposal option later become
available. Whilst this has
enabled TTS to retain the option
of removal from La Collette,
some treatment  processes
cannot handle bagged APCr;
and some processes cannot treat
APCr that has been exposed|to
the elements for any length of
time as it can become hardened
in storage.
Once the backlog has been dealiee comment for Recommendation 6 below.
with, APCr subsequently
generated by the EfW plant
could be stored temporarily,
using suitable infrastructure, and
then shipped at economijc
intervals to the same facility
under conditions approved by
the regulator.
The initial options of disposal inThe Minister supports this statement and will
salt mines or use of acidalways favour recovery over disposal options.
stabilisation should be The option to export to the UK for disposal under
periodically reviewed againstthe DRR currently being considered is time
any available alternatives oflimited to a 3 year period. TTS have undertaken
export for recovery, includingto review all technologies and the availability|of
accelerated carbonationmore sustainable recovery options in the
vitrification, and acid washingmeantime.
to recover gypsum substitutegjen the UK policy away from landfill and
Should these alternatives bg,yard EFW plants, the Minister expetts
proved to offer viable solutionSincreased emphasis by the UK  toward
for Jersey's hazardous APCr iRgchnological/private sector solutions to APCr
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Findings Comments

due course there should be |ameatment.

automatic  presumption that

export for recovery would be

favoured over disposal,

following the principles of the

waste hierarchy. There would be

an expectation that export for

recovery should be adopted jas

soon as it proved feasible on

practical and economic grounds.

Export for disposal requiresThe Minister agrees with this statement.

Jersey to make application [Q-q clarity, the submitted DRR request howelver

the UK  Department fof nas heen made to the UK Environment Agehcy

Environment, Food and Rurg{pefra are consultees as they administer |the

Affairs (Defra) for approval om yojicy). The DRR includes all hazardous walste

the grounds that Jersey does Nlaterials requiring export from the island over

have existing facilities 10 ine next Jears, not only APCT.

adequately process or safel;{_h _ .

landfill this hazardous waste | he Environment Agency has ;ought clarificatjon

This has already been done an‘%ﬂ several of the othgr |'Fems mcluded as part of

the response is currentQ e current DRR appllcatlon (the ratlo_nale for_the

awaited. export of APC residue has not required clarity).
Officers from the Department have answered
gueries and are in discussions with the UK
Environment Agency. A decision on the DRR
application is expected shortly.

Implications for the

importation of Guernsey’s

waste

The potential importation of aThe Minister does not agree with this statement.

significant guantity off Running the incinerator at maximum capacity to

Guernsey's domestic waste fpgenerate a small return from electricity was hot

incineration at Jersey's EfWthe reason that the plant was purchased and |goes

plant has been under discuss|cagainst the waste hierarchy. The transfer costs are

for some time. The figure aofnot yet agreed and it would appear that

30,000 tonnes is seen as| processing costs in Jersey are substantially higher

practical proposition, as thisthan that which is on offer from larger plants with

would bring the plant to its full spare capacity.

operating capacity of 105,000

tonnes per annum. The benefits

to Jersey would be in the form

of any payment received and an

increased ability to generate

electricity for local

consumption.

However, it is clear thatThis finding refers purely to the export of raw ash

processing Guernsey’s Wa%tand does not consider the wider waste hierarchy

would also generate additionabr more holistic requirements such as emissipns,

S
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it

quantities of ash. From
investigation the Panel is aw
that the general presumpti
under the Basel Conventi
against the export of su
wastes would render the popu
solution of  sending
proportionate volume of a
back to our sister Islan
impractical. This would leav
Jersey with the problem of ho
to deal with some 1,700 tonn
of extra APCr and 8,00
additional tonnes of IB
annually, which would clearl
need to be factored into a
potential agreement.

scarbon output and recycling to an ash prod
r&he Minister advocates wider social, econof
rand environmental consideration to any poter
nvaste management agreement.
h
ar

h

S

uct.
mic
tial

If the Minister for Transport an
Technical Services adopts t
recommendations  for  as

J

disposal in this report, a similary moynt of APCr to be exported has been set
volume of 8,000

additional
tonnes of IBAA would be
produced, which would requir
a larger market for IBAA
construction materials

course. Permission would als
need to be sought in the short f

medium term for export of th
additional APCr. Because (
these factors it is recommend
that a new ash disposal strate
is allowed time to settle in an
prove itself in operation before
decision on importing
Guernsey’s waste is made.

in due

dSee comment for Recommendation 11 and
héelow.

heor clarity, the current DRR request for t

respect to the maximum throughput of waste
the EFW plant has been licenced to handle.
Cpractical purposes, this would include 4
imported Guernsey waste.

.J here is no requirement under the DRR to ex
ithe total amount of APC. The DRR simply s
cout the upper limit.

of
ed

gy
d

a
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ets

Page - 8

S.

R.20/2012 Res.



RECOMMENDATIONS

suitable for use by the
local constructiory
industry.

