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This Review has been conducted on a completely independent basis.  In reaching our conclusions we have drawn upon our 
knowledge of international Best Practice and documentation and Briefings provided to understand the particularities of the local 
situation in Jersey. 

During the preparation of this report, we have relied upon the accuracy of the underlying information provided to us by States 
Officers and have not separately derived such data.  This review was constrained by the time available and was a preliminary 
review to consider whether or not there were grounds for considering particular factors in more detail.  The absence of any 
comment on any particular document should not be taken as an endorsement of the analysis we reviewed.  A fuller consideration 
of the complex matters under review and more detailed analysis might lead to a change in the views contained in this preliminary 
report. 

The report should be read as a whole. 

Opinions, where expressed in this report, are those of the Consultant and are not necessarily those of the Client. 

This report has been prepared by Juniper with all reasonable skill, care and diligence within our Terms and Conditions.  Because 
of the preliminary and limited nature of this review we do not warrant the accuracy of the analysis and there is no implied 
endorsement or validation of the materials reviewed.  While we have taken reasonable precautions to check the accuracy of our 
analysis, in the context of the time allotted, we explicitly decline any liability for any decisions or actions, taken by the Scrutiny 
Panel, the States of Jersey or Third Parties, whether direct or indirect, arising out of our analysis or the wider consideration of 
options.  It is for you, as the Client, to take this input into account, alongside analysis from others, before deciding what, if any, 
actions or initiatives to pursue. Juniper shall not be responsible for the consequences of any such decisions. 

Copyright in this document is reserved to ourselves. The report may not be reproduced without prior authority. A license for its 
reproduction has been granted by Juniper to the Scrutiny Panel of the States of Jersey. 
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1  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1  The Env i ronment  Scrut iny Panel  o f  the States o f  Jersey has  commiss ioned Juniper  to  prov ide an 
independent  rev iew of  the proposed approach to  de l iver ing the is land ’s  waste s t ra tegy;  and,  in  
par t icu lar ,  to :  

♦ examine the premise that the selection of technologies for the disposal of Jersey’s solid residual waste 
shall be dealt with in one process; and, 

♦ consider such other technologies and systems as may be suitable, either alone or in association, to 
deal with the disposal of Jersey’s solid residual waste. 

1.2  We have rev iewed the technica l  analys is  that  led to  the dec is ion to  bu i ld  a  s ing le  large EfW;  
cons idered the scope for  more pro-act ive approaches to  waste min imisat ion,  addi t iona l  recyc l ing 
and compost ing than those current ly  proposed;  and examined the feas ib i l i ty  o f  us ing a l ternat ives 
to  a  s tandalone large sca le  EfW fac i l i ty .  

1.3  T&TS (Transpor t  and Technica l  Serv ices)  Of f icers  co l laborated wi th  our  enqui r ies  –  we he ld  two 
deta i led meet ings wi th  them, they fac i l i ta ted v is i ts  to  the Bel lozanne and La Col le t te  s i tes  –  and 
they responded to  our  requests  for  documentat ion.   We rev iewed repor ts  prepared by them, the i r  
predecessor  organisat ions and by the i r  adv isers  between 2000 and 2008.   However  some 
documents  were not  made avai lab le  because they were deemed to  be conf ident ia l  and,  in  one 
ins tance,  a  par t icu lar ly impor tant  p iece of  analys is  ( that  we had requested and which was l is ted 
in  a  doss ier  o f  documentat ion to  be made avai lab le  to  us) ,  was not  prov ided.   In  consul ta t ion 
wi th  the Scrut iny Panel  we de layed f ina l isat ion of  our  repor t  for  one month to  g ive an addi t iona l  
oppor tun i ty for  th is  to  be prov ided,  but  the l is ted document  was s t i l l  not  made avai lab le .  

1.4  Our  rev iew has conc luded that  the concept  out l ined in  the States o f  Jersey Waste St ra tegy is  a  
s tandard approach not  in-cons is tent  wi th  in ternat iona l  Best  Pract ice.   However  we are not  
sat is f ied that  the pract ica l  s teps wi l l  de l iver  on the goals  that  are expressed in  the opening 
paragraph of  the St ra tegy (ent i t led ‘V is ion ’ ) .   Spec i f ica l ly the Waste St ra tegy s ta tes,  qu i te  
s imply,  that  the t rend towards increas ing quant i t ies  o f  waste “must  be s topped and then 
reversed” 1 and yet  Of f icers  are p lanning to  bu i ld  an EfW p lant  that  is  s ized on an assumpt ion 
that  waste wi l l  ac tua l ly grow year-on-year .   Th is  impl ies  that  T&TS Of f icers  are assuming that  
the Waste Min imisat ion e f for ts  that  are in tegra l  to  the St ra tegy wi l l  in  fac t  fa i l .  

1.5  We agree wi th  the Env i ronment  Scrut iny Panel ’s  observat ion that  the 32% recyc l ing target  set  in  
the Waste St ra tegy would be regarded nowadays as a re la t ive ly modest  goal  but  we do a lso 
accept  T&TS’s  v iew that  there are pract ica l  const ra in ts  assoc ia ted wi th  ach iev ing h igh leve ls  o f  
recyc l ing on a smal l  is land.   However  our  rev iew has ident i f ied some st reams where there would 
seem to  be potent ia l  for  more recyc l ing.   Moreover  we th ink that  the use of  d i f ferent  
technolog ies for  waste process ing,  new methods of  co l lec t ing waste f rom households and a new 
approach to  managing the is land’s  commerc ia l  waste could  resu l t  in  a  fur ther  s ign i f icant  boost  to  
the leve l  o f  recyc l ing on the is land.   We a lso be l ieve that  some of  the ideas conta ined wi th in  the 

                                                      
1 Executive Summary, Waste Strategy, p4 
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Scrut iny Panel ’s  ear l ier  2007 repor t  on Recyc l ing mer i t  greater  cons iderat ion than they appear  
to  have been g iven so far .  

1.6  In  our  op in ion,  handl ing a l l  o f  the is land’s  res idual  waste wi th in  a  s ing le  EfW is  an acceptab le  
way of  deal ing wi th  the prob lems.   However ,  we do not  accept  that  a  case has yet  been made 
that  th is  is  e i ther  the on ly pract ica l  approach or  indeed the best  approach for  Jersey.  

1.7  In  our  v iew T&TS has fa i led to  demonst ra te  that  they have s ized the EfW appropr ia te ly.   
Insuf f ic ient  ev idence was prov ided that  the i r  dec is ion was proper ly in formed by:  

♦ formal quantitative up-to-date modelling of mass flows into the EfW under a range of scenarios; 

♦ financial analysis of the relative benefits of procuring a large plant now versus a small plant now with 
further plants (if required) at a later date; and by 

♦ formal risk analysis of the consequences of wrongly predicting the quantity and nature of wastes over 
the lifetime of the plant. 

1.8  In  par t icu lar  we are concerned that  Of f icers  seem to have been main ly concerned about  the 
poss ib le  prob lems i f  the p lant  is  not  b ig  enough to  meet  long- term fu ture demand wi thout  
re f lec t ing to  a  s imi lar  degree upon the very s ign i f icant  operat ional  d i f f icu l t ies  that  cou ld  occur  i f  
the p lant  is  too b ig .   Th is  seems par t icu lar ly puzz l ing g iven that  the s ta ted in tent ion of  the 
St ra tegy is  to  reduce the amount  o f  waste that  requ i res t reatment .  

1.9  Of f icers  to ld  us o f  the i r  reasons for  favour ing moving grate inc inerat ion as  the technology for  the 
EfW:  the operat ional  re l iab i l i ty ,  the large number  o f  re ference p lants  and the s t rong t rack record 
of  lead ing suppl iers .   We fu l ly accept  the va l id i ty o f  these benef i ts  but  are concerned that  
Of f icers  and the i r  adv isers  do not  seem to  have g iven equal  weight  to  the features o f  th is  
technology which are poor ly su i ted to  the is land ’s  requi rements :  

♦ the optimum scale is larger than Jersey needs, making it more expensive per unit of capacity; 

♦ the process would cope poorly (relative to some other alternatives) with certain changes in the type of 
waste requiring processing; 

♦ the relative inflexibility of the process in terms of adapting to changes in the amount of waste needing 
processing; 

1.10  We are a lso concerned that  the need to  ensure a constant  feed to  the EfW combined wi th  the 
dec is ion to  overs ize the p lant  re la t ive to  cur rent  needs wi l l  ac t  as a  s ign i f icant  const ra in t  on 
increas ing recyc l ing beyond 32% or  the adopt ion of  more pro-act ive waste min imisat ion 
in i t ia t ives.   In  addi t ion,  there may be changes in  the types and amounts  o f  wastes ( less 
packaging for  example)  in  the fu ture,  which could  cause s ign i f icant  operat iona l  issues.  

1.11  We be l ieve Of f icers  are r ight  to  s t ress the impor tance of  on ly us ing proven technolog ies and 
agree wi th  the cr i ter ia  that  have been adopted for  judg ing th is  parameter .   However  some 
technology opt ions seem to have been e l iminated on the bas is  o f  incorrect  or  outdated 
in format ion.   Wi th in  the body of  our  repor t  we a lso  cr i t ic ise some of  the other  grounds that  were 
used to  narrow the range of  technolog ies deemed to  be appropr ia te  for  cons iderat ion as par t  o f  
an overa l l  in tegrated approach to  managing wastes on the Is land.   We are concerned that  th is  
has led to  an over-emphasis  upon a so lu t ion dominated by a s ing le  overs ized EfW.  
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1.12  Our  rev iew has conc luded that  b io log ica l  process ing could p lay a greater  ro le  in  recyc l ing 
spec i f ic  f rac t ions of  the is land’s  waste in to  good qual i ty composts .   We accept  many of  the 
arguments  advanced by Of f icers  to  exp la in  why i t  has not  been poss ib le  to  increase compost ing 
on the is land but  do not  accept  that  the i r  analys is  demonst ra tes  that  there is  no scope for  
increas ing green waste compost ing.   We were a lso surpr ised that  there d id  not  appear  to  have 
been greater  cons iderat ion of  anaerobic  d igest ion for  managing the is land’s  household and 
commerc ia l  k i tchen waste.   Our  repor t  addresses th is  top ic  in  deta i l .   Whi le  we accept  that  there 
are chal lenges,  we have conc luded that  th is  approach mer i ts  more act ive cons iderat ion.  

1.13  We have cons idered the arguments  for  extending the l i fe  o f  the Bel lozanne p lant ,  ( though i t  is  
impor tant  to  s t ress that  we have not  conducted an engineer ing rev iew of  the fac i l i ty) .   Whatever  
the reasons for  the current  poor  operat ional  per formance of  the p lant ,  the arguments  expressed 
wi th in  the Waste St ra tegy for  rep lacement  ra ther  than upgrading and re furb ishment  are s t rong.   
(We understand that  BDO are invest igat ing the f inanc ia l  aspects  o f  th is  dec is ion on behal f  o f  the 
Scrut iny Panel . )  

1.14  We have ident i f ied a number  o f  a l ternat ive thermal  process ing conf igurat ions which of fer  some 
advantages over  moving grate inc inerat ion in  the spec i f ic  context  o f  Jersey’s  requi rements .   
Each of  these a lso has d isadvantages (but  then so does the so lu t ion that  is  be ing pursued by 
T&TS).   Indeed we fee l  that  the issues ident i f ied in  our  repor t  make i t  inappropr ia te  to  award a 
cont ract  for  the type and s ize o f  EfW p lant  env isaged unt i l  a f ter  those issues have been 
evaluated in  greater  deta i l  and a proper  comparat ive analys is  f rom a technica l ,  operat iona l ,  
economic and env i ronmenta l  perspect ive has been conducted on the a l ternat ives.  

1.15  We have a lso ident i f ied a range of  po l i t ica l  in i t ia t ives that  cou ld  be cons idered by the States 
which could e i ther  enhance the susta inabi l i ty  o f  Jersey’s  waste management  pract ices or  lessen 
costs  for  the publ ic  purse.  

1.16  We have conc luded that  the opt imal  approach is  l ike ly to  inc lude:  

♦ a recognition by the Administration that the practical steps adopted so far are insufficient to deliver, 
and on occasion, at odds with the Vision outlined in the Waste Strategy; 

♦ a political consensus between Parishes and the States to adopt a more pro-active, integrated 
approach towards the collection of waste on the island involving source-separation, separate 
collection of dry recyclables and kitchen waste; possibly offset by less frequent collection of residual 
waste; 

♦ a more positive attitude towards driving forward recycling (stressing the opportunities rather than the 
barriers, however real the latter may be); 

♦ more consideration of political and practical initiatives towards waste minimisation; 

♦ more encouragement of the private sector recycling initiatives, perhaps in conjunction with the parish 
collection system. 

♦ more consideration by the States of their policies on commercial waste pricing and new obligations on 
businesses to be responsible for their own wastes; 

♦ more focus on boosting rates of commercial waste recycling through more effective source separation; 

♦ a re-evaluation of the policy of accepting unsorted commercial waste free of charge that is delivered to 
the Bellozanne site; 
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♦ a move away from mass burn incineration towards source separation and, in relation to the residual 
fraction, a combination of a simple fuel preparation/sanitisation process and a far smaller EfW using, 
modular, small scale technologies; 

♦ separate processing of commercial and household kitchen waste at an AD facility; 

♦ re-engagement with Jersey Potato and UK supermarkets to bring up-to-date policies on landspreading 
of properly certified, high quality composts that derive from source-separated feeds; 

♦ institution of trials on co-processing green waste compost and AD digestate to make a soil improver 
optimised for Jersey soils and agricultural practices. 

1.17  In  genera l  we be l ieve that  in i t ia t ives that  reduce the amount  o f  waste that  needs to  be 
combusted and iner t  wastes that  need to  be landf i l led wi l l  g ive the is land greater  f lex ib i l i ty  in  
how i t  implements  new waste in f rast ructure to  manage waste now and in to  the fu ture.  

1.18  T&TS needs to make a f inancial  case for  their  chosen approach  to  jus t i fy what  seems,  a t  
face va lue,  to  us an excess ive investment .  

1.19  We have been carefu l  to  s t ress that  there are d isadvantages assoc ia ted wi th  a l l  o f  the 
a l ternat ives we have out l ined.   We are not  saying that  any one approach is  ‘bet ter ’  –  i t  is  not  
that  s imple,  nor  are we recommending a s t ra ight  swi tch f rom the current  po l icy to  a  d i f ferent  
one.  But  s ince the so lu t ion be ing proposed has some d isadvantages,  we be l ieve that  i t  is  wrong 
to  d ismiss those other  opt ions  jus t  because one can f ind ind iv idual  d isadvantages wi th  them.  
Ins tead we fee l  that  a  proper  comparat ive eva luat ion of  the opt ions should be carr ied out  ( i t  
does not  appear  to  have been done so far )  even though th is  wi l l  invo lve a de lay,  which we 
accept  is  undes i rab le .  However ,  focussed eva luat ion of  cer ta in  a t t ract ive a l ternat ives might  he lp  
the States to  procure a  more appropr ia te  system and avo id :  

♦ failure to deliver the Vision outlined in the Waste Strategy; 

♦ a costly plant that might be a poor fit with rapidly changing societal practices; 

♦ the possibility that the EfW plant is grossly under-utilised for many years; or even … 

♦ that the EfW may face fundamental operational difficulties if residual waste volumes decline (as they 
did in Germany when it implemented similar policies to those contained in Jersey’s Waste Strategy); 

♦ damage the Island’s international image by being perceived as a laggard in environmental and 
sustainability terms. 
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2  INTRODUCTION  

Background 

2.1  The States o f  Jersey has adopted a Waste St ra tegy2 that  seeks 
to  ins t i l  a  “cu l ture  sh i f t ”  in  the way that  the communi ty looks at  
waste in  Jersey.   In  pract ica l  terms the key e lements  o f  
de l iver ing th is  St ra tegy are to :  

♦ boost recycling by the end of 2009 to at least 32%; 

♦ establish a modern composting facility for the recycling of green 
waste; 

♦ replace the current Bellozanne incinerator with a new, 
“appropriately sized” Energy from Waste (EfW) facility by 2009 

2.2  The Env i ronment  Scrut iny Panel  o f  the States o f  Jersey is  
examin ing whether  th is  is  the opt imum solut ion and quest ion ing 
whether  o ther  approaches to  managing the is land’s  waste should 
have been adopted instead.   I t  has  launched an invest igat ion 
in to  th is  mat ter .  

2.3  The Panel  dec ided to  commiss ion outs ide consul tants  to  prov ide 
spec ia l is t  input  to  in form the i r  de l iberat ions.   Jun iper  has been 
se lected to  rev iew cer ta in  spec i f ic  technica l  mat ters ,  out l ined 
be low,  and BDO has been commiss ioned to  cons ider  re la ted 
f inanc ia l  mat ters .  

Purpose of th is  report  

2.4  Th is  repor t  summar ises the f ind ings of  our  rev iew.   We examined 
the bas is  o f  the key technica l  dec is ions that  led to  the choice of  
a  s ing le  large EfW (used a longs ide moderate ra tes o f  recyc l ing 
and compost ing)  and we repor t  on whether  we cons ider  those 
dec is ions wel l - founded.   We a lso assessed whether  there were 
a l ternat ive approaches which could  be cost -e f fect ive,  re l iab le  
and env i ronmenta l ly appropr ia te  a l ternat ives.   We cons idered 
whether  such so lu t ions could  or  should have mer i ted more 
deta i led evaluat ion a longs ide the so lu t ion proposed by T&TS.   
We repor t  our  pre l iminary conc lus ions on th is  mat ter .  

                                                      
2 Solid Waste Strategy : Changing the way we look at waste, published by the Environment and Public Services Committee, 10th May 
2005; Document 27 as listed in Appendix 1. 

Scrutiny Panel 
concerned that 
another approach may 
be better 

are the decisions to 
use a large EfW well-
founded? 
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Terms of reference & Matters considered 

2.5  Jun iper  has been reta ined as  an Independent  Reviewer  and as 
an Adv iser  to  the Scrut iny Panel .  

2.6  Jun iper ’s  spec i f ic  respons ib i l i t ies  are:  

♦ to understand the current position with regard to Solid Waste 
issues in Jersey; 

♦ to examine the premise that the selection of technologies for the 
disposal of Jersey’s solid residual waste shall be dealt with in one 
process; 

♦ to consider such other technologies and systems as may be 
suitable, either alone or in association, to deal with the disposal of 
Jersey’s solid residual waste; 

♦ to liaise with BDO Alto Limited in matters relating to the 
consultants brief; 

♦ to attend hearings and assist in the preparation of questions for 
those hearings; 

♦ to provide the Environment Scrutiny Panel with a report outlining 
Juniper’s findings for inclusion in the final review report. 

2.7  The t ime avai lab le  for  our  rev iew was const ra ined by the t imel ine 
assoc ia ted wi th  the scrut iny process i tse l f .   Fo l lowing in i t ia l  
d iscuss ions wi th  the Chai rman of  the Scrut iny Panel  and the 
Of f icer  to  the Panel ,  i t  was agreed that  our  rev iew would focus 
on examin ing two key mat ters :  

♦ does Juniper feel that the right technical conclusions were used to 
underpin the decision to elect for a single large EfW to handle the 
island’s residual waste? 

♦ does Juniper consider that there are alternative approaches which 
should merit greater consideration than they have had so far? 

2.8  I t  was a lso agreed that  Jun iper  would cons ider  and prov ide an 
outs ide independent  perspect ive on a number  o f  addi t ional  
po in ts :  

♦ are the arguments for not extending the life of the existing 
Bellozanne incinerator reasonable? 

♦ is the Strategy in line with international Best Practice? 

♦ is there scope for increasing resource recovery through additional 
materials recycling, composting or energy recovery? 

♦ to what extent do the particular circumstances on Jersey impact on 
the choice of optimum solution? 

♦ is the EfW sized appropriately? 

♦ is the indicative budget for the EfW reasonable in the context of 
experience elsewhere? 

focus on evaluating 
whether other 
approaches have merit 
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♦ are there economic arguments for or against alternative 
approaches? 