Recommendations To | Accept/ Comments Target date
Reject of action/
completion
Incinerator Bottom
Ash (IBA)
The current policy of TTS/ | Accept | The principal of| Environment
permanently  burying gny processing IBA from the will respond
IBA in sealed cells at new Energy from Wasteas and when
La Collette should Plant is supported by theto any
cease, and all IBA Minister for Planning and discussion of
produced in future at Environment. to  consider
the EfW plant should However, the Ministet @Y
be processed into IBAA would firstly need to be application
(incinerator bottom ash satisfied that both (a) thefor a Waste
aggregate) of a method of treatment andManagement
consistent quality (b) the resulting use of thelicence made

IBAA product, pose ng
unacceptable risk to the
environment.

TTS would be required tp
submit an application for a

waste management licence

to authorise (a) the methad
of treatment of IBA. This
would need to enclose |a
detailed working plan of
the processing method.
Environmental Protection
would process the
application in accordance
with the Waste
Management (Jersey) Law
2005 including publig
consultation. If appropriate
a waste management
licence would be issued to
regulate the operation.

The major consideration is

the generation of leachate

during the processing and
TTS will have to
demonstrate how these

aspects can be minimised,

controlled and disposed of

S0 as not to cause pollution

to controlled  waters
(groundwater, surface and
coastal waters). Othe

=

by TTS.

S.R.20/2012 Res.
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management contrg

[
measures would be

required to minimise al
emissions from the proce
including dust and noise.

In relation to (b), thg
resulting use of the IBAA
product, the Department ¢
the Environment woulg
have to carefully conside
any proposal that th
product were not to b
considered a waste. Pleg
refer to comments if
(Findings, IBA, 1).

The Minister also
recognises and endors
associated worl
undertaken to limit

harmful components ¢
waste sent to the EfV
plant so as to improve th
quality of the bottom as
(IBA).

For clarity, at present th
waste policy (that include
discussions on th
processing, marketing (@
IBA) is administered by
TTS. The Department g
the  Environment  arg
involved in these
discussions.

The current responsibilit

of Department of the

Environment

(Environmental
Protection), in the case (
IBA, is to ensure that th

activity of disposing of the

waste in sealed cells or
the processing the IB4
into IBAA or similar does
not cause pollution. It dog
this through regulation an
licensing the processin

site according to the Was
Management (Jersey
Law 2005.

=

TTS should prioritisg TTS

discussions

with

Accept

As above, the Ministe

supports the processing
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potential  commercid| all IBA into a useabld
partners to develop @a product.
local ~ market for The Minister reserves
recycled  IBAA judgment on the suitability
product(s), with the aim of any site being proposed
of ensuring that the full as part of a planning
volume of aggregate application.
produced at La Collette _
can in future be utilised Developing a local market
in  preference  td for ~the IBAA and
continued importatior] determining how much of
or local extraction of the IBA _|s_processed is the
raw  materials  for responsibility of TTS.
aggregate. TTS will be required tg
detail the end use of the
recycled bottom ash and to
provide evidence that
subsequent use will not
pose a potential problem
of pollution (for example
if recycled bottom ash
were to used as a road sub
surface aggregate, the
Minister will need to be
satisfied that no harmful
leachate is generated-
especially given that this
may eventually be dug up
used elsewhere or be
deposited at the La
Collette tip head).
The department shouldTTS | Accept | It is the role of TTS td
investigate possibilities assess the suitability of
for reducing the legacy this approach. Officerg
of existing ash cells at from the Department
La Collette by mining would assist in
any cells filled with discussions.
IBA since the start of If found suitable, TTS
operation of the new would need to include how
EfW plant, if ongoing they intend to mine any
tests prove that the cell in their method
quality of ~this ash statement for the Waste
makes it suitable fof Management Licence ard
processing into IBAA. demonstrate how they
intend to limit any
pollution.
The question of the quality
of the IBA in earlier cells
would be another factor to
take into consideration.
Page - 11
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Air Pollution Control
Residues (APCr)

An alternative to the TTS/ | Accept | It is the responsibility of
current storage of APCrENV TTS to review how they
in cell 33 should be intend to store APCr The
agreed between TTS Department of the
and the regulator as |a Environment would then
matter of urgency, to assess their proposed
avoid the need fof methodology against the
construction  of 3 requirement for a waste
second cell for APCY management licence.
storage. The present method of
interim storage in the
engineered  containment
cell 33 uses a double lined
cell with leak detectior
and offers appropriate
protection against
pollution from leachate
generation.
A decision on the DRR
application to export the
APCr for disposal ig
awaited.
Subject to acceptancel TS/ | Accept | The role of the Department
of the Duly ReasonedENV of the Environment is to
Request (DRR submit, gain approval for,
recently applied for by and administer, the DRR.
the Department of the TTS are responsible fqr
Environment on behalf deciding how much of the
of TTS, the backlog of APC residue to export.
APC residues currently The Minister supports the
stored in cell 33 should export of all ongoing and
be exported to ah historic APCr as soon ds
approved disposall practical and will advise
facility as soon as TTS in this respect.
possible. _ _
For information, the
current DRR  request
includes  the current
backlog of 4000 tonne qf
APC residue stored in cell
33.
Once the backlog isTTS/ | Accept | As for point 4. Any
exported, appropriateENV temporary storage of waste

infrastructure should b
constructed to enab
temporary storage ¢
APCr subsequentl
generated by the plan

D@ D

— o~ —h

APC will require a Waste
Management licence and
will require appropriately
drained infrastructure t
protect the environmer

|=)

—
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prior to export for against pollution.
disposal at the same
facility at economig
intervals.