2.9  Wi th in  these Terms of  Reference i t  was agreed that ,  as  we were 
act ing as an outs ide Independent  Rev iewer ,  the spec i f ic  
quest ions that  would be ra ised and the in terv iews that  would be 
conducted would be a mat ter  for  Jun iper  to  dec ide.   The f ind ings 
are ours  a lone and Juniper  has had fu l l  ed i tor ia l  cont ro l  over  the 
content  o f  the f ina l  repor t  ( the Scrut iny Panel  were inv i ted to  
comment  upon a draf t  o f  th is  repor t ) .  

Enquir ies undertaken 

2.10  The Review was conducted in  the f i rs t  quar ter  o f  2008.   
F ina l isat ion of  the repor t  was de layed by one month to  prov ide 
an addi t iona l  oppor tun i ty for  the Transpor t  and Technica l  
Serv ices (T&TS) Of f icers  to  prov ide a par t icu lar ly impor tant  
miss ing document .  

2.11  Jun iper  rev iewed repor ts  prepared by T&TS or  i ts  predecessor  
organisat ions and by the i r  adv isers  between 2000 and 2008.    

2.12  We requested addi t iona l  documentat ion on cer ta in  o ther  mat ters .   
Much of  th is  was made avai lab le  and,  in  one case,  new analys is  
was prepared for  us,  but  there were some instances where we 
were not  prov ided wi th  in format ion because i t  was deemed to  be 
commerc ia l ly conf ident ia l 3 or  we were in formed that  such 
documentat ion d id  not  ex is t .   In  one impor tant  area,  we were to ld  
analys is  ex is ted and was be ing made avai lab le ,  but  i t  was never  
actua l ly rece ived.   Where we fee l  th is  has had an impact  upon 
the rev iew,  we have noted th is  wi th in  the re levant  sect ion of  our  
repor t .   A l is t  o f  documents  requested and prov ided is  conta ined 
in  Appendix  1 .  

2.13  No f inanc ia l  or  cost  models  were prov ided for  rev iew and th is  
has l imi ted the scope for  us to  cons ider  the economics of  T&TS’s  
proposed approach and the re la t ive mer i ts  o f  a l ternat ives.  

2.14  We conducted two deta i led in terv iews wi th  sen ior  Of f icers  f rom 
T&TS.   We were s t ruck by the i r  wi l l ingness to  cooperate wi th  our  
enqui r ies  and are gratefu l  to  them for  the t ime that  they made 
avai lab le .  

                                                      
3 Juniper did offer to sign confidentiality undertakings with T&TS in relation to the procurement exercise that is underway, under which 
we would not have disclosed commercially sensitive information but would have confined ourselves to reporting conclusions.  This 
methodology would, in our view, have safeguarded the negotiating position of Jersey versus bidders yet allowed us to focus our 
review much more incisively.  Officers made it clear that they would not consider releasing documentation that they deemed to be 
confidential under any circumstances to us and this has inevitably had an impact upon our review. 

documents reviewed 

meetings 
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2.15  We met  wi th  the Scrut iny Panel  and a lso at tended one of  the 
Par ish publ ic  meet ings,  both o f  which prov ided usefu l  contextua l  
in format ion about  the par t icu lar i t ies  o f  the s i tuat ion in  Jersey.  

2.16  We v is i ted the Bel lozanne and La Col le t te  s i tes  and were ab le  to  
observe at  f i rs t  hand the mix  o f  commerc ia l  and par ish de l iver ies 
to  the munic ipa l  waste inc inerator  and the bu lky waste pre-
t reatment  area at  Be l lozanne.   Though waste recept ion at  these 
two par ts  o f  the Bel lazonne s i te  was fu l ly operat iona l ,  a l l  three 
inc inerator  l ines were not  operat iona l  a t  the t ime of  our  v is i t .   

2.17  We were ab le  to  d iscuss wi th  Of f icers  dur ing the course of  the 
v is i t  some of  the operat iona l  issues assoc ia ted wi th  the 
inc inerator ,  par t icu lar ly the reasons for  the apparent ly lengthy 
per iods of  downt ime.   

2.18  The Bel lozanne s i te  a lso housed the s ludge t reatment  d igesters  
(which produce two types of  dr ied d igestate  for  reuse on land in  
Jersey) ;  a  c l in ica l  waste inc inerator  and recyc l ing br ing s i te  
(where an impress ive number  o f  d i f ferent  s t reams were be ing 
segregated for  recyc l ing,  main ly o f f - Is land) .  

2.19  The La Col le t te  s i te  has been ident i f ied for  the proposed new 
EfW p lant .  The s i te  cur rent ly houses the Is land’s  open windrow 
compost ing,  which processes main ly green waste.   Us ing open 
windrows c lear ly has potent ia l  for  odour  and b io-aerosol  
re leases.   We understand that  there have been pers is tent  
compla in ts  o f  unpleasant  smel ls  f rom the s i te  but  a t  the t ime of  
our  v is i t  (a  re la t ive ly co ld  winter ’s  day)  we d id  not  detect  
s ign i f icant  odours .   Of f icers  and s i te  management  accepted that  
odours were an issue when the windrows were turned.   We note 
that  th is  s i te  is  much c loser  to  h igh ly populated urban areas than 
would be normal  for  th is  type of  operat ion in  less densely 
occupied communi t ies ,  and we would expect  that  odours would 
be a pers is tent  issue,  g iven the type of  process ut i l i sed and the 
prox imi ty to  hous ing.  

2.20  The compost ing s i te  produces a few grades of  mater ia l  for  reuse,  
but  o f  the compost  products  we saw dur ing our  v is i t  we were 
par t icu lar ly impressed wi th  the v isua l  qual i ty o f  the PAS 100 
qual i fy ing compost  product .    

2.21  La Col le t te  a lso conta ins the Is land’s  quas i - landf i l l ,  which 
appeared to  have very l imi ted vo id  space remain ing.   At  th is  s i te  
iner t  waste is  be ing screened to  produce d i f ferent  grades of  
aggregate for  recyc l ing and other  mater ia l  such as g lass was 
be ing crushed and screened for  use as a landf i l l  l in ing mater ia l .   
Ash f rom the Bel lozanne inc inerator  is  a lso landf i l led at  the La 
Col le t te  s i te ,  which acts  as a  s torage area for  over-sp i l l  o f  
shredded bu lky waste f rom the inc inerator  when i t  is  down.   

visits to existing 
facilities 
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Some hazardous waste is  a lso be ing s tored at  the La Col le t te  
s i te  in  sea led conta iners .   

2.22  Because the t ime avai lab le  for  th is  rev iew was l imi ted we have 
not  conducted any:  

♦ engineering or environmental investigations of existing facilities; 

♦ financial analysis (being covered by BDO); 

♦ validation of data on waste quantities and composition. 

Our credent ials  
2.23  Jun iper  is  recognised wor ldwide as a leading independent  

analys t  o f  novel  waste management  technolog ies.   In  th is  context  
we have prov ided many Publ ic  Author i t ies  in  the UK and 
e lsewhere wi th  spec ia l is t  adv ice on technology opt ions.   For  
more than 15 years we have been prov id ing d ispass ionate 
assessments  o f  the advantages and d isadvantages of  such 
processes re la t ive to  c lass ica l  a l ternat ives l ike inc inerat ion.  
Jun iper ’s  publ icat ions in  the f ie ld  have been ut i l i sed by over  
10,000 organisat ions wor ldwide.  

2.24  We have cons idered the in f rast ructure needs for  waste 
management  in  a  number  o f  is land contexts ,  both large and 
smal l :  for  example,  we acted as an Independent  Reviewer  for  the 
States o f  Guernsey some years  ago 4 and have acted as 
Technica l  Adv iser  to  the Government  o f  Hong Kong on what  
would be the wor ld ’s  largest  such in f rast ructure renewal  
programme.  

2.25  Jun iper  is  complete ly independent .  

2.26  We have conducted s i te  appra isa ls  o f  many re ference p lants  
around the wor ld ,  a l lowing us to  comment  accurate ly upon the 
re la t ive env i ronmenta l  per formance and operat ional  re l iab i l i ty  o f  
technolog ies.   From our  Due Di l igence work we have knowledge 
of  the t rue cost  s t ructure assoc ia ted wi th  d i f ferent  processes,  
a lbe i t  we cannot  d ivu lge spec i f ic  data because of  conf ident ia l i ty  
const ra in ts .  

2.27  Jun iper  favours  no par t icu lar  technology.   Exper ience has taught  
us that  the opt imum so lu t ion wi l l  vary depending upon the 
spec i f ic  c i rcumstances loca l ly.   In  many instances we have 
recommended adopt ing convent ional  inc inerat ion because th is  is  
a  proven and re l iab le  so lu t ion to  managing household waste,  but  
in  o thers  a l ternat ive technolog ies have been,  in  our  op in ion,  
more appropr ia te .  

                                                      
4 see: ‘Independent Review of Process Technology Options : Incineration versus Emerging Technologies’ prepared May 2002 for the 
States of Guernsey and a subsequent addendum, in 2003, that was an update on the status of certain novel technologies 

matters not included 
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3  OBSERVATIONS ON THE APPROACH OUTLINED IN THE WASTE STRATEGY 

General  observat ions 

3.1  Overa l l ,  i t  i s  c lear  that  the authors  o f  the St ra tegy have an 
understanding of  the complex issues invo lved,  the l im i ta t ions o f  
par t icu lar  types of  waste management  opt ion and the parameters  
that  need to  be taken in to  account  in  des ign ing an in tegrated 
approach to  managing a l l  o f  a  communi ty ’s  wastes.  

3.2  The Waste St ra tegy compares favourab ly wi th  o thers  that  we 
have seen in  that  i t  s t resses the need for  pract ica l ,  re l iab le  
so lu t ions that  f i t  the par t icu lar  needs of  Jersey.  

3.3  The concept  o f  in tegrat ing a cer ta in  amount  o f  recyc l ing ( focused 
on so-ca l led ‘dry recyc lab les ’  such as meta ls ,  g lass,  paper  and 
p last ics)  wi th  compost ing of  green waste and energy recovery 
f rom the res idual  f rac t ion – as out l ined in  the Waste St ra tegy – 
is  a  s tandard approach consistent  w i th internat ional  Best  
Pract ice .  

3.4  We agree w i th the Environment Scrut iny Panel ’s  observat ion 
that  set t ing a target  of  32% recycl ing w ould be regarded 
now adays as a relat ively modest  goal  but  w e do also accept  
T&TS’s view  that  there are pract ical  constraints associated 
w i th achieving high levels of  recycl ing on a smal l  is land .   
There are wide ly d ivergent  v iews wi th in  the is land as to  how b ig  
these const ra in ts  are and whether  they mean that  i t  would be 
inappropr ia te  to  set  a  more ambi t ious target .   Our  comments  on 
th is  top ic  are conta ined in  paragraphs 3.19 to  3 .31.  

3.5  The use of  a  modern,  wel l  des igned Energy- f rom-Waste p lant  to  
process the res idual  waste f ract ion and so min imise the need for  
landf i l l  i s  increas ing ly accepted as  Best  Pract ice –  not  least  
because th is  can reduce the use of  foss i l  fue ls  for  power  
generat ion.   But  in  a  Jersey context  the va lue of  th is  energy f rom 
a f inanc ia l  and env i ronmenta l  perspect ive is  less than e lsewhere 
(see paragraphs 3.128to 3 .146) .  

3.6  Fur thermore w e do not  feel  that  T&TS has explained 
suff ic ient ly the reasoning and just i f icat ion for  the size of  
Energy-from-Waste plant  they propose.   Th is  fac i l i ty  
represents  the bu lk  o f  the investment  proposed and w e w ere 
struck by how  l i t t le  comparat ive f inancial  evaluat ion 
appeared to  have been carr ied out  versus other  opt ions that  
might  be much cheaper  ( these a l ternat ives are cons idered in  

recycling target 

insufficient explanation 
for the size of the EfW 
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Sect ion 4) .   When we f i rs t  read the St ra tegy,  i t  was not  se l f -
ev ident  why the EfW p lant  needed to  be as large as was 
proposed,  g iven that  the St ra tegy was a lso ca l l ing for  greater  
recyc l ing,  compost ing and addi t iona l  emphasis  upon waste 
min imisat ion.   We therefore fee l  that  the Scrut iny Panel  is  
correct  in  request ing more clar i ty  in  re la t ion to  th is  mat ter ,  not  
least  because th is  is  the dominant  e lement  o f  the proposed 
capi ta l  expendi ture programme and,  we have been to ld ,  the 
largest  s ing le  in f rast ructure investment  on the is land.  

3.7  When we sought  up- to-date suppor t ing spreadsheets  that  
substant ia ted the ca lcu la t ion -  in  terms of  mater ia ls  f low analys is  
and forecast  demand under  varying scenar ios -  we were at  f i rs t  
in formed that  these had been prepared and were be ing made 
avai lab le  to  us a t  the end of  the meet ing on 15 t h  February.   I t  
t ransp i red that  the document  which Of f icers  re ferenced “Updated 
(2007)  Sol id  Waste St ra tegy Model ”  [Document  8 ]  was not  in  the 
doss ier  prov ided.   S ince we had determined that  the other  
exp lanat ions prov ided for  the s iz ing of  the fac i l i ty  seemed 
quest ionable in  the context  o f  the St ra tegy’s  commitment  to  
waste min imisat ion and increased recyc l ing,  we fe l t  that  i t  was 
v i ta l  to  rev iew the ca lcu la t ions that  underp inned Of f icers ’  
dec is ions.   The miss ing document  was sought  by the Scrut iny 
Panel  on our  behal f  and i t  was agreed that  our  repor t  would be 
de layed.   The document  has not  been prov ided and i t  is  not  c lear  
whether  Of f icers  have chosen not  to  make i t  ava i lab le  or  that  i t  
d id  not  ex is t  ( though we understand that  the Scrut iny Panel  
Of f icer  was in formed that  the reason for  the de lay in  prov id ing i t  
was because an Of f icer  was wai t ing for  input  in format ion,  which 
impl ies  that  some analys is  was now being prepared post -hoc) .  
We are concerned that  a  formal 5 model  has not  been 
avai lable for  review  since this is  the pr imary technical  input  
required to underpin the calculat ion of  the opt imum siz ing of  
the EfW plant ,  w hich is  current ly being procured .   Wi thout  
be ing ab le  to  rev iew such analys is  i t  is  very d i f f icu l t  to  accept  
that  the s iz ing of  the EfW has been conducted wi th  appropr ia te  
r igour  and that  the capac i ty se lected is  appropr ia te .   The 
forecast ing requi rements  are e luc idated f rom paragraph 3.86 and 
the s iz ing is  d iscussed fur ther  in  3 .100 to  3 .122,  whi le  
a l ternat ive approaches are out l ined in  Sect ion 4.   I t  should  a lso 
be noted that  we would have expected the analys is  to  inc lude 
some e lement  o f  f inanc ia l  model l ing of  opt ions to  ensure that  
publ ic  monies were be ing commit ted opt imal ly.    

3.8  B io log ica l  process ing of  green waste is  a  near ly un iversa l  
component  o f  a  modern in tegrated waste s t ra tegy.   We were 

                                                      
5 the Chief Officer told us that he had prepared some informal calculations while travelling and that he could make his notes available 
to us if we wished 
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however  s t ruck by the conf l ict ing view s in  Jersey about  the 
extent  to  w hich increasing compost ing is  pract ical .   We 
accept  the arguments  put  forward by T&TS in  re la t ion to  the 
impor tance of  f ind ing out le ts  for  the resu l tant  compost  or  so i l  
improver ,  but  do not  fee l  that  the analys is  they have prepared 
proves that  there is  no poss ib i l i ty  to  increase landspreading.  

3.9  We were surpr ised that  there did not  appear to  have been 
greater  considerat ion of  anaerobic digest ion  o f  k i tchen waste 
and be l ieve that  there is  jus t i f ica t ion for  fur ther  eva luat ion of  the 
scope for  separate process ing of  k i tchen waste –  we re turn to  
th is  top ic  in  Sect ion 4 .  

I s  i t  feasible to cont inue to re ly on the Bel lozanne incinerator? 

3.10  The Waste St ra tegy sets  out  the case for  rep lac ing the Energy 
f rom Waste p lant  wi thout  de lay6.  

3.11  Jun iper  v is i ted the Bel lozanne fac i l i ty  on 14 February 2008 and 
a lso he ld  d iscuss ions wi th  var ious T&TS Of f icers  and p lant  
personnel  in  the context  o f  th is  rev iew.   We have not  conducted 
a formal  engineer ing rev iew of  the p lant ’s  operat ions (and we 
a lso understand that  another  organisat ion,  BDO Al to  L td ,  has 
been re ta ined by the Scrut iny Commit tee to  cons ider  the re la t ive 
economics o f  rep lacement  vs .  re furb ishment)  but  we have 
cons idered the genera l  arguments  made in  favour  o f  rep lacement  
in  the context  o f  our  knowledge of  inc inerat ion Best  Pract ice and 
the operat ing parameters  o f  such p lants .  

3.12  The la test  o f  the 3 EfW l ines  at  Bel lozanne has,  i t  seems,  
ach ieved less than ha l f  i ts  serv ice l i fe .   We recommend that  an 
eva luat ion of  the causes should be conducted to  see i f  they 
might  a lso lead to  a  shor tened l i fe t ime at  any new fac i l i ty .  

3.13  Broadly  w e accept  the arguments for  replacement made 
w ithin the Waste Strategy .  

3.14  In  par t icu lar  we note the repor ted emiss ions leve l  f rom th is  p lant  
and the concerns expressed in  the St ra tegy about  the potent ia l  
harm to  human heal th  and the env i ronment  assoc ia ted wi th  th is  
leve l  o f  emiss ions (which the St ra tegy po in ts  out  far  exceed the 
EU’s  l imi ts ) .   I f  the p lant  were located wi th in  the EU i t  would 
have had to  c lose by 1996 or  have substant ia l ly  improved i ts  
emiss ions to  the env i ronment  by that  date.   I t  is  a l ready wide ly 
apprec ia ted that  th is  is  probably one of  the most  po l lu t ing 

                                                      
6 Waste Strategy, pages 70 -73 
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fac i l i t ies  o f  i ts  type s t i l l  operat iona l  wi th in  Western Europe.   Any 
new fac i l i ty  that  used s ta te-of - the-ar t  emiss ions abatement  
equipment  would have emiss ions wel l  be low,  ra ther  than above,  
the EU l imi ts ,  which would be des i rab le  f rom the perspect ive o f  
the potent ia l  for  cumulat ive impact  upon human exposure and 
env i ronmenta l  load ing.  

3.15  We a lso note that  the Waste St ra tegy s ta tes that  “ the States 
have made var ious commitments  to  comply wi th  best  
in ternat ional  env i ronmenta l  s tandards. ” 7  In  our  op in ion,  
independent  exper ts  would not  judge cont inued operat ion of  
Bel lozanne,  in  i ts  cur rent  conf igurat ion,  as compat ib le  wi th  
complying wi th  best  in ternat iona l  env i ronmenta l  s tandards.  

3.16  A l though re t ro f i t t ing to  meet  emiss ions s tandards is  a  poss ib le  
opt ion,  th is  would be cost ly and may not  –  for  technica l  reasons 
-  cons is tent ly resu l t  in  reduced emiss ions.   The operat ional  
ava i lab i l i ty  may a lso remain poor .  

3.17  We are aware that  there are v iews in  favour  o f  t ry ing to  extend 
the l i fe  o f  the ex is t ing inc inerator  and that  there are d i f ferences 
of  op in ion about  the ease and cost -e f fec t iveness of  so do ing 
( re la ted,  for  example,  to  spec i f ic  mat ters  such as the s t ructura l  
in tegr i ty o f  the ch imney and the feas ib i l i ty  o f  re furb ish ing p lant  
equipment  a t  Be l lozanne) .   From our  v is i t ,  our prel iminary view  
is  that  i t  w ould not  be in  the best  interests of  Jersey to  t ry 
to  upgrade the current  incinerator .   Th is  v iew der ives f rom our  
impress ion of  the current  operat ional  condi t ion of  the equipment  
and the current  prov is ions to  deal  wi th  emiss ions.   I f  i t  were fe l t  
that  extending the l i fe  o f  the Bel lozanne EfW p lant  was a v iab le  
opt ion then we be l ieve a fu l l  techno-economic assessment  
should be under taken pr ior  to  any dec is ion but  we are yet  to  be 
conv inced that  such fur ther  cons iderat ion and invest igat ions 
would be appropr ia te .  