Export for disposal TTS/ | Accept | If approved, the DRR wil

should only continue¢ ENV be valid from three years
for the duration of the following the date of issue.
initial approval After this date, no export
provided under the of APC or any other
DRR (understood to be hazardous waste can take
3 years). place unless agreed withjn

a subsequent DRR.

If recovery options became
available during the 3 year
DRR period then these
could be assessed by TTS
and actioned. Export fg
recovery of APC in the
UK does not require the in
principle agreement in the
DRR but will require 4
transfrontier consery
application detailing thé
specific recovery site.

=

—t

D

Options for export tg TTS/ | Accept | The Minister supports this
recovery rather thapENV statement and favours
disposal in the UK and recovery over disposal
elsewhere should be options, according to the
reviewed at regular Waste Hierarchy.

intervals, with The DRR, if approved,

particular - aftention t¢ will be time limited to a
developing 3 year period. During thi
technologies such as period, TTS would be
accelerated required to consider a
carbonation,  thermal technologies and the
processes, including availability —of  more

vitrification, and acid sustainable recovery
washing to _ recover options that have
gypsum substitute. developed in the meantine
and justify to the
Department of the
Environment (and the UK
Environmental Agency
and Defra) why it intend
to follow particular
disposall/recovery routes.

Given the UK policy|
toward increased use of
EFW plants (as opposed o
the landfill of waste); the

[*2)

7

UJ
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Minister expects that there
will be a corresponding
increased improvement in
APC recovery treatment
options.

9 In the event that expotTTS/ | Accept | The Minister supports this
of the bulk of Jersey's gy statement. The DRR
APCr production to a stipulates the maximum
proven recovery quantities of APCr fof
process becomes viable export only. All or only
(even during the period part of this amount can he
of the DRR approval), actually exported.
subject to ~ any TTS would not require @
contractual obligations DRR if the APC were td
TTS should take steps be exported for recovery,
to divert exported APCr but will require 4
to a recovery process transfrontier conserit
rather than disposal as application detailing the
soon as practicable. specific recovery site.

10 | The department shouldTTS/ | Accept | The Minister supports this
continue to investigate gy statement. The researching
possibilities for the of recovery options is thg
recovery of APCH responsibility of TTS.
rather than disposal, to
ensure that  within
3years all  APCi
produced can be
recovered (either on- ar
off-Island) via a
recognised process that
takes into account the
principles of the waste
hierarchy, best practice
and prevailing EU, UK
and local legislation.

Importation of
Guernsey’s Waste

11 | Prior to any decision onTTS/ | Partially | The  Minister  partially|
the importation of gy | Accept | supports this statement. A
waste from Guernsey wider and full social
for incineration  at economic ang
Jersey’'s EfW plant, the environmental case far
new policy for ash treating anothef
disposal including jurisdiction’s waste should
recovery of all IBA and be prepared and debated|in
a sustainable solution the States.
for APCr waste should
be fully proven.
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12 | Any contractual TTS/ | Accept | The Minister supports this
arrangement for thepny statement  within  the
acceptance of context of points made in
Guernsey's waste far 11 above.
treatment should be TTS are responsible far
conditional not only or finding a market for the
a proven ability tq treated APC residue.
successfully treat all
additional wastd The. Department of_ _t.hs
volumes arising, but Enqunment responsibility
also on confirmation of is to licence and regulate
a viable market for the the treatment process and
resulting products. This to be assured by TTS that
might require the treated ash does _not
agreement from pose a pro_blem regarding
Guernsey to accept |a the. pollution of the
suitable proportion of environment.

IBAA, either as bulk
aggregate or in the
form of manufactured
product(s).
CONCLUSION

The Minister recognises the open and full discusstbat he and his officers have had
with the Panel and the Panel's consultant. Thisrésglted in a document that details
a sustainable and environmentally sound way forwlnd the disposal and/or
treatment of IBA and APC. The Minister is in agresnwith the statements above
and the approach.

The present DRR request is to provide a stop gajpstwhppropriate trials and

technologies develop for ash treatment both inejerand elsewhere. It is the
responsibility of TTS to develop and administer #sh strategy. The function of
officers from the Department of the Environmentagegulate any resulting process.
However, my officers will continue to discuss amdyide advice so that any solutions
provide the best environmental fit for the Island.
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