3.18  In  th is  context ,  we accept  that  the  arguments for  replacement  
are  reasonable and the rest  o f  th is  document  is  therefore 
focused on cons ider ing the opt ions in  terms of  rep lacement  
in f ras t ructure.  

Scope for more recycl ing 

3.19  In  our  rev iew of  Jersey’s  ex is t ing waste management  
capabi l i t ies ,  we were impressed by the number  o f  s t reams that  
are current ly a l ready be ing separated at  the Bel lozanne recyc l ing 

                                                      
7 Waste Strategy, Executive Summary, section 4.0, page 4 
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fac i l i ty .   The Scrut iny Panel  fee l  that  more could be done – 
above and beyond the goals  set  out  in  the Waste St ra tegy.   But  
T&TS re jec ted8 many of  the arguments  put  forward in  the 
Scrut iny Panel ’s  repor t  on recyc l ing [Document  36] .   We have 
cons idered the arguments  put  forward.   Our  perspect ive,  as  an 
outs ide independent  rev iewer ,  is  that  some of  the rebut ta l  
arguments  put  forward by T&TS seem va l id  but  o thers  do not .  

3.20  For  example,  T&TS point 9 to  the h igh cost  assoc ia ted wi th  
boost ing recyc l ing but  do not  compare th is  wi th  the h igh cost  
assoc ia ted wi th  process ing waste through the EfW.   We do not  
accept  the i r  argument 10 that  there is  no cost  sav ing because the 
CV (ca lor i f ic  va lue)  o f  the waste is  “unaf fected” ;  and i t  seems to  
us that  i t  i s  not  the absolu te  cost  that  is  re levant  but  the 
d i f ferent ia l  cost .   Even i f  one accepts  the costs  ascr ibed to  
recyc l ing by T&TS 11 ( ra ther  than the lower  est imates f rom 
others) ,  i t  i s  not  se l f -ev ident  that  much recyc l ing does not  make 
economic sense,  as the T&TS document  argues.   We bel ieve that  
a  proper  techno-economic compar ison is  necessary.   Such a 
compar ison was not  in  the documentat ion made avai lab le  for  
rev iew and,  in  i ts  absence,  we be l ieve that  the T&TS’s  
arguments  do not  fu l ly  in form the dec is ion making process.  

3.21  Turn ing to  another  rebut ta l  by T&TS to  the Scrut iny Panel ’s  
v iews on increas ing recyc l ing,  we accept  that  any assessment  o f  
the ra t ionale  for  boost ing recyc l ing should take fu l l  account  o f  
the costs  assoc ia ted wi th  “col lec t ion,  sor t ing,  bu lk ing,  
t ranspor t ing and f ina l ly  reprocess ing the waste in to  new 
products ” 12.  However ,  i t  seems to  us that  i t  is  not  the ro le  o f  the 
Scrut iny Panel  to  conduct  such analys is ;  ins tead we be l ieve that  
T&TS should be conduct ing ob jec t ive,  fac tua l ,  and quant i ta t ive 
appra isa ls  o f  some of  the suggest ions be ing put  forward.  

3.22  For  example,  we be l ieve that  the Scrut iny Panel ’s  suggest ions 
w ith regard to ut i l is ing ships returning empty to their  
or ig inal  dest inat ions to  t ransport  recyclables from the Is land 
meri ts  ser ious considerat ion  and we fee l  that  i t  should have 
been exp lored fur ther  by Of f icers ;  yet ,  th is  potent ia l  a l ternat ive 
approach has not  been d iscussed fu l ly  in  any of  the repor ts  
made avai lab le  to  us for  rev iew.   We accept  that  there may be 
pract ica l  issues and incrementa l  costs ,  but  Of f icers  cou ld  not  
prov ide a ba lanced ob ject ive assessment  o f  th is  idea when we 

                                                      
8 Transport & Technical Services: Response to the Environment Scrutiny Panel Report on Waste Recycling presented to the States 
on 3 July 2007, Document 22 
9 see, for example, paragraph 6.3, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9, 6.13, para 5 of the Minister’s introduction and Appendix 1 [22] 
10 meeting with Officers, 15 Feb 08; see also [22] para 2.17; 
11 [22] Appendix 1 
12 [22] para 6.3 
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ra ised i t  dur ing our  in terv iew wi th  them.  Th is  is  not  a  t r iv ia l  
mat ter ,  s ince lower ing the cost  o f  recyc l ing to  the States could  
be the cata lys t  to  boost  recyc l ing o f  cer ta in  mater ia ls ,  as  the 
f inanc ia l  const ra in ts  might  be less o f  an issue.  Thus,  the c la im 
by the T&TS “w i th  the except ion of  a lumin ium cans and h igh 
qual i ty  o f f ice paper ,  there are no mater ia ls  w i th in  the waste 
s t ream that  are or  cou ld  current ly  be co l lec ted for  recyc l ing that  
would not  requi re  a  f inanc ia l  subs idy f rom the States or  the 
Par ishes or  both”13 might  not  be va l id .  Moreover  th is  s ta tement  
ignores the fact  that  a l l  waste process ing today requi res a 
f inanc ia l  subs idy f rom the States,  that  would grow s ign i f icant ly 
once the new EfW was ordered.  

3.23  T&TS st ress the increase in  recyc l ing in  recent  t imes (Jersey’s  
recyc l ing and compost ing ra te  has increased by near ly 10% over  
the las t  4  years  to  a  current  average of  30.4% 14: ) .   But  some 
aspects  o f  th is  increase seem modest :  compost ing has on ly 
increased f rom about  12% to the current  ra te  o f  14%; and the 
largest  increase appears to  have been the recyc l ing of  paper  and 
card that  has r isen f rom 1.8 to  5 .4% and so we do fee l  that  the 
Scrut iny Panel  is  r ight  to  quest ion w hether  more could not  
be done .   I t  i s  in terest ing to  note that  the current  per formance 
on green waste compost ing and the recyc l ing of  paper  are wel l  
be low the pro ject ions made by F ichtner ,  ac t ing as the 
Depar tment ’s  consul tant ,  for  recyc l ing per formance by 201015.  

3.24  We have not  conducted a deta i led rev iew of  the spec i f ic  
proposals  be ing made by the Scrut iny Panel  and others  (as we 
have po in ted out ,  we be l ieve that  th is  should be done,  
ob ject ive ly,  by T&TS) but  our review  has ident i f ied some 
streams w here there w ould seem to be potent ia l  for  
incremental  recycl ing,  including w aste w ood and scrap 
metals .  

3.25  Based on the waste categor isat ion conducted in  2006,  F ichtner  
had po in ted out  that  up to  10% of  the bu lky waste processed at  
Bel lozanne was “good wood”,  suggest ing  “ that  there is  the 
potent ia l  to  recover  up to  23 tonnes of  wood per  week [ fo r  
recyc l ing] ”16  (c .1  % of  the non- iner t  waste ar is ings) .   

3.26  I f  the pro jected targets  for  2010 are achieved and the addi t ional  
c lean wood is  recyc led f rom the bu lky waste s t ream as out l ined 

                                                      
13 Document 22: T&TS: Response to the Environment Scrutiny Panel Report on Waste Recycling, 17 July 2007, page 10, paragraph 
6.4  
14 Document 4: Officer’sspreadsheet summarizing changes in tonnages 2003 – 2007. 
15 Document 10: Jersey PSD, Review of Waste Strategy, 21/06/2001, pages  D-7  and D-8. 
16 Document  6: Directly Delivered Waster Categorisation Summary Report, pages 3 and 15. 
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by F ichtner ,  then recycl ing levels in  Jersey could increase by 
a further  6-8 % by 2010  over  2007 per formance leve ls  (30.4%).    

3.27  In  l ight  o f  the seemingly low recovery targets  set  for  meta ls  f rom 
the res idual  waste sent  for  inc inerat ion (1%),  we wanted to  
understand what  percentage of  meta ls  is  in  the res idual  waste 
current ly been sent  to  the Bel lozanne inc inerator  and therefore 
the quant i t ies  o f  meta ls  that  can be rea l is t ica l ly recovered f rom 
the res idual  waste sent  for  t reatment .   None of  the repor ts  we 
rev iewed had spec i f ic  in format ion about  th is ,  which seems 
surpr is ing to  us as T&TS sta te  in  the i r  rebut ta l  document  that  
“The Stra tegy is  based upon robust  household and commerc ia l  
waste assumpt ions,  two spec i f ic  composi t iona l  analyses of  
Jersey ’s  un ique bu lky waste (not  acknowledged by the 
Env i ronment  Scrut iny  Repor t )  and a ca lor i f ic  analys is  o f  the 
energy va lue of  Jersey waste of  unpara l le led deta i l . ” 17  We 
accept  that  such analys is  has been prepared but  the upshot  is  
that  we,  as an independent  profess ional  exper t ,  cou ld  not  readi ly 
obta in  a  number  for  the to ta l  percentage of  meta ls  in  the res idual  
f rac t ion f rom a l l  o f  th is  analys is  and hence der ive an assessment  
o f  the v iab i l i ty  o f  incrementa l  recyc l ing.  

3.28  The Scrut iny Panel  have suggested that  the pr ivate  sector  on 
and of f - is land is  ready to  take a greater  ro le  in  recyc l ing of  
spec i f ic  mater ia ls .   They have prov ided a number  o f  spec i f ic  
suggest ions.   We have not  been ab le  to  eva luate these in  deta i l .   
Many of  the spec i f ic  po in ts  have been robust ly cr i t ic ised by 
T&TS,  and no doubt  many of  the i r  po in ts  are wel l - founded,  
though we would have hoped that  they had less of  a  c losed mind 
to  ideas f rom outs ide the Depar tment .   As in  any other  walk  o f  
l i fe ,  many such suggest ions may subsequent ly be found not  to  be 
workable ,  but  some – even i f  they are on ly a  few – may be 
excel lent .   I t  seems to us that  the pr ivate sector  could play a 
greater  ro le  in  n iche recycl ing in i t iat ives .   Even i f  these 
act iv i t ies  are not  more vo la t i le  (and not  underp inned by long-
term cont racts)  they cou ld s t i l l  be benef ic ia l  and no more 
expensive than process ing in  the manner  T&TS propose.   
Exper ience e lsewhere has a lso shown that  the pr ivate  sector  can 
a lso be more proact ive in  dr iv ing forward in i t ia t ives in  a  speedy,  
e f f ic ient  manner ,  than a publ ic  serv ice.  

3.29  Apar t  f rom the meta ls  that  are recyc led f rom the household and 
commerc ia l  waste s t reams at  the Bel lozanne recyc l ing area,  
o ther  Br ing s i tes  on the Is land fac i l i t ies  and v ia  source 
segregat ion of  a lumin ium cans,  the res idual  waste go ing to  
Bel lozanne (b lack bag and shredded bulky waste)  is  not  be ing 
current ly fur ther  screened to  recover  meta ls  pr ior  to  inc inerat ion.   

                                                      
17 [Document 22], para 2.4 
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Based on Best  Internat ional  Pract ice,  w e suggest  that  
ser ious considerat ion should be given to recover ing this 
mater ia l .  

3.30  In  Germany,  for  example,  where far  more waste segregat ion has 
been in  p lace for  many years ,  as much as 3-4% fer rous meta ls  
are s t i l l  recovered at  the res idual  waste t reatment  p lant .   
Cons ider ing the s ign i f icant  quant i t ies  o f  the so-ca l led ‘bu lky 
waste ’  that  is  co-processed wi th  household waste on Jersey,  i t  is  
poss ib le  that  the res idual  waste sent  for  inc inerat ion conta ins 
more than 3% meta ls .   Therefore,  there may be potent ia l  to  
ext ract  a  wor thwhi le  quant i ty o f  addi t iona l  meta ls  f rom the 
res idual  waste s t ream pr ior  to  t reatment  to  fur ther  boost  
recyc l ing ra tes.    

3.31  However ,  we fee l ,  as  T&TS themselves have po in ted out ;  “ the 
fu l l  f inanc ia l  impl icat ions to  the Is land”18 need to  be fu l ly 
understood before such opt ions can be re jected.  

I s  i t  r ight  to focus on Energy f rom Waste? 

3.32  In  our  opinion,  handl ing al l  of  the is land’s residual  w aste 
w i thin a  s ingle EfW is  technical ly,  commercial ly and 
environmental ly sound.   How ever,  w e do not  accept  that  a  
case has yet  been made that  th is  is  the only pract ical  
approach.  

3.33  There are specif ic  technical  d isadvantages in  using a single 
EfW that  are not  h ighl ighted w ithin the Waste Strategy  or  the 
suppor t ing documents  we were prov ided for  rev iew,  which,  in  our  
v iew,  could have led to a di f ferent  perspect ive on the relat ive 
meri ts  of  th is approach.  

3.34  We have ident i f ied a number  o f  fac tors  that  we be l ieve should 
have been g iven greater  emphasis :  

♦ the relative inflexibility of conventional moving grate incineration in 
terms of adapting to changes in the amount of waste needing 
processing; 

♦ incineration becomes much more costly at smaller scales than 
some other technologies;  

♦ Officers stress the provenness of mass-burn incineration yet they 
have still included significant redundancy into their capacity 

                                                      
18 Document 22: T&TS: Response to the Environment Scrutiny Panel Report on Waste Recycling, 17 July 2007, page 14-15, Point no. 
5.  

 

many negatives of EfW 
not emphasised in the 
Waste Strategy 



 
Independent Rev iew  

S t a t e s  o f  J e r s e y :  E n v i r o n m e n t  S c r u t i n y  P a n e l  Page:21  

 

 

 
 

© Juniper Consultancy Services Ltd, 2008 
T  01452 770078  E  info@juniper.co.uk W  www.juniper.co.uk 

Juniper 

assumptions to deal with potential operational downtime, obviating 
much of this advantage; 

♦ some higher temperature processes can produce inert residues 
that are more attractive than incinerator ash for recycling into 
building materials; 

♦ the energy from the incinerator seems less useful or valuable in 
Jersey than it would be in mainland UK, reducing the 
attractiveness of EfW; 

♦ an integrated approach using a combination of technologies 
seems to have been dismissed by the Government’s advisers 
without detailed evaluation; 

♦ some technologies seem to have been dismissed because of 
scale, some of which are sufficiently proven to meet the Strategy’s 
own criteria at the scale needed if a more integrated approach 
were adopted; 

♦ others have been dismissed because they are not capable of 
handling all of the different types of waste, yet these could be used 
together as part of an integrated solution. 

3.35  In  broad terms we fee l  that  these factors  have not  been g iven 
the same weight  in  the repor ts  we rev iewed as those other ,  
equal ly va l id ,  arguments  that  tend to favour  inc inerat ion,  which 
are emphasised wi th in  the St ra tegy.   Th is  p laces at  r isk  the 
formulat ion of  a  proper ly ba lanced judgement .  

3.36  Spec i f ica l ly,  we th ink that  i f  the addi t ional  factors ident i f ied 
above w ere now  taken into account ,  in  the context  of  the 
part icular  c ircumstances that  apply in  Jersey,  some other  
approaches w ould also emerge as ser ious contenders  (see 
Sect ion 4) .  

3.37  In  our  op in ion,  therefore,  there would be some mer i t  in  re-
eva luat ing a focused set  o f  opt ions and benchmark ing these 
against  the proposed EfW in  terms of :  

♦ cost; 

♦ environmental performance; 

♦ reliability; 

♦ commercial viability; 

♦ community acceptance; 

♦ flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances; and, 

♦ fit to the island’s requirements (now, in the medium term or in the 
future). 

3.38  I t  is  qui te  possible that  once such a review  had been 
conducted,  using a single large EfW w i l l  have indeed been 
show n to be the opt imal  approach.   But  at  the present  t ime 
w e have concluded from our  review  of  the documentat ion 
that  th is  case has not  yet  been made and that  there is  a  
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reasonable possibi l i ty that  the review  w ould instead show  
that  another approach w as better ,  for  the reasons w e are 
explor ing in  this  review .  

Criter ia used to select  technologies 

3.39  The States appointed consul tants  to  rev iew technology opt ions 
as par t  o f  the development  o f  the Sol id  Waste St ra tegy.   Thei r  
repor t 19 st resses the need for  the res idual  waste t reatment  
fac i l i ty  to  use proven technology.   We concur w i th this  view .  

3.40  I f  whichever  process was se lected subsequent ly proved to  be 
unre l iab le ,  the Is land would face cons iderab le  d i f f icu l t ies  in  
managing i ts  waste in  a  safe and ef fect ive manner ,  g iven the 
absence of  any backup in f rast ruc ture (such as s ign i f icant  
amounts  o f  landf i l l  vo id  space)  on the is land.   Indeed the Waste 
St ra tegy po in ts  to  the unre l iab i l i t y  o f  the current  inc inerator  and 
says that  “ th is  has of ten resu l ted in  vo lumes of  waste be ing 
s tockpi led around the is land,  dur ing per iods of  breakdown or  
maintenance . ” 20 I t  cont inues:  “This  is  not  acceptab le ,  f rom the 
po in t  o f  v iew of  publ ic  heal th ,  in  that  such p i les  are uns ight ly ,  
w i l l  a t t rac t  rodents ,  cause smel ls  and potent ia l ly  create 
leachate. ”   We agree s t rongly wi th  th is  analys is  and fee l  that  th is  
fac tor  a lone,  as ide f rom the obv ious cost  impl icat ions of  hav ing a 
poor ly per forming p lant ,  is  suf f ic ient ly fundamenta l  to  jus t i fy the 
emphasis  p laced wi th in  the Waste St ra tegy on se lect ing a 
“ robust  so lu t ion ” 21.  

3.41  Moreover ,  we be l ieve that  the seven cr i ter ia  that  have been bui l t  
in to  the procurement  process by T&TS22 for  judg ing whether  
technolog ies are suf f ic ient ly proven and re l iab le  are appropr ia te .   
For  example,  Jun iper  has championed for  many years  the 
adopt ion wi th in  the indust ry o f  the fo l lowing def in i t ion of  
‘p roven’ :  demonst ra ted at  the same sca le on the same feed for  a t  
least  two years  a t  two or  more commerc ia l  re ference fac i l i t ies ,  
which is  a lmost  exact ly the same word ing as that  adopted by the 
Waste St ra tegy Steer ing Group.  

3.42  In  our  v iew those in  Jersey who champion novel  technolog ies as 
‘bet ter ’  so lu t ions for  the is land’s  waste need to  recognise the 
reasonableness of  th is  type of  procurement  tes t  and w e 
recommend that ,  in  consider ing the meri ts  of  a l ternat ive 

                                                      
19 Solid Waste Strategy – Technology Review prepared by Babtie Fichtner rev4 dated 24/10/05: Document 19 
20 Waste Strategy p.68 
21 Waste Strategy p.77 
22 Waste Strategy p.78-79 
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approaches,  the Scrut iny Panel  should apply the same seven 
tests .  

3.43  Such an approach wi l l  lead to  the el iminat ion of  some opt ions 
that  may have other  meri ts ,  but  w hich are not  yet  suff ic ient ly 
proven .   We have taken th is  in to  account  in  cons ider ing 
potent ia l  a l ternat ives and fee l  that  th is  greater  degree of  focus 
on a narrower  range of  ‘de l iverab le ’  and re l iab le  so lu t ions is  
impor tant ,  g iven the press ing need to  rep lace the ex is t ing 
in f rast ructure for  operat ional  and env i ronmenta l  reasons.  

3.44  Whi le  we endorse the procurement  cr i ter ia  conta ined in  the 
Waste St ra tegy,  we do note that  there is  an impor tant  d i f ference 
between them and those used by Babt ie  F ichtner  in  the 
Technology Review.  The la t ter  s ta tes “a  key factor  in  
determin ing the su i tab i l i ty  o f  fac i l i t ies  has been the ab i l i ty  o f  the 
proposed process to  deal  wi th  the whole waste s t ream.”  23  Th is  
cr i ter ion has then been used to  e l iminate “a  number  o f  
technolog ies [which]  are cons idered proven and commerc ia l ly 
ava i lab le ,  but  have been re jected because they can on ly process 
par t  o f  Jersey’s  waste s t ream,  or  because they pre- t reat  the 
waste produc ing a number  o f  s t reams requi r ing fur ther  
t reatment . ”24  We do not  bel ieve that  th is cr i ter ion should 
have been used to el iminate opt ions  which otherwise have 
mer i t ,  s ince i t  is  wide ly accepted that  opt imal  waste management  
so lu t ions f requent ly inc lude severa l  process e lements  that  are 
each opt imised to  handle a  par t icu lar  component  o f  the waste 
and which together  in tegrate in  a  fash ion that  maximises 
resource recovery.   In  pract ice,  th is  cr i ter ion on i ts  own has 
exc luded processes that  cou ld have potent ia l ly  p layed an 
impor tant  ro le  in  an overa l l  so lu t ion,  such as anaerobic  d igest ion 
or  thermal  technolog ies that  are su i tab le  for  smal ler  sca le  
implementat ion.  

3.45  A number  o f  o ther  technolog ies are e l iminated in  the Technology 
Review because they do not  take as rece ived waste (so-ca l led 
‘b lack bag waste ’ ,  ( i .e .  waste s t ra ight  f rom the garbage t ruck 
co l lec t ion system).   We do not  fee l  that  th is  was a necessary 
requi rement  and i t  a lso resu l ts  in  a  b ias in  favour  o f  mass burn 
inc inerat ion,  e l iminat ing otherwise acceptab le  technolog ies f rom 
more deta i led cons iderat ion.  

3.46  Together  these two cr i ter ia  seem to  re f lec t  an under ly ing 
pre jud ice towards on ly cons ider ing s ing le  un i t  operat ions that  
can handle a l l  o f  the waste wi thout  pre-process ing and 

                                                      
23 Document 16:  States of Jersey Solid Waste Strategy Technology Review -, Management Summary page ii and pg 2, section 2. 
24 Document 16: see for example pages 21-25 and pages 53-58 
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potent ia l ly  pre- judges a key issue:  whether  or  not  the waste 
should jus t  a l l  be burnt  wi thout  secondary recyc l ing.  

3.47  In  conc lus ion,  we fee l  that  the Technology Review  w as w rong 
to el iminate a number of  opt ions just  because they w ere not  
capable of  handl ing the total i ty of  the w aste w i thout  
secondary processing  a  po in t  which Of f icers  accepted when we 
met  wi th  them.  

Are the cost  est imates for the incinerator reasonable? 

3.48  As par t  o f  our  Terms of  Reference,  we were asked to  cons ider  
whether  the cost  es t imate for  the EfW that  is  inc luded wi th in  the 
St ra tegy was too h igh.   In  our  op in ion – based upon our  
knowledge of  under ly ing costs  for  waste t reatment  in f rast ructure 
and the wide ly ranging commerc ia l  quotat ions for  s imi lar  types of  
fac i l i ty  in  recent  years  -  the £75.5 mi l l ion the Waste Strategy 
recommends al locat ing for  a  new  EfW plant  is  as good a 
prel iminary est imate as any other  for  the possible cost  of  
such a faci l i ty .   Under  cur rent  market  condi t ions (and g iven the 
requi rement  to  use proven technology f rom cred ib le  suppl iers  o f  
larger  sca le  technology) ,  i t  is  un l ike ly to  be a s ign i f icant  over-
est imate;  and may even be shown to  have been s ign i f icant ly too 
low,  once the tenders are opened 25.   Recent  exper ience in  
Guernsey has shown that  the tendered pr ices for  re la t ive ly smal l  
sca le  pro jects  in  an Is land context  are h igher  than the ind icat ive 
EfW costs  that  are ava i lab le  in  the l i te ra ture,  and a lso h igher  
than the un i t  costs  per  tonne of  capac i ty that  might  apply for  a  
pro ject  in  a  large c i ty in  the UK.   T&TS are c lear ly aware of  th is  
and we bel ieve that  they have been r ight  to  take th is  
experience into account  in  developing their  budgetary 
est imates and procurement strategy .   

3.49  Indeed we would actua l ly caut ion that  the cost  est imate may 
even be too low  under  current  market  condit ions  ( i t  was 
developed some three years  ago) .   Actua l  tendered pr ices for  
Energy f rom Waste p lants  have,  in  the meant ime,  r isen sharp ly:  
some current  quotes are coming in  much h igher  than had been 
ant ic ipated.   Th is  is  par t ly due to h igh raw mater ia ls  costs ,  par t ly 
due to  a  very s ign i f icant  upturn in  c iv i l  eng ineer ing costs  for  a l l  
la rge in f rast ructure pro jects  and par t ly due to  a  change in  the 
supply/demand balance:  the b ig  demand for  new in f rast ructure in  
the UK to  he lp  author i t ies  meet  LATS targets  has meant  that  
pr ices have hardened.   Th is  has been exacerbated by a 

                                                      
25 We understand that this had not taken place at the time of preparing our analysis, but the price quotations may be known by the 
time this report is released. 
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consol idat ion in  the number  o f  wor ld-c lass suppl iers  because of  
acquis i t ions and mergers meaning that  fewer  companies have 
the resources to  meet  the cur rent  demand.   

3.50  I t  seems to  us po in t less to  analyse th is  aspect  fur ther  s ince 
Of f icers  wi l l  know the actua l  tendered pr ice at  approximate ly the 
same t ime as th is  repor t  is  f ina l ised.  

3.51  Ins tead we be l ieve that  the focus of  quest ioning should be on 
the specif ied plant  capacity  which wi l l  have had an impact  on 
the tendered pr ice.   We are concerned that  a  formal  techno-
economic eva luat ion of  the s iz ing of  th is  p lant  does not  seem to  
have been under taken.   The documents w hich w ere provided 
to us do not  contain a fu l l  f inancial  analysis of  the opt ions .   
I f  th is  means that  none has been done we would regard th is  as a 
serious oversight  g iven the sca le  o f  the investment .   We would 
have expected that  the resu l ts  o f  such a cost  analys is  would 
then have been put  a longs ide a more formal  analys is  than 
appears to  have been conducted of  the operat ional  advantages 
and d isadvantages of  each approach to  determine which so lu t ion 
was opt imal .   No such analys is  was made avai lab le  to  us for  th is  
s tudy and in  the absence of  such a document,  T&TS have,  in  
our view ,  not  demonstrated that  Due Process has been 
fol low ed,  g iven the scale of  the investment .  

3.52  The proponents  o f  novel  technolog ies  typ ica l ly c la im that  the i r  
processes have low capi ta l  or  operat ing costs .   Such c la ims 
should be t reated wi th  caut ion,  s ince most  o f  them have never  
been tested under  market  condi t ions and we have found,  over  
many years exper ience,  that  the in i t ia l  ‘ indicat ive’  costs of ten 
r ise sharply w hen a formal  tender is  submitted .   We are not  
conv inced that  any robust ,  de l iverab le  and proven technology 
that  would meet  the cr i ter ia  adopted by T&TS 26 (and which we 
are recommending should cont inue to  be used)  would necessar i ly  
be cheaper .   In  our  exper ience f rom Due Di l igence rev iews,  
‘ ind icat ive costs ’  for  novel  technolog ies are a lso of ten based on 
over-opt imis t ic  assumpt ions for  operat iona l  per formance,  
operat ing costs  and revenues;  they f requent ly do not  inc lude a 
number  o f  essent ia l  secondary costs ;  and some do not  re la te  to  
loca l  market  condi t ions (under-est imat ing labour  costs  or  over-
est imat ing e lect r ic i ty revenues for  example) .   We bel ieve that  i t  
w ould be a mistake to adopt  preferent ia l ly any al ternat ive 
technology solely on the basis of  i ts  indicat ive costs .  

3.53  The cost  o f  in t roduc ing cer ta in  cred ib le  a l ternat ive technolog ies,  
such as anaerobic  d igest ion,  cou ld  be s ign i f icant ly less than EfW 
costs ,  but  such systems need to be in tegrated (AD cannot  t reat  

                                                      
26 see paragraph 3.41 
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al l  o f  Jersey’s  waste)  and a carefu l  eva luat ion of  the overa l l  
costs  o f  an in tegrated so lu t ion would need to  be under taken.  

3.54  For  example,  i f  AD is  used as par t  o f  an in tegrated waste 
management  approach that  a lso inc ludes more aggress ive waste 
min imisat ion in i t ia t ives,  addi t iona l  recyc l ing,  in-vessel  green 
waste compost ing and a smal ler  EfW capac i ty,  i t  is  not  poss ib le  
to  say wi thout  conduct ing a proper  assessment  whether  such an 
overa l l  so lu t ion would be cheaper  or  more expensive for  the 
States.   We bel ieve such an assessment  should have been 
under taken by Of f icers  pr ior  to  e lect ing to  use an EfW- led 
approach.  

Impl icat ions of the way waste is  col lected in Jersey 

3.55  Both the Scrut iny Panel  and T&TS in formed us that  the ind iv idual  
Par ishes,  which co l lec t  most  o f  the waste,  are  f ree,  i f  they wish,  
to  manage that  waste themselves ra ther  than handing i t  over  to  
the States for  t reatment  or  recyc l ing.  

3.56  We were to ld  that  St  Hel ier  Par ish ( the largest ,  account ing for  
some 30% of  household waste)  is  cons ider ing do ing so for  some 
or  a l l  o f  the i r  waste,  and we understand that  o thers  are not  
ru l ing out  some degree of  separate recyc l ing or  compost ing.   
Dur ing our  v is i ts  to  the is land we heard d i f fer ing v iews about  the 
re la t ive pract ica l i ty and economics o f  such an in i t ia t ive,  but  i t  
seems to  us that  there is  a t  least  a  poss ib i l i ty  that  a  s ign i f icant  
propor t ion o f  the to ta l  wastes could  be d iver ted pr ior  to  T&TS’s  
area of  responsib i l i ty ,  which would reduce the amount  o f  waste 
that  was handled by the i r  new fac i l i t ies .  

3.57  Whi le  deta i led cons iderat ion of  the pract ica l i ty o f  the Par ishes ’  
ideas is  beyond the scope of  th is  rev iew,  i t  i s  c lear  to  us that ,  i f  
Par ishes have the r ight  to  manage some or  a l l  o f  the waste they 
co l lec t ,  there is  increased uncer ta in ty about  the amount  that  
T&TS can be cer ta in  they wi l l  have to  manage.  

3.58  I t  seems f rom our  rev iew of  documentat ion and our  in terv iews of  
Of f icers  that  the impl icat ions of  th is  possibi l i ty have not  been 
ful ly evaluated .   Given that  th is  cou ld  cause be signi f icant  
operat ional  issues  for  the EfW – and that ,  under  such 
c i rcumstances,  the p lant  would be seen to  be oversized and 
hence over-cost ly .   I t  would  be par t icu lar ly unat t ract ive under  
such c i rcumstances.  
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3.59  In  our  v iew an important  considerat ion in  select ing 
technologies should have been their  f lexibi l i ty to  cope w ith 
changing amounts of  w aste .   Some processes are reasonably 
f lex ib le  to  both shor t - term and long- term changes in  input  
quant i ty,  but  o thers  are ext remely in f lex ib le .  

3.60  Spec i f ica l ly,  whi le  moving grate inc inerat ion has a number  o f  
advantages,  i t  has one s ign i f icant  d isadvantage:  a  lack o f  
f lex ib i l i ty  to  adapt  to  moderate changes in  the amount  o f  waste 
requi r ing t reatment ,  yet  th is  is  the technology which is  favoured 
for  the res idual  waste t reatment  p lant .   (Mass-burn inc inerators  
need to  operate cont inuously on a re la t ive ly constant  vo lume of  
input . )   There are some other  spec i f ic  var iants  o f  thermal ,  
b io log ica l  and mechanica l  processes that  would be much more 
su i ted to  a  s i tuat ion where there was uncer ta in ty about  the 
capac i ty requi rements .  

3.61  In  pract ice,  moving grate  inc inerators  are on ly economic when 
each l ine is  s ized to  process a s ign i f icant  amount  o f  waste 
( roughly the to ta l  quant i ty produced in  Jersey at  the present  
t ime) .   Th is  means that  increments  in  capac i ty are too b ig  –  or  
too cost ly –  to  adopt  to  Jersey’s  s i tuat ion.   Many other  
technolog ies are opt imal  a t  much lower  sca les,  so each l ine or  
module can be smal ler .   Th is  makes i t  eas ier  to  f ine tune both 
the in i t ia l  capac i ty and any adaptat ion to  changing needs (up or  
down)  in  the fu ture.   Such processes are descr ibed as modular .  
We bel ieve greater  cons iderat ion should be g iven to  th is  aspect  
when evaluat ing technology opt ions.  

3.62  The Waste Strategy does not  appear to  have taken these 
factors suff ic ient ly into account  when cons ider ing which 
technolog ies are most  appropr ia te .   I f  greater  emphasis  had 
been p laced on th is  factor  when develop ing the Waste St ra tegy,  
i t  is  poss ib le  that  dif ferent  conclusions may have been 
reached about  w hich w as the opt imum approach .  

3.63  In  par t icu lar  we found no ev idence of  any cons iderat ion of  the 
poss ib i l i ty  that  the quant i ty o f  waste could decrease – even 
though the s t ra tegy ca l ls ,  as  we have po in ted out  ear l ier ,  for  a  
concer ted ef for t  to  min imise waste.   There does not  appear  to  
have been any evaluat ion of  the potent ia l  operat ional  issues that  
could be exper ienced at  the EfW i f  the quant i ty o f  waste 
requi r ing t reatment  were to  reduce s ign i f icant ly.   Th is  is  an 
overs ight ,  not  least  because such operat ional  d i f f icul t ies have 
occurred at  many German incinerators  when an increase in  
recyc l ing took p lace at  the same t ime as a concer ted programme 
by indust ry,  supermarkets  and consumers to  reduce packaging.   
Opin ions may d i f fer  about  the l ike l ihood of  th is  happening on 
Jersey but  g iven the emphasis  that  the St ra tegy has p laced upon 
the need for  the in f rast ructure to  respond to  upward changes in  
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tonnages requi r ing process ing,  we be l ieve that  an eva luat ion of  
the impact  o f  that  tonnage decreas ing should have been 
conducted a longs ide the s iz ing that  assumed a s ign i f icant  
increase.  

3.64  S ince an ab i l i ty  to  adapt  to  a  decrease is  a  fundamenta l  
d isadvantage for  the type of  EfW technology favoured in  the 
Consul tants ’  repor ts ,  w e bel ieve that  a  more balanced 
assessment of  the scope of  upw ard or  dow nw ard changes in  
w aste w ould have had a mater ia l  impact  on the assessment 
of  the relat ive meri ts  of  each approach .  

3.65  Given the rap id  change in  soc ie ta l  v iews on env i ronmenta l  
mat ters  and on packaging of  foods  and other  consumer products  
in  par t icu lar  we do not  be l ieve that  i t  is  beyond the bounds of  
poss ib i l i ty  that  the amounts  o f  these types of  waste could  lessen 
very dramat ica l ly over  the l i fe t ime of  the p lant  (15-30 years) ,  
though we do accept  the Of f icers  content ion that  i t  is  prudent  to  
assume that  waste creat ion might  increase – but  we do not  
accept  that  th is  necessar i ly  has  to  t rans la te  in to  an equiva lent  
increase in  the quant i ty o f  res idual  waste requi r ing thermal  
t reatment ,  as  d iscussed in  Sect ion 4 .    

3.66  Look ing forward,  i t  is  v i ta l ,  for  fundamenta l  operat iona l  reasons,  
that  the capac i ty o f  any inc inerator  is  ba lanced to  the amount  o f  
waste be ing processed.   Th is  impl ies  that  there may have to  be 
greater  legislat ive clar i f icat ion of  the roles of  the Parishes 
and the States in  managing w aste .   We are aware of  o ther  
communi t ies  where,  because those who co l lec t  the waste could  
e lect  not  to  send i t  to  the t reatment  fac i l i ty ;  lega l ,  operat iona l  
and cont ractua l  d i f f icu l t ies  have resu l ted (one current ly top ica l  
example is  Dubl in  Ci ty) .  

3.67  The w ay that  w aste is  col lected,  both f rom households and 
businesses,  has a s igni f icant  impact  upon recycl ing 
performance .   In  our  in terv iews Of f icers  exp la ined the s ta tus 
quo and how th is  const ra ins the scope for  obta in ing more,  bet ter  
qual i ty recyc lab les.   We accept  the va l id i ty o f  many of  the po in ts  
that  were made and recognise,  for  example,  the narrow roads 
that  ex is t  on the is land,  which we understand exc lude the use of  
s tandard UK vehic les for  kerbs ide sor t ing of  dry recyc lab les.   In  
our  d iscuss ions wi th  members o f  the Scrut iny Panel ,  the more 
ambi t ious recyc l ing goals  set  on the is land of  Guernsey were 
c i ted as ev idence that  T&TS could do more,  s ince Guernsey 
faces s imi lar ,  or  even greater ,  log is t ic  issues,  yet  be l ieves that  i t  
can reach a 50% recyc l ing target .   (We have not  rev iewed the 
pos i t ion on Guernsey recent ly and cannot  comment  upon how 
achievable  th is  target  is . )   But ,  based on the in format ion 
prov ided to  us,  w e do not  accept  the content ion that  the 
is land’s s i tuat ion,  of  necessi ty,  l imits  the scope for  
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increasing resource recovery signi f icant ly .   With a di f ferent  
approach to w aste col lect ion and the use of  d i f ferent  w aste 
processing technologies,  more could be done re lat ively 
easi ly,  and possibly at  no extra net  cost  (we ident i fy some 
ways of  do ing th is  wi th in  Sect ion 4 o f  th is  repor t  which we th ink 
mer i t  more deta i led eva luat ion) .  

3.68  There is ,  in  our  v iew,  scope for  more pro-act ive in i t iat ives to  
encourage recycl ing  (and waste min imisat ion) .   We were 
surpr ised that  these d id  not  seem to  be under  act ive 
cons iderat ion by T&TS nor  d id  there seem to have been any 
formal  f inanc ia l  analys is  o f  these poss ib i l i t ies ,  g iven that  St  
Hel ier  have,  we understand,  recent ly e lected to  conduct  a  so-
ca l led “Zero Waste”  t r ia l .  

3.69  The arguments  put  by Of f icers  as  to  why there could  not  be a 
separate k i tchen waste co l lec t ion d id  not  seem compel l ing to  us.   
Th is  is  increas ing ly regarded as Best  Pract ice and is  becoming 
widespread in  cont inenta l  Europe,  inc lud ing locat ions which 
might  be fe l t  to  have d i f f icu l ty ach iev ing h igh par t ic ipat ion ra tes,  
such as apar tment  b locks wi th in  large c i t ies .   Many UK Local  
Author i t ies  see the mer i t  o f  f requent  co l lec t ion of  the put resc ib le  
f ract ion (k i tchen waste)  in  smal l  ded icated conta iners  (weekly for  
households and poss ib ly more of ten for  commerc ia l  premises)  so 
a l lowing for tn ight ly co l lec t ion of  res iduals  and weekly or  
for tn ight ly co l lec t ion o f  dry recyc lab les.  

3.70  We bel ieve that  such a col lect ion strategy could potent ia l ly 
have signi f icant  benef i ts .   Because of  the separate co l lec t ion,  
the put resc ib les could now be processed separate ly,  poss ib ly 
through an anaerobic  d igester .   Th is  would great ly reduce the 
b iodegradabi l i ty  o f  the res idual  f rac t ion.   One of  the arguments  
put  forward by T&TS for  spec i fy ing a two- l ine over-capac i ty p lant  
is  to  be ab le  to  process the waste i f  one l ine breaks down 
unexpected ly.   Removing k i tchen waste would lessen th is  
potent ia l  prob lem very s ign i f icant ly and might  make i t  feas ib le  to  
s tore res idual  waste temporar i ly  (e .g .  a t  the La Col le t te  landf i l l )  
avo id ing the need for  th is  addi t iona l  capac i ty.   We bel ieve that  i t  
would have been appropr ia te  to  have conducted a techno-
economic assessment  o f  th is  pr ior  to  dec id ing to  go ahead wi th  
such a cost ly investment  in  a  large EfW. 

3.71  We accept  that  changes in  co l lec t ion s t ra tegy are large ly a  
po l i t ica l  dec is ion and that  there has to  be communi ty 
invo lvement  and acceptance of  any change.   But  the communi ty 
is  more l ike ly to  respond pos i t ive ly to  such changes i f  there is  
more pos i t ive leadersh ip  f rom the ‘Powers that  Be’  and that ,  in  
th is  context  more could be done by T&TS to inform the 
community by providing fu l ler  cost-benef i t  assessments of  a  
range of  opt ions .  
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3.72  In  our  op in ion,  a w orking group comprising par ishes,  
business,  pol i t ical  decision makers and T&TS Off icers 
should review  a range of  a l ternat ive col lect ion strategies  –  
wi th  profess ional  adv ice f rom spec ia l is t  consul tants  –  to  
determine whether  a  d i f ferent  approach would have 
env i ronmenta l  or  f inanc ia l  benef i ts  and,  thus,  overa l l ,  be 
benef ic ia l .  

Compost ing   

3.73  A l l  the s takeholders  we ta lked to  agreed that  green waste 
compost ing was des i rab le  on Jersey.  

3.74  There appears to  be l i t t le  appet i te  for  compost  generated f rom 
mixed waste.  The h is tor ica l  oppos i t ion that  has been expressed 
in  the farming sector  on the Is land wi th  regard to  the use of  
‘composts ’  in  agr icu l ture that  der ive f rom mixed waste ( i .e .  b lack 
bag27 waste inc lud ing green waste and food waste,  ra ther  than 
source separated waste)  is  s t i l l  very per t inent  today.  In  our  v iew,  
the use of  such mixed w aste der ived composts should not  be 
considered for  appl icat ion to  agr icul tural  land in  Jersey .   Not  
on ly is  contaminat ion an issue wi th  th is  output ,  in  many EU 
States,  inc lud ing the UK,  th is  mater ia l  is  not  cer t i f ied for  reuse 
in  agr icu l tura l  appl icat ions and is  actua l ly banned in  some 
count r ies  f rom such uses.   

3.75  T&TS’  v iew is  that  there is  l i t t le  appet i te  for  food waste der ived 
composts  in  Jersey in  the agr icu l tura l  sector .  The main bas is  o f  
the i r  pos i t ion be ing that  Jersey Royal  L imi ted,  which market  
much of  the produce f rom many agr icu l tura l  lands on the Is land 
“are not  prepared to  accept  ABPR compl iant  composted food 
waste”28.    

3.76  The Scrut iny Panel  has come to  a  d i f ferent  v iew af ter  
d iscuss ions wi th  a  number  o f  in terested par t ies .   They fee l  that  
the s i tuat ion is  not  c lear-cut  and that  addi t iona l  lands,  inc lud ing 
some agr icu l tura l  lands,  could  be avai lab le  for  managing more 
waste der ived compost  inc lud ing food waste der ived composts .   

3.77  When we d iscussed the d i f fer ing v iews on the extent  o f  land 
ava i lab i l i ty ,  Of f icers  conceded that  there is  l ike ly to  be some 
fur ther  potent ia l  in  agr icu l tura l  appl icat ions.  

                                                      
27 ‘black bag’ waste is mixed household waste that has not been separated by the householder into its separate components and 
which is collected directly from households via a traditional garbage truck, whether via bins or bags.  The term derives from the use of 
other coloured bins or bags for specific fractions of the waste in those many countries which have adopted source separation of waste 
for separate processing.  Composts that derive from black bag waste inevitably have higher levels of contamination, hence the 
concern about their use in agriculture. 
28 Document 35, see page 3 (section on Potato). 
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3.78  At  th is  meet ing,  Jun iper  requested in format ion on the avai lab le  
land-bank in  Jersey and par t icu lar ly in format ion about  poss ib le  
areas on the Is land that  cou ld  have addi t iona l  capac i ty for  a l l  
types of  waste der ived composts  in  land restorat ion,  land 
remediat ion and agr icu l ture.   

3.79  In  response to  th is  request  Of f icers  prepared the “B io-Sol id  Land 
Bank Br ie f ing”  [Document  35] ,  which summar ised the i r  
assumpt ions re la ted to  the land bank.  In  th is  document  they 
prov ide an ind icat ion of  the type of  compost  (green,  food waste 
etc . )  they env isage be ing ut i l i sed on agr icu l tura l  and other  types 
of  land.  

3.80  Th is  new analys is  by Of f icers  suggests  that  more than 40% of  
Jersey’s land bank could be avai lable for  green w aste 
compost ,  w hich is  suff ic ient  to  absorb al l  of  that  type of  
mater ial  that  could be produced on the Is land .   

3.81  Of f icers  d id  po in t  out  that  s torage is  somet imes needed because 
of  seasonal  var ia t ions in  access to  land and that  appl icat ion 
ra tes are a lso l imi ted by env i ronmenta l  safeguards re la ted to  
n i t ra te  run-of f .   Document  35 does g ive good reasons why 
cer ta in  appl icat ions in  Jersey might  not  be appropr ia te  for  any 
b io-so l id .  

3.82  Reaching a def in i t ive pos i t ion on whether  fur ther  green waste 
compost ing can be accommodated on the Is land would requi re  
more deta i led eva luat ion than is  pract ica l  in  th is  rev iew.   Many 
of  the arguments from both sides are,  at  face value,  
reasonable,  but  evaluat ing the net  capaci ty w ould require 
careful  study and w ould require detai led environmental  
impact  assessments.   The scope for  co-process ing green waste 
and k i tchen waste is  cons idered in  sect ion 4.  

3.83  I t  is  c lear  that  there is  a  need for  the publ ic  authori t ies to  
bui ld  greater  conf idence in  compost ing in  general ,  both  in  
terms of  the avo idance of  nu isance odours f rom fac i l i t ies 29 and in  
conv inc ing others  that  a l l  out le ts  for  compost  are be ing pursued.    

3.84  Document  35 is  a  pos i t ive s tar t .   However ,  in terested par t ies  
might  need to  have quant i f ied in format ion about  the extent  to  
which compost  can be re turned to  the land in  a  var ie ty o f  
d i f ferent  appl icat ions,  i ts  l ike ly env i ronmenta l  impact ,  i ts  
potent ia l  impact  on the so i l  and the appl icat ion for  which the 
land is  used.   Such a document  could  a lso be used to  spel l  out  
what  types of  compost  can and cannot  be used in  spec i f ic  

                                                      
29  There are understandable concerns about the odour issues associated with the existing windrow composting facility at La Collette.  
The Waste Strategy seeks to address this by proposing a new In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) plant, with appropriate off-gas abatement 
measures to minimise odours and bio-aerosols.  Such a system is likely to be considered as being  in line with EU Best Practice. 
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appl icat ions – and under  what  c i rcumstances,  under  what  
env i ronmenta l  safeguards and qual i ty cr i ter ia .   We suggest  that  
th is  should be co-developed wi th  the Env i ronmenta l  Serv ices 
Depar tment .  

3.85  In  the absence of  such a document  i t  is  reasonable,  in  our  
op in ion,  to  quest ion whether  T&TS has fu l ly exp lored the 
pract ica l i ty o f  access ing the var ious potent ia l  out le ts  for  waste 
der ived compost  in  Jersey.  

Model l ing the need for waste process ing capacity 

3.86  The St ra tegy out l ines a v is ion in  which Jersey moves away f rom 
a d isposal  led cu l ture to  a  number  o f  in i t ia t ives in  co l lec t ion,  
prevent ion and min imisat ion,  reuse and recyc l ing,  compost ing,  
energy f rom waste and d isposal 30.   For  th is  to  be successfu l  
requi res a carefu l ly ba lanced,  in tegrated and more complex 
in f rast ructure,  which uses a mix  o f  processes at  a  number  o f  
fac i l i t ies  that  are each s ized to  handle the correct  amount  o f  
spec i f ic  f rac t ions o f  the waste.  

3.87  I t  is  s tandard pract ice therefore for  a  Waste Management  
Author i ty to  develop a model  that  pro jects  forward capac i ty 
requi rements  accord ing to :  

♦ the overall growth or decline in waste to be treated taking into 
account changes in population, economic growth, waste 
minimisation, etc. 

♦ the impact of specific recycling and composting initiatives on the 
quantity and type of waste fractions that will require processing; 
and hence, 

♦ the size of EfW that is required to process the residual waste 
fraction; 

♦ the size and nature of all recycling and composting infrastructure; 

♦ the quantity and quality of recyclates generated for which offtake 
contracts are needed and the quantity of secondary wastes that 
will require management or disposal. 

3.88  We would have expected that  Of f icers  would have used such a 
model  to  conduct  sens i t iv i ty analys is  because exper ience has 
shown that  there is  cons iderable  uncer ta in ty in  re la t ion to  long-
term pro ject ions of  such parameters .   The model  would a lso 
normal ly be used to  in form the choices that  need to  be made by 
po l i t ica l  dec is ion makers between opt ions.   For  th is  reason we 
would expect  i t  to  inc lude an e lement  o f  assessment  o f  both 

                                                      
30 Solid Waste Strategy, Executive Summary, Section 6.0 
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capi ta l  and operat ing cost  analys is  s ince some approaches have 
h igh up- f ront  cap i ta l  costs  but  re la t ive ly low operat ing costs  (eg 
EfW) whereas others  (e .g .  source separat ion)  invo lve more 
moderate capi ta l  expendi ture but  greater  ongoing operat ional  
costs .  

3.89  In  the spec i f ic  context  o f  th is  rev iew,  such a too l  cou ld  a lso be 
used to  cons ider  the re la t ive mer i ts  ( in  d iscounted cash f low 
terms)  o f  bu i ld ing a large p lant  suf f ic ient  to  ensure worst -case 
long- term capac i ty needs are met  a t  the present  t ime versus the 
a l ternat ive of  bu i ld ing a much smal ler  p lant  now and on ly 
procur ing addi t iona l  capac i ty i f  and when i t  is  requi red.  

3.90  A t  our  f i rs t  meet ing wi th  Of f icers  we requested a copy of  the i r  
vers ion of  the above model .   Of f icers  have prov ided an Excel  
spreadsheet  that  prov ides h is tor ic  data31 ( for  the per iod 2003 to  
2007)  and a consul tant ’s  repor t  f rom 2004 that  assessed the 
capac i ty requi rement  for  the EfW 32 but  we have not  been 
prov ided wi th  an in tegrated model  that  ba lances the need for  
d i f ferent  types of  p lant  and that  forecasts  these over  the l i fe t ime 
of  the equipment .  

3.91  In i t ia l ly  we were in formed that  th is  Model  ex is ted and was 
Document  8  in  the doss ier  prov ided but ,  as  d iscussed in  
paragraph 3.7 ,  th is  was never  received.   I t  is  not  c lear  whether  
an in tegrated technica l  model  does or  does not  ex is t  that  
incorporates appropr ia te  assumpt ions for  the ba lance of  
in f rast ructure requi red to  de l iver  the St ra tegy and whether  or  not  
scenar io  analys is  has been under taken to  assess the 
supply/demand balance and r isk  prof i le  under  a  range of  
p laus ib le  outcomes.  

3.92  But  the technical  evidence made avai lable is  insuff ic ient  to  
demonstrate that  the investment  planned is  appropr iate .  

Inconsistency between waste minimisat ion goals  and plant  capacity 
project ions? 

3.93  The Waste St ra tegy s ta tes,  qu i te  s imply,  that  the t rend towards 
increas ing quant i t ies  o f  waste “must  be s topped and then 
reversed” 33 yet  the EfW has been s ized to  handle a  s ign i f icant  
increase in  waste.   Th is  is  an incons is tency.  

                                                      
31 Document 4 
32 Document 7 
33 Executive Summary, Waste Strategy, p4 
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3.94  S ince the St ra tegy advocates waste min imisat ion in  such a c lear-
cut  fash ion,  we are surpr ised that  i t  is  a lso propos ing spending 
very s ign i f icant  sums on an EfW that  is  s ized to  handle a  very 
s ign i f icant  increase in  waste.  

3.95  We bel ieve that  the St ra tegy is  r ight  to  p lace emphasis  upon 
waste min imisat ion.   T&TS f requent ly po in t  out  the par t icu lar  
chal lenges assoc ia ted wi th  managing wastes in  an is land 
context .   Waste minimisat ion in i t iat ives could play a 
s igni f icant  ro le  in  reduc ing those chal lenges and in  lower ing the 
cost  o f  serv ice prov is ion.   Indeed because waste min imisat ion is  
the most  a t t ract ive so lu t ion f rom a cost  and susta inabi l i ty  
perspect ive we would argue for  i t  be ing g iven a greater  ro le .   For  
th is  reason we be l ieve that  the Scrut iny Panel ’s  recommendat ion 
that  “T&TS should  estab l ish targets  for  per  cap i ta  waste 
reduct ions” 34 is  a  good one.    

3.96  The “V is ion”  that  prefaces the 2005 Waste St ra tegy says that  
Jersey must  “become a less wastefu l  communi ty”  and that  “ to  
ach ieve th is ,  wastefu l  l i fes ty le  habi ts  must  change so we 
produce on ly the min imum amount  o f  rubbish. ” 35  Yet  the Scrut iny 
Panel  repor t  po in ts  out  that  T&TS have not  made any 
ad justments  to  the pred ic t ions for  fu ture waste in  Jersey” 36 to  
re f lec t  th is  fundamenta l  goa l .   We agree wi th  th is  cr i t ic ism and 
note that  T&TS’s  rebut ta l  document 37 d id  not  d i rect ly address 
th is  po in t .    

3.97  Th is  is  a vi ta l  issue  f rom a technica l  perspect ive because i t  
cou ld  resu l t  in  much greater  expendi ture on an EfW p lant  than is  
necessary.   For  th is  reason we recommend that  th is  mat ter  
should be considered further  pr ior  to  any contract  being 
aw arded for  that  faci l i ty .  

3.98  Notwi thstanding th is  i t  is  important  to  recognise that  any 
signi f icant  new  w aste minimisat ion in i t iat ives w ould require 
pol i t ical  leadership  to  dr ive th is  forward.   E i ther  ‘s t ick ’  or  
‘car ro t ’  measures could  be used to  in f luence behaviour  by both 
householders  and indust ry,  as d iscussed in  Sect ion 4.   C lear ly 
under  the current  charg ing s t ructure (or  ra ther  absence of  any 
d i rect  charges to  e i ther  group)  there is  no f inanc ia l  incent ive to  
encourage waste avo idance.   In  an is land context  we regard th is  
as regret tab le  and i t  c lear ly is  a  factor  in  waste growth and 
hence the cost  and sca le  o f  t reatment  capac i ty.   We feel  that  

                                                      
34 Document 36 paragraph 1.7.4 
35 Executive Summary, Waste Strategy, p4 
36 Document 36 paragraph 6.7.8 
37 Document 22 
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the Strategy could have put  forw ard more pol icy ideas in  th is  
area .  

3.99  Even i f  the is land d id  not  adopt  i ts  own waste min imisat ion 
in i t ia t ives,  i t  wi l l  s t i l l  be a f fec ted by the adopt ion of  them by i ts  
t rad ing par tners .   Packaging is  a l ready be ing changed in  
response to  po l i t ica l  pressure.   At  the t ime of  wr i t ing,  the 
Chancel lor  o f  the Exchequer  was in t roduc ing a UK ban on p last ic  
bags and the confect ionary indust ry was redes ign ing i ts  Easter  
Egg packaging to  respond to  consumer compla in ts  about  the 
former  excess ive leve ls .   The goods so ld  on Jersey that  large ly 
or ig inate f rom the UK wi l l  have less and d i f ferent  packaging.   
Companies present  on both the main land and is land are qu i te  
l ike ly to  adopt  cons is tent  po l ic ies in  re la t ion to  packaging and 
re turn of  consumer durab les under  End-of -L i fe  po l ic ies  that  wi l l  
be mandatory for  them e lsewhere.  

I s  the proposed incinerator s ized correct ly? 

3.100  The proposed capac i ty for  the new EfW p lant  in  the Waste 
St ra tegy is  126,000 Tpa.  This  we understand is  the actua l  
throughput  that  cou ld  be ach ieved based on a des i red p lant  
ava i lab i l i ty  o f  80%. Thus,  the nominal  capac i ty o f  the proposed 
EfW p lant  is  nearer  160,000 Tpa.  This  compares wi th  the 
ex is t ing quant i t ies  o f  res idual  waste be ing processed at  
Bel lozanne of  about  74,000 Tpa.  

3.101  E ighty percent  ava i lab i l i ty  is ,  in  our  op in ion,  an over  caut ious 
assumpt ion for  a  proven and estab l ished technology l ike 
inc inerat ion.  At  th is  ava i lab i l i ty ,  the rea l  inc inerat ion capac i ty is  
s ign i f icant ly down rated.   Whi ls t  some down-rat ing is  acceptab le  
cons ider ing Jersey’s  Is land context  ( in  get t ing spares for  
example) ,  for  modern inc inerators ,  operat ional  ava i lab i l i ty  
usual ly averages about  91% in  pract ice.  Thus a p lant  o f  c .  
160,000 Tpa wi l l  g ive nominal  throughput  o f  about  145,000 Tpa.   
Our  commentary hereon in  re fers  to  th is  h igher  ava i lab i l i ty  
un less s ta ted otherwise.    

3.102  I t  appears that  the proposed des ign capaci ty is  underp inned by 
pro ject ions in i t ia l ly  conducted in  2001 by F ichtner  [Document  
10] ,  who had model led two waste growth scenar ios and three 
scenar ios for  waste recyc l ing on the Is land.   Based on these 
scenar ios they had est imated that  the to ta l  quant i ty o f  waste that  
may requi re  inc inerat ion on the Is land could  range f rom about  
77,000 Tpa to  156,000 Tpa by 2025 -  a  d i f ference of  more than 
100%. 
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3.103  Tonnages for  inc inerat ion c loser  to  the current ly proposed EfW 
capaci ty o f  126,000 Tpa can be ar r ived at  in  the F ichtner  model  
by assuming an “upper  growth”  ra te  and recyc l ing leve ls  o f  
around 30%.  Th is  appears to  be the scenar io  adopted in  the 
Waste St ra tegy as the most  l ike ly (we are unable to  be more 
prec ise because we never  rec ived a copy of  the Of f icers ’  model ) .   

3.104  The approach used by F ichtner  is  a  convent ional  method of  
waste growth model l ing,  the accuracy of  which is  a  funct ion of  
the re l iab i l i ty  o f  h is tor ic  data and the understanding of  how a 
number  o f  fac tors  such as populat ion growth in f luence fu ture 
waste ar is ings.   The impress ion we got  f rom the var ious repor ts  
we have rev iewed as par t  o f  th is  exerc ise and the meet ings he ld  
wi th  Of f icers  and members o f  the Scrut iny Panel  is  that  there 
was insuf f ic ient  re l iab le  h is tor ica l  data and def in i t ive waste 
growth t rends.    

3.105  The accuracy of  forecast ing appeared to  have been fur ther  
compl icated by the fact  that  a  la rge propor t ion of  Jersey’s  waste 
that  is  sent  for  inc inerat ion at  Bel lozanne comes f rom 
commerc ia l  premises and the ar is ings of  these would be subject  
to  d i f ferent  growth phenomena.  Unsurpr is ing ly,  F ichtner  
themselves had po in ted out  in  the i r  2001 rev iew [10]  that  “such 
pro ject ions…..are l imi ted by the lack o f  long term forecast ing in  
populat ion,  economic prosper i ty,  waste composi t ion and 
env i ronmenta l  leg is la t ion [and tour ism]  ” .   They caut ioned in  
the i r  repor t  that  “ac tua l  ar is ings could  vary cons iderab ly” .   

3.106  Indeed,  the quant i t ies  o f  waste actua l ly t reated at  the Bel lozanne 
inc inerator  in  2005 (72,848 Tonnes)  [Document  4 ]  is  more than 
20% lower  than that  forecast  for  the same year  by F ichtner .  
Moreover ,  the waste cur rent ly be ing t reated at  the inc inerator  
(2007)  seems to  be 20 to  30% lower  than that  forecasted.    

3.107  In  terms of  waste growth,  the actua l  amount  o f  res idual  waste 
sent  for  inc inerat ion over  the las t  3  years  has r isen jus t  less 
than 1% per  annum, wi th  recyc l ing increas ing over  the same 
per iod of  t ime by an average of  about  3% per  year  to  30.4%. 
This  can be cont rasted wi th  ear l ier  assumpt ions [10]  that  in  the 
shor t  term 38 ”h is tor ica l  growth t rends [wi l l ]  cont inue” .   Th is  
h is tor ic  t rend is  repor ted to  be a growth ra te  o f  3 .65%.  Clear ly 
between 2003 and 2007 the actua l  growth in  waste sent  to  
Bel lozanne was s ign i f icant ly lower .   

3.108  The St ra tegy has adopted a more caut ious growth ra te  o f  2 .5% 
unt i l  2010,  but  even th is  is  greater  than current  actua l  waste 
growth [Document  4 ] .   These d i f ferences are not  t r iv ia l :  year-on-

                                                      
38 “short term” is modelled as 2000 to 2005  in an optimistic scenario and 2000 to 2015 in a pessimistic scenario 
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year  growth of  1% means that  over  25 years  waste could  grow 
f rom about  75,000 Tpa in  2007 to  95,000 Tpa.   For  a  3 .75% year  
on year  growth ra te  the quant i t ies  requi r ing t reatment  in  25 
years would be about  180,000 Tpa.  

3.109  There is  a  case that  a  fac i l i ty  o f  c .  160,000 Tpa (des ign 
capac i ty)  might  be gross ly overs ized for  deal ing wi th  waste on 
the Is land,  par t icu lar ly in  the shor t  and medium term and 
perhaps,  a lso in  the long- term.    

3.110  I f  the proposed p lant  were to  be implemented,  u t i l i sa t ion o f  i ts  
capac i ty,  based on the leve ls  o f  waste current ly be ing 
inc inerated at  Bel lozanne,  could  be as low as 50% ( i .e .  50% 
redundancy)  in  the ear ly years .  Based on the most  recent  
res idual  waste growth pro ject ions [7 ] ,  ut i l isat ion of  the EfW 
capacity could be as low  as 60% in 2015  and on ly reach 
opt imum load af ter  202039.  

3.111  Based on the l imi ted in format ion made avai lab le  a  s t rong case 
can be made that  the proposed p lant  is  gross ly overs ized.   

3.112  Mainta in ing 100% redundant  capac i ty for  somet ime in to  a  pro ject  
is  very unusual  for  EfW pro jects  wor ldwide.  The argument  that  
“procur ing a smal ler  p lant  is  l ike ly  to  reduce the turnkey pr ice o f  
the p lant  by about  14% [which]  amounts  to  a  potent ia l  sav ing of  
about  £8.8M of  the est imated £75.5M for  the new p lant ”40 der ives 
f rom the fact  that  moving grate inc inerat ion has been prefer red 
for  which there are few economies assoc ia ted wi th  reduc ing 
capac i ty.   Th is  would not  be the case wi th  o ther  technolog ies,  as 
we d iscuss in  Sect ion 4.    

3.113  There is  no cer ta in ty o f  growth as forecasted and the actual  
t rack record of  predict ing recent  rates of  residual  w aste 
grow th in  ar is ings and the need for  capacity41 on the Is land 
is  not  strong .   Therefore,  a  s t rong case can be made that  i t  is  
unwise,  when at t i tudes to  waste min imisat ion are changing 
rap id ly,  to  s ign i f icant ly overs ize the proposed EfW p lant  ra ther  
than to  s ize for  the current  and medium term and then to  moni tor  
changes.  

3.114  Of f icers ,  in  the i r  concern to  ensure that  there is  a  re l iab le  waste 
t reatment  p lant  wi th  the r ight  amount  o f  capac i ty to  handle the 
is land’s  waste do not  appear  to  have cons idered the poss ib i l i ty  
that  the amount  o f  waste requi r ing process ing could reduce 

                                                      
39 See pg 2 Document 7. Optimum load reported to be between 70 and 100%. 
40 Document 7 
41 It is noteworthy that the existing Bellozanne incinerator has a design capacity of about 150,000 Tpa of which about 50% is being 
utilised. Whilst this is not unusual for a relatively old plant, the design capacity that was available in 1979 (c. 88,000 Tpa) when the 
plant was implemented was more than double the arisings at that time (c. 40,000 Tpa).  
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s ign i f icant ly because of  changes in  packaging of  goods that  
or ig inate f rom the UK and e lsewhere and because of  changes in  
soc ie ta l  a t t i tudes towards waste.  The la t ter  may lead to  a  choice 
be ing made by ind iv idual  is landers  to  reduce the amount  o f  
wastes that  they d iscard.   Th is  could  resu l t  in  a  s ign i f icant  
reduct ion in  the amount  o f  waste ava i lab le  to  be processed.   
Wi th  the current  des ign,  each l ine wi l l  requi re  a  cer ta in  min imum 
of  amount 42 o f  waste to  be fed cont inuous ly to  operate .   Of f icers  
to ld  us that  in  the ear ly years  they essent ia l ly  expect  to  on ly 
operate one l ine (because of  the redundant  capac i ty that  is  be ing 
ordered) .   There is  a  r isk  therefore that  the amount  o f  waste 
could  fa l l  be low the threshold min imum for  that  one l ine wi th in  a  
few years  for  reasons outs ide the cont ro l  o f  T&TS.   To address 
the very severe operat ional  impl icat ions assoc ia ted wi th  such a 
c i rcumstance the f i rs t  s tep that  Of f icers  might  be forced to  take 
would be to  cur ta i l  recyc l ing and compost ing and instead feed 
th is  waste to  the inc inerator  in  order  to  mainta in  i ts  operat ional  
in tegr i ty.   Beyond th is ,  fur ther  reduct ions could  have very severe 
impl icat ions for  the Is land s ince there are technica l  reasons why 
a moving grate inc inerator  cannot  be operated d iscont inuous ly –  
shut t ing i t  down for  pro longed per iods  is  technica l ly feas ib le  but  
th is  would resu l t  in  put resc ib le  waste bu i ld ing up wi th  
unacceptab le  publ ic  heal th ,  odour  and vermin impl icat ions.   I t  
was prec ise ly the need to  avo id  such an issue that  led Of f icers  
to  overs ize the p lant  so that  i t  cou ld  handle th is  raw waste i f  one 
l ine fa i led.   Th is  scenar io  does not  appear  to  have been 
cons idered by Of f icers .  

3.115  More broadly,  we were not  prov ided wi th  any ev idence that  a  
proper  r isk  analys is  ( that  eva luates the sor t  o f  cont ingenc ies 
ident i f ied above and categor ises them accord ing to  the i r  
probabi l i ty  and leve l  o f  impact )  has been under taken.   Most  
publ ic  and pr ivate sector  organisat ions commit t ing to  large 
sca le ,  complex long term investment  o f  th is  type would regard i t  
as  prudent  to  commiss ion such a rev iew by independent  exper ts  
o ther  than those that  were invo lved in  the or ig ina l  dec is ion 
making process.  

3.116  In  our  meet ings wi th  T&TS Of f icers ,  i t  was s t ressed that  the 
b lack bag waste sent  to  Bel lozanne is  s imi lar  to  UK b lack bag 
waste.   The s ign i f icance is  that  th is  assumpt ion is  used to  
determine the composi t ion of  the res idual  input  mater ia l  that  
would need t reatment  in  the proposed new EfW p lant .    

3.117  Many UK loca l  author i t ies  have come to  rea l ise that  the i r  waste 
is  not  s imi lar  to  “ typ ica l  UK waste”  as def ined by DEFRA and th is  
is  l ike ly to  be no d i f ferent  for  the composi t ion o f  waste on 

                                                      
42 this amount will vary depending upon the specifics of the process selected.  
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Jersey.   Consul tants  and regula tors  have had to  re-normal ise 
the i r  assumpt ions us ing spec i f ic  loca l  waste composi t ion data.   

3.118  A h igher  propor t ion of  commerc ia l  waste is  co-co l lec ted in  the 
Par ishes than is  typ ica l  in  the UK.  Fur thermore,  most  o f  the UK 
inc inerators  predominant ly take household waste and where 
commerc ia l  waste is  co-processed,  th is  is  usual ly less than 50% 
of  the mix .     

3.119  We note that  some waste categor isat ion surveys were conducted 
over  a  12 day per iod in  2006 [9 ]  to  he lp  def ine the waste 
composi t ion and fac i l i ta te  the des ign of  the proposed EfW p lant .  
But  th is  was l imi ted to  the bu lky waste f ract ion on ly and 
exc luded Par ish co l lec t ions.  Clear ly such shor t - term analys is  has 
l imi ta t ions,  par t icu lar ly in  that  i t  cannot  capture the var iab i l i ty  in  
composi t ion o f  the res idual  waste over  the course of  a  year  

3.120  Fur ther  ca lcu la t ions that  used the s team output  data f rom 
Bel lozanne have been under taken by F ichtner  [9 ]  to  est imate the 
Net  Calor i f ic  Value (NCV) of  the mixed (b lack bag and shredded 
bu lky waste)  input  to  the process.  But ,  as  the s torage 
ar rangements  for  shredded bu lky waste at  the proposed new 
p lant  are l ike ly to  be d i f ferent  f rom the current  ar rangements  
( ins ide s torage ra ther  than outs ide s torage where s ign i f icant  
amounts  o f  mois ture can be absorbed) ,  there is  a  r isk  that  too 
much weight  is  be ing put  on these est imates.   

3.121  Th is  is  not  an abst ract  mat ter  as character is ing the waste to  be 
t reated is  essent ia l  i r respect ive o f  the type of  process to  be 
implemented and impor tant  for  p lant  des ign and process 
guarantees.   

3.122  We therefore conc lude that  despi te  the number  o f  s tud ies that  
have been completed,  some many years  ago,  the input  
composi t ion is  not  as wel l  def ined as Of f icers  contend.  

Process ing Guernsey’s Waste 

3.123  Jersey and Guernsey had p lanned to  work  together  to  implement  
a  s ing le  EfW p lant  to  t reat  res idual  waste f rom both Is lands.   Our  
understanding is  that  the jo in t  p lant  would have been bui l t  on 
Jersey,  wi th  Guernsey paying gate fees for  guaranteed capac i ty 
a t  the p lant ,  thus reduc ing the overa l l  costs  o f  implement ing and 
operat ing new in f rast ructure for  both Is lands.  

3.124  Th is  in i t ia l  p lan appears to  have cont r ibuted in  some manner  to  
the cons iderat ions,  o f  overs iz ing the proposed EfW p lant .    
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3.125  We are aware that  Guernsey is  pursu ing other  approaches and 
that  the jo in t  procurement  o f  in f rast ructure is  no longer  act ive ly 
be ing pursued.   When th is  was ra ised wi th  T&TS of f icers ,  they 
were c lear ly o f  the v iew that  Jersey was now procur ing new EfW 
capac i ty on ly for  i tse l f .  Therefore our  rev iew of  the current  p lans 
is  in  the context  o f  the EfW p lant  be ing s ized to  process Jersey’s  
waste on ly.  

3.126  However ,  i f  Jersey were to  bu i ld  an EfW p lant  a t  the sca le  
p lanned,  our  analys is  has shown that  i t  wi l l  have s ign i f icant  
spare capac i ty for  a t  least  some years .   In  such c i rcumstances i t  
may then be f inanc ia l ly a t t ract ive to  both communi t ies  i f  Jersey 
accepted Guernsey’s  waste in  re turn for  gate fees that  covered 
on ly the d i rect  operat ing costs  ra ther  than capi ta l  deprec ia t ion,  
s ince the investment  cost  would a l ready have been incurred.   
Moreover  i f  Jersey is  shor t  o f  waste for  the inc inerator  for  the 
reasons expla ined e lsewhere in  th is  repor t  i t  may become 
almost  essent ia l  to  secure al ternat ive feedstock from 
elsew here – even at  extremely unfavourable pr ices – to  
maintain the operat ional  integr i ty of  the faci l i ty .  

3.127  Whi le  we understand that  i t  is  un l ike ly that  a  cont ract  would be 
agreed between the two is lands in  advance of  procur ing the EfW 
p lant  we be l ieve that  i f  i t  i s  bu i l t  a t  the s ize env isaged then i t  is  
qu i te  probable that  the new La Col le t te  fac i l i ty  would process 
Guernsey waste on terms that  would be f inanc ia l ly a t t ract ive to  
Guernsey,  not  least  in  the context  o f  the ear l ier  re la t ive ly h igh 
cost  o f  the i r  own EfW p lans.   We bel ieve that  th is  cou ld  s t i l l  
happen notwi thstanding Guernsey’s  a im to  ach ieve h igh recyc l ing 
because of  that  is land’s  acute shor tage of  landf i l l  vo id  space for  
that  f rac t ion o f  the waste that  cannot  be recyc led.  

Assumpt ions about energy 

3.128  The Bel lozanne inc inerator  has  the capabi l i ty  to  generate about  
3MW of  e lect r ic i ty.  When the two on-s i te  turb ines are operat ing 
under  fu l l  load,  one- th i rd  o f  the e lect r ic i ty generated (c .  100 
kWh/T)  is  sa id  to  be expor ted to  the Jersey Elect r ic i ty Company 
(JEC) and the remainder  u t i l i sed for  s i te  load at  the Bel lozanne 
sewage t reatment  works and the so l id  waste process ing p lant .  
There is  no heat  recovery a t  Bel lozanne.  

3.129  A t  the cur rent  waste throughput ,  a  modern inc inerator  can 
generate up to  6  MWe and have a net  e lect r ica l  output  
equiva lent  to  c .  600 kWh/T  and a s imi lar  leve l  o f  heat  output .  

Bellozanne 
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Therefore,  as an Energy-from-Waste faci l i ty the exist ing 
Bel lozanne incinerator  recovers energy very ineff ic ient ly43.   

3.130  The Energy Pol icy for  Jersey sets  out  a  f ramework h ierarchy that  
pr ior i t ises:   

a. decrease in energy use; 

b. make sustainable energy choices; 

c. prepare for the effects of climate change;  

d. ensure that Jersey’s energy supplies are secure and resilient. 

3.131  There are a number  o f  fac tors  that  need to  be cons idered in  
re la t ion to  the benef i ts  o f  the potent ia l  new Energy- f rom-waste 
p lant  in  the context  o f  th is  Energy Pol icy.  

3.132 These factors relate to: 

♦ Energy recovery efficiency; 

♦ Costs; 

♦ Sustainability; 

♦ Climate change impact; 

♦ Security of supply. 

3.133  The St ra tegy proposes that  the new EfW p lant  wi l l  cont inue to  
send e lect r ic i ty to  JEC to  o f fset  some base- load needs.   
A l though we have seen documents  [14,15] ,  which ind icate  that  
the feas ib i l i ty  o f  heat  o f f - take has been d iscussed,  we 
unders tand f rom our  most  recent  d iscuss ions wi th  T&TS Of f icers  
that  the proposed EfW p lant  would not  be CHP-ready44.   
However ,  i t  appears  that  Of f icers  have invest igated the 
poss ib i l i ty  o f  a  var iant  system being prov ided that  could  operate 
in  cer ta in  CHP modes (d is t r ic t  heat ing or  s team of f - take)  i f  
su i tab le  out le ts  can be found.  One such potent ia l  out le t  for  
s team is  JEC,  but  we unders tand that  no of f take cont ract  has 
been agreed wi th  them or  anyone e lse.    

3.134  T&TS Of f icers  to ld  us that  they be l ieve that  i t  is  un l ike ly that  a  
v iab le  o f f take cont ract  for  CHP wi l l  be ab le  to  be put  in  p lace.   
Th is  cont rast  wi th  the c lear -cut  s ta tement  o f  in tent  wi th in  the 
Energy Pol icy:  “ the States w i l l  ensure that  the procurement  
process for  the new EfW p lant  w i l l  inc lude,  among other  
cons iderat ions,  cr i ter ia  re la t ing to  the thermal  e f f ic iency of  the 
process and i ts  recovery  for  fur ther  end uses”45.   Whi le  the 

                                                      
43 We understand from our discussions with T&TS officers that this is partly due to the undersized steam turbines available at the site, which 
can apparently produce a maximum of 3MW when both units are fully operational.  

         
44 CHP- Combined Heat and Power. This refers to a plant that is configured to generate both electricity and heat for export of site. 
45 Document 28, page 160, policy option 33 
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approach adopted is  compl iant  wi th  th is  s ta tement ,  i t  does not  
seem that  the goal  w i l l  be del ivered .  

3.135  The pragmat ic  cur rent  pos i t ion of  T&TS on CHP may be an 
opportuni ty missed  to  implement  technology that  can best  
exp lo i t  the energy va lue of  the waste,  which,  f rom an 
env i ronmenta l  perspect ive,  is  c lear ly undesi rab le  and is  
incons is tent  wi th  the v is ion expressed in  the Energy Pol icy.    

3.136  Dur ing our  recent  v is i ts  to  the Is land,  we were made aware of  the 
p lan for  major  re-development  works at  the harbour  which is  
c lose to  the Bel lozanne and,  in  par t icu lar ,  the La Col le t te  s i tes .  
We would have therefore expected that  a  fu l l  appra isa l  o f  the 
v iab i l i ty  o f  d is t r ic t  heat ing for  th is  and other  potent ia l  out le ts  
would have to  have been conducted and a more pro-act ive 
approach adopted to  secur ing heat  o f f take by,  for  example,  
hav ing a s t ipu la t ion when grant ing p lanning permiss ion for  new 
proper ty developments  that  the developer  is  requi red to  ins ta l l  
heat  p ipes at  the same t ime as o ther  serv ices (water ,  sewerage,  
e lect r ic i ty e tc . )  are  brought  to  s i te ,  s ince the cost  increment  is  
re la t ive ly marg ina l  in  th is  context  and can be absorbed in  the 
context  o f  the overa l l  ‘p lanning ga in ’ ,  whereas post -hoc 
development  o f  d is t r ic t  heat ing is  both d isrupt ive and very 
cost ly.  

3.137  In  fac t  the Energy Pol icy s ta ted that  “The States w i l l  car ry  out  a  
feas ib i l i ty  s tudy of  the potent ia l  o f  CHP/Dis t r ic t  heat ing and i ts  
end-use as par t  o f  the procurement  process of  the new EfW and 
the master  p lanning of  the East  o f  A lber t /La Col le t te  I I  area ” 46.  
We were prov ided wi th  a  s tudy under taken in  1994 and two br ie f  
memoranda f rom the Depar tment ’s  consul tants ,  which together  
do not  seem suf f ic ient  in  the context  o f  the above s ta tement .   I t  
is  unc lear  whether  fur ther  invest igat ion is  p lanned.   We accept  
that  such a s tudy may suppor t  the genera l  impress ion we got  
f rom Of f icers  that  CHP/d is t r ic t  heat ing is  cur rent ly not  feas ib le  
on the Is land,  but  w e bel ieve that  i t  is  important  to  conduct  a 
balanced review  in the context  of  the new  programme of  
urban regenerat ion  in  the cent re  o f  St  Hel ier ,  for  the reasons 
out l ined above.   

3.138  The h is tor ica l  feas ib i l i ty  s tudy of  d is t r ic t  heat ing and the 
ut i l i sa t ion of  waste heat  f rom the EfW p lant  was conducted in  
1994 [13]  had re la t ive ly narrow terms-of - re ference.   I t  
cons idered the potent ia l  for  d is t r ic t  heat ing in  renta l  hous ing 
developments in  the Bel lozanne and F i rs t  Tower  areas.   Even at  
that  t ime,  CHP was recognised as a potent ia l ly  s ign i f icant  
oppor tun i ty.   The s tudy had conc luded that  though setup of  the 

                                                      
46 Document 28, page 161, policy option 34. 
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dis t r ic t  heat ing systems would be cost ly,  i t  was l ike ly to  br ing 
“s ign i f icant  benef i ts  to  the Is land,  by reduc ing atmospher ic  
po l lu t ion,  conserv ing foss i l  fue ls  and in  the long- term increas ing 
the States revenue,  whi le  prov id ing a s tab le  and ef f ic ient  heat  
source to  many proper t ies  both States owned and in  the pr ivate  
sector ” 47.   

3.139  The apparent  lack o f  fur ther  analys is  or  pro-act ive in i t ia t ives 
a f ter  the c lear-cut  remarks made in  the Energy Pol icy,  g ives the 
impress ion that  the proposed new EfW fac i l i ty  wi l l  not  go far  
enough to  address the need to  use waste as a resource.   
Of fset t ing some other  energy costs  cou ld  g ive s ign i f icant  
benef i ts  such as lower  cost  heat ing for  soc ia l  hous ing or  the 
many States bu i ld ings that  are c lose to  La Col le t te .   Poss ib le  
revenues for  the States f rom other  users  could  a lso he lp  o f fset  
the heav i ly subs id ised costs  o f  waste management  serv ices on 
the Is land.  

3.140  The EfW conf igurat ion w i thout  CHP ( the preferred route at  
the present  t ime)  w i l l  recover  less than 25% of  the energy 
content  of  the w aste .  Th is  can be compared wi th  potent ia l ly  up 
to  75% thermal  energy recovery for  an EfW p lant  in  a  CHP 
conf igurat ion wi th  a  su i tab le  heat  o f f - take.   

3.141  The cl imate change  benef i t  o f  u t i l i s ing EfW in  a  non-CHP 
conf igurat ion is  markedly reduced as the CO 2  generated per  kWh 
recovered f rom the waste wi l l  be lower .    

3.142  S ince Jersey’s  main e lect r ic i t y supply is  der ived substant ia l ly  
f rom excess output  f rom pre-ex is t ing French nuc lear  power  
p lants  ( i .e .  wi th  negl ig ib le  incrementa l  greenhouse gas creat ion)  
i t  cou ld  be argued that  us ing the EfW (which,  l ike  a l l  combust ion 
processes wi l l  re lease s ign i f icant  amounts  o f  CO 2  in to  the 
atmosphere)  to  produce some of  the is land’s  e lect r ic i ty,  
d isp lac ing an equiva lent  amount  o f  impor ted nuc lear  energy,  
would have a net  adverse impact  on c l imate change.  

3.143  The European in terconnects  o f fer  cons iderab le  f lex ib i l i ty  o f  
cont ract ing.   So the secur i ty-o f -supply arguments  for  EfW are 
less compel l ing than in  p laces where such mul t ip le  
in terconnectors  do not  ex is t .   One on- is land po in t -source – the 
EfW – is  not  necessar i ly  more s t ra teg ica l ly secure than mul t ip le  
in terconnects  through which energy can be obta ined f rom 
numerous fac i l i t ies  in  many count r ies .  

3.144  The e lect r ic i ty f rom the EfW that  is  to  be so ld  to  JEC is  l ike ly to  
generate l i t t le  revenues for  the States.   Th is  we understand is  

                                                      
47 Document 13, page 9, Recommendations. 
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because JEC are on ly wi l l ing to  pay the same rate  for  th is  o f f -
take as the cost  for  nuc lear  base- load,  which,  we understand,  is  
cur rent ly 1 .9  p /kWh.   

3.145  A p lant  wi th  a  net  e lect r ica l  output  o f  600 kWh/T ,  expor t ing about  
400 kWh/T  to  JEC (ad just ing for  cur rent  leve ls  o f  o ther  paras i t ic  
loads) ,  would generate about  £8 in  energy income for  each tonne 
of  waste t reated.  Therefore,  i t  seems that ,  a t  cur rent  waste 
throughput  the EfW p lant  would generate revenues of  c .£0.5 
mi l l ion pa.  When one cons iders  the investment  cost  o f  the p lant  
versus the marg ina l  cost  o f  nuc lear  energy,  the f inanc ia l  case 
does not  seem compel l ing.  

3.146  We conclude that  the energy benef i ts  f rom the EfW are not  
s igni f icant  and that ,  as current ly p lanned,  there is  a  
mismatch betw een the spir i t  of  the Energy Pol icy as i t  
re lates to ut i l is ing EfW in Jersey and the pract ical i t ies of  
w hat  is  being del ivered by T&TS .  
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4  IS THERE AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH? 

4.1  In  Sect ion 3 we rev iewed the method of  handl ing the Is land’s  
waste that  is  proposed in  the Waste St ra tegy.   In  th is  sect ion we 
cons ider  a l ternat ive approaches.  

4.2  From our  evaluat ion of  the si tuat ion in  Jersey w e bel ieve 
that  there is  a range of  other  solut ions that  meri t  
considerat ion .  

4.3  These other  approaches fa l l  in to  f ive broad categor ies:  

♦ substitution of conventional mass burn incineration - in part or in 
whole – with other technologies48; 

♦ use of a much smaller EfW, deferring decisions about the type and 
scale of further facilities so that those choices can take into 
account the impact of rapidly evolving changes in society’s waste 
practices; 

♦ separate collection and processing of kitchen waste; 

♦ more pro-active political initiatives to increase recycling and, in 
particular, minimise waste, so lessening the need for capital 
equipment; 

♦ integrated approaches embracing each of the four elements 
above. 

4.4  We cannot ,  a t  th is  t ime,  say that  any of  these is  ‘bet ter ’  than the 
EfW approach current ly proposed,  indeed a l l  have s ign i f icant  
d isadvantages – but ,  as  we have shown,  so does the current ly 
p lanned approach.   Compar ing the re la t ive mer i ts  o f  each would 
requi re  more deta i led,  formal  eva luat ion than is  poss ib le  in  a  
rev iew of  th is  nature,  which we would have expected T&TS and 
the i r  adv isers  to  have under taken in  reaching the i r  dec is ion to  
adopt  the current  approach.   

Use dif ferent  technologies 

4.5  There is  no shor tage of  processes be ing marketed as ‘bet ter ’  
a l ternat ives to  convent ional  EfW – Juniper ’s  database inc ludes 
more than 500 f rom around the wor ld .   In  our  exper ience many of  
these are not  bet ter  and most  are re la t ive ly unproven.   Indeed 

                                                      
48 in developing the Strategy, the advantages of mass burn incineration were highlighted in the consultants’ reviews (Document 16), 
and a number of alternatives were rejected.  The report was accepted by T&TS’s predecessor body but the procurement exercise has 
been careful not to exclude other technologies.  T&TS declined to provide us with information about shortlisted processes – citing 
commercial confidentiality – so we have prepared this analysis on the basis of the technology choices that were made in the 
documentation was provided to us – and, hence have considered a range of alternatives to the conventional incineration approach 
favoured in those reports. 
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we have a l ready endorsed T&TS’s  current  po l icy o f  on ly 
cons ider ing proven so lu t ions.  Th is  s ign i f icant ly reduces the pool  
o f  propr ie tary systems mer i t ing,  in  our  v iew,  ser ious 
cons iderat ion but  i t  does not  exc lude a l l  a l ternat ives.   For  
example we be l ieve that  the fo l lowing are wor thy of  
cons iderat ion:  

♦ use of fluid bed incineration instead of moving grate incineration; 

♦ use of high temperature slagging gasification instead of 
incineration; 

♦ use of smaller scale EfW technologies such as oscillating kiln 
incineration and close-coupled gasification; 

♦ use of a two stage system combining waste sterilisation / fuel 
preparation with combustion or gasification. 

The advantages and d isadvantages of  each of  these are 
descr ibed be low.  

4.6  Many other  par t icu lar  var iants  o f  technology or  combinat ions of  
technology have been cons idered by us.   In  the in terests  o f  
brev i ty we have not  rev iewed a l l  o f  these;  exp la in ing each and 
out l in ing the i r  ind iv idual  advantages and d isadvantages.   I t  is  
c lear  that  many opt ions that  are w orthy of  considerat ion for  
projects elsew here are not  sui table for  the part icular  
c ircumstances that  pertain  on Jersey .   For  example,  we 
be l ieve that  most  but  not  a l l  o f  the var iants  o f  MBT that  have 
at t racted much at tent ion e lsewhere are appl icab le  for  Jersey.   
Thus,  the l is t  above is  not  supposed to  be comprehensive,  nor  is  
i t  necessar i ly  ind icat ive o f  those that  would be the best  opt ions.   
I t  would be qu i te  wrong to  reach def in i te  conc lus ions on a 
complex top ic  o f  th is  sor t  wi thout  a  more thorough evaluat ion of  
technica l ,  operat ional ,  economic and env i ronmenta l  fac tors .   
However  we do be l ieve that  the d iscuss ion ind icates that  there 
are a l ternat ives that  mer i t  cons iderat ion.  

4.7  Fluid bed incinerat ion has a fundamental  technical  
advantage  for  Jersey that  appears not  to  have been taken in to  
account  in  the de l iberat ions so far :  i t  can operate in termi t tent ly 
and so could  more eas i ly accommodate T&TS’s  ob ject ive of  
hav ing spare capac i ty to  meet  eventua l i t ies  ( than would the 
moving grate  technology which they favour) .  

4.8  P lants  can be operated on a tw o-shi f t  basis ,  where the p lant  is  
shut  down dai ly and restar ted for  the next  day’s  operat ion.  Th is  
is  poss ib le  because of  the h igh heat  capac i ty o f  the f lu id ised bed 
medium (usual ly sand) ,  which re ta ins heat  for  cons iderab le  
per iods of  t ime,  thereby fac i l i ta t ing s top-s tar t  operat ion wi thout  
negat ive impacts  on re f ractory.   Thus f lu id ised bed technology 
prov ides the poss ib i l i ty  o f  operat ing the p lant  a t  lower  
throughputs  wi thout  s ign i f icant ly a f fec t ing process per formance 

reasons for considering 
fluid bed incineration 
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( th is  is  because the leve l  o f  f lu id isat ion can be cont ro l led as a 
funct ion o f  the feedstock input ,  thereby avoid ing issues of  poor  
waste ‘burnout ’  o f ten assoc ia ted wi th  a t tempts  to  operate moving 
grate  inc inerators  in  a  s imi lar  manner) .   Wi th  such poss ib i l i t ies  
o f  turndown each of  the two l ines can be smal ler  than T&TS 
propose s ince i t  is  more pract ica l  to  have f ract iona l  u t i l i sa t ion of  
an ind iv idual  l ine or  both l ines.   Thus the Is land could  s t i l l  have 
the secur i ty o f fered by two l ines that  is  so impor tant  to  T&TS but  
wi th  less expensive over-capac i ty than is  cur rent ly p lanned or  
wi th  a  s ing le  larger  l ine,  because that  is  l ike ly to  be s ign i f icant ly 
cheaper ,  wi th  the des i red ‘secur i ty ’  be ing prov ided by us ing the 
fue l  preparat ion concept  out l ined la ter  (see paragraph 4.45) .  

4.9  F lu id  bed technology has another  s ign i f icant  advantage:  i t  is  
conducive to  re la t ive ly large var ia t ions in  input  CV.  The h igh 
leve l  o f  mix ing between the f lu id isat ion a i r ,  waste and bed 
medium serves to  d is t r ibute heat  load throughout  the reactor  
thereby min imis ing ‘hotspots ’ ,  which is  a  prob lem in  grate-based 
inc inerators ,  par t icu lar ly those that  do not  have water -cool ing 49.  
As a resu l t ,  f lu id ised bed combustors  can process res idual  MSW 
or  RDF- l ike inputs  (as would be produced by the fue l  preparat ion 
systems d iscussed be low)  wi thout  the need for  any s ign i f icant  
a l tera t ions to  the core technology.   

4.10  Th is  is  s ign i f icant  in  the context  o f  a  more in tegrated waste 
management  approach on the Is land,  which could  resu l t  in  more 
low CV mater ia ls :  green waste;  food waste;  g lass;  iner ts  be ing 
removed f rom the waste s t ream pr ior  to  res idual  waste 
process ing.  The resu l t ing res idual  waste,  i f  such source 
segregat ion was to  take ho ld  in  Jersey,  would be of  h igher  CV 
than i t  is  today,  which could  be an issue for  convent ional  moving 
grate technology (assuming an a i r -coo led grate is  se lected on 
cost  grounds)  i f  th is  is  what  is  bu i l t  to  t reat  waste on the Is land 
for  the next  25-30 years .   The greater  f lexibi l i ty to accept  a  
w ider  range of  input  CV and to operate the plant  w i th 
turndow n w ould act  as less of  a  dis- incent ive for  recycl ing 
or  w aste minimisat ion in i t iat ives  than the se lect ion of  a  
moving-grate  technology which does not  o f fer  such advantages.  

4.11  In  e l iminat ing f lu id  bed inc inerat ion f rom cons iderat ion,  two 
reasons were g iven in  the consul tant ’s  repor t 50:  

♦ the technology is insufficiently proven; and, 

♦ it requires pre-processing of the waste. 

                                                      
49 We had contradicting information about the type of EfW technology that could replace Bellozanne.  We feel it is pertinent to the 
States whether the bids received include proposals for water-cooled grate technologies. 
50 Document 16, page 6  

are the claimed 
disadvantages valid? 
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4.12  F lu id ised bed combust ion of  MSW is  more proven than is  impl ied 
in  paragraph 3.2 of  Document  16.  There are more than 100 
f lu idised bed faci l i t ies operat ional  w orldw ide  process ing 
MSW or  RDF.  Scale  var ies and p lants  o f  capac i t ies  f rom about  
3 ,000 to  over  500,000 tonnes per  annum are in  operat ion.  

 

Suppl ie r  Country No of  p lants   Sca le   o f  p lants ,  
kTpa   

Aker  Kvaerner  Norway 15 50 -  120 

Ebara Japan 76 6 -  300 

EPI  USA 5 up to  100  

Foster  Wheeler  F in land 2 200 -  450 

Lent jes 1   Germany 24 16 -  500 

1 .  now par t  o f  Aus t r i an  Energy –  l i censee  o f  Ebara ’s  FB  techno logy 

Source :  Jun ipe r  da tabase  

4.13  The asser t ion in  Sect ion 5 o f  Document  16 that  f lu id ised bed 
technolog ies are unsui tab le  for  Jersey because they requi re  
preparat ion of  the waste input  ignores the fact  that  such pre-
process ing,  whether  i t  takes p lace before a f lu id ised bed or  
moving grate  technology,  cou ld  o f fer  signi f icant  opportuni t ies 
for  the Is land to boost  recycl ing and implement  integrated 
infrastructure .  The potent ia l  benef i ts  o f  which inc lude:   

♦  The recovery  and recyc l ing of  fer rous and non- fer rous 
meta ls  would take p lace before ra ther  than af ter  
combust ion,  s ign i f icant ly  improv ing the i r  qual i ty  (and hence 
marketab i l i ty ) .   Recovery  post -combust ion is  a  b ig  
downside of  the current  inc inerator  a t  Bel lozanne;  

♦  The recovery  o f  non-combust ib les such as g lass,  which can 
be used as aggregate on Jersey  ra ther  than ending-up as 
par t  o f  the ash s t ream that  may need landf i l l ing.  The lower  
quant i t ies  o f  ash (as much as 10% lower)  w i l l  reduce the 
pressure on landf i l l  vo id  space or  avo id  the need to  f ind 
v iab le  out le ts  for  th is  mater ia l .   

♦  Ful l  in tegrat ion w i th  more innovat ive bu lky waste screening 
and preparat ion that  cou ld  resu l t  in  more of  th is  f ract ion 
be ing recyc led;  

♦  In tegrat ing the segregat ion of  mixed kerbs ide recyc lab les 
w i th  the pre- t reatment  o f  MSW in  a  s ing le  fac i l i ty .  

4.14  Therefore ra ther  than be ing a reason to  re ject  f lu id ised bed 
inc inerat ion,  the need for  preparat ion o f  the feedstock for  th is  
technology could  be synerg is t ic  wi th  o ther  in i t ia t ives that  would 

Figure 1: Main 
suppliers of Fluidised 
Bed Incineration for 
MSW/RDF 
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s ign i f icant ly improve the susta inabi l i ty  o f  the is land’s  waste 
management  methods.  We therefore fee l  that  th is  approach 
mer i ts  more deta i led eva luat ion in  the spec i f ic  context  o f  
increased recyc l ing and ‘ jo ined-up ’  in f rast ructure for  the fu ture.   

4.15  F lu id ised bed systems have no moving par ts  and consequent ly 
tend to  requi re  lower  leve ls  o f  maintenance compared wi th  
moving grate technology.  We are unaware of  the actua l  
maintenance record at  Bel lozanne and the re la ted cost  o f  th is  to  
the Is land,  but  the impress ion we got  whi le  v is i t ing the fac i l i ty  is  
that  maintenance requi rements  are h igh and th is  may have been 
the case for  some t ime,  even when the l ines were newer .     

4.16  F lu id ised bed inc inerat ion of  household waste has a re la t ive ly 
poor  market  image in  the UK.   Operat ional  issues at  the p lant  in  
Dundee and recent  commiss ion ing prob lems at  A l l ington in  Kent  
have led to  concerns about  the robustness of  th is  technology.  

4.17  I t  is  wide ly be l ieved that  shor t -cuts  in  the technica l  spec i f icat ion 
for  Dundee led to  operat ional  prob lems which were then 
exacerbated by d isputes between the var ious par t ies  invo lved.  
We understand that  the p lant ,  which has a des ign capac i ty o f  
120,000 Tpa has been process ing about  105,000 Tpa of  MSW 
s ince 2003.   A l l ington has had issues in  the gas c leaning system 
and a catast rophic  fa i lure  o f  the turb ine seems to  have been 
caused by a cont ractor  by-pass ing an e lect r ica l  system.   Pro ject  
management  er rors  were made in  the ins ta l la t ion of  the 
re f ractory in  the f lu id ised bed combustor ,  which is  repor ted to  
have fa i led jus t  a f ter  commiss ion ing.  

4.18  These issues have to  be seen in  the context  o f  the overa l l  t rack 
record of  the technology:  there are s ign i f icant  numbers o f  
f lu id ised bed combustors  that  are current ly process ing MSW in  
the EU and in  Japan and these p lants  have not  suf fered f rom the 
issues exper ienced by the two p lants  in  the UK.   

4.19  There are on ly a  l imited number of  suppl iers  wi th  s t rong t rack 
records wi th  MSW f lu id ised bed inc inerators  that  are act ive ly 
promot ing the i r  technology in  the UK market .  Th is  cou ld  
potent ia l ly  be an issue in  a t t ract ing a wide cross-sect ion of  b ids 
for  a  re la t ive ly smal l  pro ject  in  Jersey and therefore may impact  
upon the Is land’s  negot ia t ing pos i t ion in  terms of  the pr ice for  
new waste t reatment  in f ras t ructure.  

4.20  S lagging gas i f icat ion is  la rge ly been over looked in  the 
Technology Review51 conducted by the consul tants  to  T&TS.  In  
our  v iew th is  is  an overs ight ,  s ince i t  can of fer  some par t icu lar  

                                                      
51 Document 16. The report mentioned three proprietary gasification processes that produce slag output rather than ash, there was little 
evaluation about the pros and cons of this approach for Jersey. 

disadvantages of fluid 
bed incineration 

slagging gasification: a 
valid alternative? 
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benef i ts  in  the spec i f ic  c i rcumstances that  apply on Jersey,  
making i t  a  more at t ract ive opt ion for  use on the Is land than,  for  
example,  main land UK.  

4.21  There are essent ia l ly  two type of  s lagging gas i f icat ion 
technolog ies on the market :   

♦  those that  u t i l i se  the chemica l  energy of  the waste 
supplemented by the addi t ion of  oxygen or  oxygen enr iched 
a i r  to  prov ide the h igh temperatures requi red for  s lagging 

♦  those that  are based on p lasma 52 technology 

4.22  Whi ls t  the former  is  proven wi th  munic ipa l  waste,  there is  on ly 
one re levant  commerc ia l  sca le  fac i l i ty  that  u t i l i ses p lasma to  
process MSW. A few other  p lasma processes have been 
implemented for  non-MSW feeds or  a t  demonst ra t ion sca le .   So 
plasma processing of  MSW is not  yet  commercial ly 
establ ished and is ,  in  our  opinion,  not  suf f ic ient ly proven for  
implementat ion in  Jersey at  the present  t ime .   For  th is  
reason,  we do not  recommend th is  var iant  be cons idered.  

4.23  The other  type of  s lagging gas i f icat ion is  much more proven.   
There are more than 10 technology suppl iers  wi th  re levant  
process ing exper ience who have implemented 99 p lants  
process ing a to ta l  o f  approx imate ly 5 .4  mi l l ion tonnes of  waste 
per  annum.  Some of  these technolog ies are on the i r  second or  
th i rd  generat ion and there are reference plants at  the scale 
relevant  to  Jersey’s needs that  have operated successful ly 
for  more than 20 years .  The rest  o f  th is  sect ion re la tes to  th is  
var iant  on ly s ince we have re jected p lasma-based systems as 
insuf f ic ient ly proven.  

4.24  We agree wi th  F ichtner ’s  assessment  that  one of  the main 
d isadvantages of  s lagging gas i f icat ion is  that  the net  energy 
y ie ld  is  low;  but ,  as  we have seen (paragraphs 3.140 -  3 .146) ,  
the va lue,  in  both economic and env i ronmenta l  terms,  o f  greater  
energy product ion is  re la t ive ly smal l  in  the par t icu lar  
c i rcumstances that  per ta in  to  the Is land and the route adopted 
by Of f icers  has,  i tse l f ,  a  re la t ive ly low energy ef f ic iency.   
Fur thermore,  slagging gasi f icat ion of fers some other  benef i ts  
for  Jersey that  do not  seem to have been considered .   

4.25  There are near ly 100 plants  o f  th is  type in  operat ion in  Japan,  
but  few e lsewhere.   The technology f i ts  the par t icu lar  
c i rcumstances in  Japan,  which is  why i t  has been so wide ly used 
there,  but  is  less su i ted for  use in ,  say,  the UK.   Th is  is  because 

                                                      
52 These technologies utilise plasma energy sources (a high energy electrical discharge that results in temperature of thousands of 
degrees being generated) to treat waste. Plasma can be configured to incinerate or gasify wastes. 
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the pr imary feature of  th is  type of  process is  that  i t  
sacr i f ices electr ic i ty output  to  minimise use of  landf i l l  and 
maximise recovery of  the inorganics for  use in  aggregate and 
construct ion appl icat ions .   Thus,  i t  is  most  usefu l  where there 
is  l i t t le  landf i l l ,  where there are s ign i f icant  benef i ts  f rom 
avoid ing the impor t  o f  aggregates and where the va lue of  
e lec t r ic i ty is  low.  

4.26  The main a t t ract ions of  th is  process opt ion for  Jersey would be:  

♦  ra ther  than generat ing a low qual i ty  land rec lamat ion 
mater ia l  (ash f rom the inc inerator )  the process would 
prov ide a h igher  qual i ty ,  iner t  aggregate that  cou ld  reduce 
impor ts  or  quarry ing of  pr imary  raw mater ia ls ,  which is  
benef ic ia l  f rom a susta inabi l i ty  perspect ive;  

♦  th is  addi t iona l  resource recovery  could  potent ia l ly  boost  
the overa l l  on- is land recyc l ing by more than 15%; 

♦  the r isk  o f  leaching of  contaminants  f rom s lag vs ash is  
very  great ly  reduced;  

♦  the technology could  co-process some of  the Is land’s  ‘ iner t  
wastes ’  that  cur rent ly  go to  landf i l l ;  

♦  th is  technology has greater  ‘ turndown’ in  input  CV and 
throughput  than convent ional  inc inerat ion,  thereby of fer ing 
more f lex ib i l i ty  to  adapt  to  changing c i rcumstances;  

♦  most  o f  the commerc ia l  re ference p lants  for  th is  technology 
are at  a  much more re levant  sca le  to  Jersey ’s  needs than 
those for  moving grate inc inerat ion,  so i t  may be more 
su i tab le  to  the is land’s  capac i ty  requi rements .    

4.27  The main d isadvantage of  th is  technology is  that  i t  is  expens ive.   
Other  d isadvantages are:  the leading suppl iers  o f  th is  type of  
process are not  cur rent ly o f fer ing i t  in  Europe and,  as 
ment ioned,  i t  has re la t ive ly low energy ef f ic iency.  

4.28  A l though there have been at tempts to  commerc ia l ise the 
technology in  Europe,  th is  has large ly been unsuccessfu l 53.   
Dur ing the 1990’s  a  number  o f  companies were promot ing a 
var ie ty o f  technolog ies in  Europe,  and severa l  pro jects  were 
announced.  Few of  these went  ahead and there were h igh prof i le  
issues.   One reason for  the d isappoint ing t rack record in  Europe 
is  that  loca l  companies under-engineered so lu t ions in  an ef for t  to  
reduce cost .   Th is  resu l ted in  s ign i f icant  technology r isk  and,  
paradox ica l ly,  increased process ing costs .   Yet  when these same 

                                                      
53 A slagging gasification plant built by British Gas and Lurgi (the BGL gasifier) is operational at Schwarze Pumpe in Germany. 
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technolog ies were engineered by Japanese companies,  under  
l icence,  they resu l ted in  successfu l ,  mul t ip le  re ference p lants .  

 

Current  Suppl ie rs   
(a l l  Japan based)  

P lants  in  
operat ion  

P lants  under  
const ruct ion  

Sca le   o f  p lants  
opera ted ,  kTpa 1  

Ebara 10 2 19 – 165 

Hi tach i  Zosen 7 1 15 – 122 

JFE -  NKK 9 1 11 – 95 

JFE -Thermoselect  7  -  29 – 167 

Kobelco 7 1 18 – 69 

Mi tsu i  6  2  42 – 120 

Nippon Steel  26 3 20 – 216 

Takuma 3 -  38 – 49 

1 .  assumes  300  days  pe r  yea r  opera t ion  

Source :  Jun ipe r  da tabase  

4.29  We are aware of  a t  least  one European organisat ion (which has 
re levant  exper ience wi th  th is  technology and boasts  one of  the 
leading Japanese suppl iers  as a technology par tner)  that  is  
promot ing th is  type of  process in  Europe.  This  company is  
current ly bu i ld ing a p lant  in  Rome that  has a capac i ty o f  250,000 
Tpa p lant  (us ing 3 l ines) ,  which we understand is  near ing 
complet ion.        

4.30  This process type has specif ic  advantages for  Jersey.   I t  i s  
impor tant  to  recognise that  th is  technology opt ion has some 
s ign i f icant  d isadvantages – but  so does the one favoured by 
Of f icers .   On ba lance,  we fee l  that  i t  mer i ts  cons iderat ion.  

4.31  Whi le  most  inc inerat ion technolog ies have been engineered to  be 
most  economica l  a t  la rge sca le  but  some developers have 
opt imised the i r  systems to  be commerc ia l ly v iab le  a t  smal ler  
sca les (c .10,000 to  100,000 Tpa) .  

4.32  Of  the many companies that  are promot ing systems that  can be 
c lass i f ied as smal l  sca le  EfW,  on ly a  few have a suf f ic ient ly 
s t rong t rack record process ing re levant  waste s t reams in  a  
conf igurat ion that  would be pract icab le  for  Jersey.   Two s tand 
out  as s t rong contenders .  

4.33  Cyc lerva l  (owned by T i ru)  has bu i l t  a  55,000 Tpa fac i l i ty  in  
Gr imsby and is  const ruct ing a second p lant  in  Exeter  us ing the i r  
osc i l la t ing k i ln  technology,  which has operated at  a  number  o f  
re ference p lants  in  Europe and Nor th  Amer ica.  A few p lants  
conf igured for  smal l  sca le  combust ion are a lso be ing bu i l t  in  
Scot land.  

Figure 2: Main 
suppliers of slagging 
gasification processes 

use EfW technologies 
designed for small 
scale? 
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4.34  The UK-based Ener-G group promotes the Energos c lose-
coupled gas i f icat ion technology,  which has operated at  6  
re ference p lants  in  Norway and Germany process ing MSW and 
indust r ia l  waste.   A new p lant  is  in  i ts  commiss ion ing phase on 
the Is le-of -Wight .  I t  wi l l  p rocess 60,000 Tpa RDF f rom an 
ad jacent  MRF.  They have a lso announced a fur ther  order  for  a  
p lant  in  Norway.  

4.35  Both o f  these technolog ies are inc luded in  F ichtner ’s  Technology 
Review [Document  16]  and are recommended for  fur ther  
cons iderat ion.  

 

Ener-G (Energos)  

Tota l  number  o f  re ference p lants  7 

Scale  o f  p lants  operated,  Tpa 10,000 – 75,000 

Sing le  l ine capac i ty implemented,  Tpa  10,000 -  40,000  

Cyclerval  (T iru)  

Tota l  number  o f  re ference p lants  >  20 

Scale  o f  p lants  operated,  Tpa 15,000 – 150,000 

Sing le  l ine capaci ty implemented,  Tpa 15,000 – 75,000 

Source :  Jun ipe r  da tabase  

4.36  Because of  the smal ler  capacity of  each l ine i t  w ould be 
possible  to implement  the EfW faci l i ty in  a  phased manner –  
only commissioning addi t ional  capaci ty i f  and w hen i t  w as 
needed ,  as  d iscussed in  paragraph 3.113.   We see th is as a 
major  advantage as i t  w ould mean that  there w as no need to 
oversize the plant ,  which has been much of  the focus of  our  
comments  in  Sect ion 3 .  

4.37  The opt ion of  making a fue l  f rom res idual  waste us ing spec i f ic  
var iants  o f  MBT or  MHT 54 sys tems 55 –  ra ther  than d i rect ly 
combust ing the waste -  does not  appear  to  have been cons idered 
fu l ly in  any of  the documentat ion we have rev iewed.  

4.38  Th is  type of  process has been implemented at  a  s ign i f icant  
number  o f  pro jects  in  Germany,  I ta ly and Belg ium and,  more 
recent ly,  in  the UK.   

                                                      
54 MHT = Mechanical Heat Treatment: processes that are functionally similar to MBT but lack the biological element, most notably 
autoclave technologies 
55 It should be noted that many types of MBT process will generate a by-product (loosely referred to as RDF) that can be considered 
as a fuel, the quality (CV, moisture content, levels of contamination, ash) of this material are often uncontrolled and therefore widely 
variable.  This RDF is not the type of fuel being considered here.  We are focused on those MBT and MHT systems that are designed 
specifically to make a ‘good quality’ fuel. 

Figure 3: Suppliers of 
small scale EfW that 
have relevant 
experience 

prepare a fuel 
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4.39  The main aim of  such processes is  to stabi l ise the w aste in  a  
sanit ised form that  can be stored and transported .   By 
reduc ing i ts  vo lume,  making i t  less heterogeneous,  increas ing i ts  
energy dens i ty and lessening contaminat ion,  the goal  is  to  make 
the fue l  su i tab le  for  use in  convent ional  energy appl icat ions,  
thus avo id ing the need to  bu i ld  an inc inerator .  

4.40  Th is  opens up two opt ions:  

♦  make a fue l  on- is land that  is  expor ted to  an of f - is land user  
–  and,  therefore,  avo id  the need to  bu i ld  an EfW;  

♦  make a fue l  that  is  then processed on- is land in  a  much 
smal ler  EfW.  

4.41  Cons ider ing the f i rs t  o f  these,  there are obv ious at t ract ions but ,  
unfor tunate ly,  s ign i f icant  d isadvantages:  

♦  exper ience e lsewhere has shown that  i t  is  not  easy to  
secure o f f - take cont racts  for  such fue l ;  

♦  produc ing a fue l  o f  the requis i te  spec i f icat ion on a 
cons is tent  bas is  is  not  s t ra ight forward,  because of  
var ia t ions in  the nature o f  the input  waste;  

♦  the need to  obta in  a  t ight  qual i ty  o f  fue l  can resu l t  in  more 
re jects ,  that  would have to  be landf i l led,  which on Jersey,  
which lacks a su i tab le  landf i l l ,  would be a major  
d isadvantage;  

♦  even when a cement  k i ln  or  o ther  user  agrees to  take the 
fue l  th is  is  normal ly  on re la t ive ly  shor t - term cont racts  that  
may not  be renewed;  

♦  these ‘customers ’  expect ,  under  cur rent  market  condi t ions,  
to  be pa id  for  accept ing such waste-der ived fue ls ,  ra ther  
than pay ing for  them, which makes th is  so lu t ion expensive 
( though qu i te  poss ib ly  no more expens ive than the cost  o f  
process ing in  the EfW that  is  p lanned by T&TS);  

♦  shipment  o f f - is land would arguably  not  be cons is tent  w i th  
the Prox imi ty  and Sel f -suf f ic iency Pr inc ip les that  are 
in ternat ional ly  accepted as Best  Pract ice in  managing a 
communi ty ’s  waste;  

♦  there would a lso be a need to  comply  w i th  In ternat ional  
Regulat ions on the t rans- f ront ier  sh ipment  o f  waste under  
the Basel  Convent ion.  

4.42  Turn ing to  the second opt ion,  there is  one big advantage 
associated w i th th is  concept  that  makes i t  at t ract ive:  i t  
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offers more securi ty than the approach favoured by Off icers 
w hi le  reducing the scale of  the infrastructure needed and 
increasing f lexibi l i ty to  adapt  to  evolving needs .  

4.43  When we f i rs t  met  wi th  T&TS Of f icers  we were immediate ly 
s t ruck by how much emphasis  they p laced on ensur ing that  there 
was a lways an out le t  ava i lab le  for  the is land’s  waste.   We fu l ly 
suppor t  th is  ob ject ive but  were surpr ised at  the route they have 
chosen to  ach ieve th is  ob ject ive:  procur ing a p lant  wi th  two l ines 
and a lmost  double the capac i ty that  is  cur rent ly needed.   As 
prev ious ly exp la ined our  surpr ise s temmed f rom the fact  that  th is  
is  a  very expensive approach which is  ra ther  in f lex ib le  and not  
par t icu lar ly secure.   Pre-processing the w aste into a stable,  
t ransportable fuel  of fers more securi ty ,  s ince for  example,  one 
rea l  r isk  is  that  o f  a  f i re  a t  the p lant ,  which in  a l l  probabi l i ty  
would take out  both l ines for  a  per iod of  months.   Under  the 
Of f icers ’  proposal  th is  would cause rea l  issues.   Whereas pre-
processed,  san i t ised waste could be s tored unt i l  the damage had 
been repai red or  t ranspor ted o f f - is land far  more eas i ly and 
hyg ien ica l ly in  th is  type of  emergency.  

4.44  The pre-process ing p lant  reduces the vo lume and weight  o f  the 
waste.   There is  mois ture loss (and,  in  some cases,  some CO2  as 
wel l ) ,  some recyc lab les and some re jects .   The amounts  o f  each 
f ract ion vary depending upon the spec i f ic  process but  typ ica l ly 
the fue l  is  roughly 50%, by weight ,  o f  the input .   One 
d isadvantage of  th is  type of  process for  Jersey would be the 
re ject  f rac t ion s ince,  in  o ther  pro jects ,  th is  would normal ly 
s imply be landf i l led.   On Jersey th is  would have to  be handled in  
the same way as Of f icers  propose to  handle the mater ia ls  that  
are unsui tab le  for  inc inerat ion.  

4.45  Because s torage wi thout  s ign i f icant  odour  and publ ic  heal th  
concerns dur ing unforeseen minor  outages is  much more 
pract ica l  there is  no need for  a  back-up l ine .   The EfW can be 
const ructed wi th  a  s ing le  l ine (one l ine p lants  are cheaper  than 
two l ine ones wi th  ident ica l  to ta l  capac i ty) ,  or  wi th  much smal ler  
l ines that  are no longer  requi red to  be overs ized.   Th is  combined 
wi th  the reduct ion in  tonnage assoc ia ted wi th  pre-process ing 
means that  the EfW w ould be much  smal ler 56 than current ly 
p lanned,  resu l t ing in  a  s ign i f icant  cost  sav ing ( though th is  is ,  o f  
course,  o f fset  by the cost  o f  the fue l  preparat ion p lant ) .  

4.46  We share F ichtner ’s  v iew57 that  a  number  o f  the propr ie tary 
systems current ly be ing marketed for  th is  type of  appl icat ion are 
not  yet  commerc ia l ly proven and hence are unsui tab le  for  

                                                      
56. Although the energy output per tonne of waste treated would be greater. 
57 Document 17 pages 61 – 63 
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Jersey.  We a lso concur  wi th  F ichtner  that  these type of  process 
produce a number  o f  o ther  outputs  in  addi t ion to  a  fue l  f rac t ion 
that  requi re  managing and th is  could  l imi t  the a t t ract iveness of  
th is  approach to  Jersey.  But ,  in  our  v iew,  the potent ia l  benef i ts  
o f  th is  approach mer i t  fur ther  cons iderat ion to  determine whether  
th is  technology can have a ro le  for  managing ‘non- iner t ’  waste 
on the Is land.   

 

Suppl ie rs   
 

Country P lants  in  
operat ion  

Sca le   o f  p lants  
opera ted ,  kTpa  

Ecodeco1  I ta ly 9  60 -  180 

El l in ik i /Helector2  Greece 7 90 -  180 

1 .  P rocessed  l i censed  to  Shanks  in  the  UK 

2 .  Owners  o f  the  Herho f  techno logy deve loped  in  Germany  

Source :  Jun ipe r  da tabase  

4.47  We recommend that  the relat ive meri ts  of  th is  approach 
should be evaluated before any contract  for  a  larger EfW is 
aw arded .  

Use a much smal ler  EfW, defer r ing deci s ions about the type & scale of  fur ther  faci l i t ies  

4.48  The Scrut iny Panel  has po in ted out  that  i f  there is  more 
recyc l ing,  more waste min imisat ion and more targeted t reatment  
o f  food waste on Jersey then log ica l ly there is  a  need for  a  
smal ler  EfW p lant  than that  cur rent ly in  p lace at  Bel lozanne and 
a very s ign i f icant ly smal ler  p lant  re la t ive to  that  proposed for  
implementat ion on Jersey.  

4.49  The fee l ing is  that  i f  the current ly proposed EfW p lant  is  bu i l t ,  
then there might  be l i t t le  po l i t ica l  wi l l  fo r  fur ther  waste 
min imisat ion in i t ia t ives and ef for ts  to  boost  recyc l ing over  and 
above the modest  32% target  set  out  in  the Waste St ra tegy.   I t  i s  
env isaged that  the la rge amount  o f  redundant  capac i ty that  
seems h igh ly l ike ly to  ex is t  for  a  number  o f  years  a f ter  p lant  
s tar t -up would be a ‘s ink ’  for  s ign i f icant  quant i t ies  o f  mater ia ls  
present  in  the non- iner t  waste s t ream that  cou ld  potent ia l ly  be 
recyc led.   As we have prev ious ly exp la ined T&TS have bu i l t  the i r  
case for  an overs ized p lant  on the premise that  not  on ly wi l l  
waste ar is ings cont inue to  grow ( i .e .  waste min imisat ion ef for ts  
wi l l  fa i l )  and that  recyc l ing wi l l  be re la t ive ly modest  by 
in ternat iona l  s tandards.   The Scrut iny Panel  has chal lenged th is  
v iew.    

4.50  We have a l ready commented in  Sect ion 3 on the s iz ing of  the 
proposed EfW.   We see some s ign i f icant  advantages in  us ing 

Figure 4: Suppliers 
with proven 
technology for making 
fuel 

the scale of EfW 
envisaged by T&TS 
would discourage 
further recycling 
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technology opt imised for  smal ler  un i t  capac i ty per  l ine and have 
a l ready ident i f ied a number  o f  technology opt ions that  cou ld  
fac i l i ta te  the implementat ion of  a  smal ler  p lant .  

4.51  The key advantages that  we see in  bu i ld ing a smal ler  EfW are:  

♦  avoids the r isk  o f  potent ia l ly  s ign i f icant  operat ional  
d i f f icu l t ies  i f  there is  insuf f ic ient  waste ava i lab le  to  feed 
the new EfW (s ince th is  would not  be ab le  to  operate 
re l iab ly  i f  the vo lume of  waste input  fe l l  s ign i f icant ly  be low 
current  quant i t ies) ;  

♦  avoids the need to  pro ject  accurate ly  a t  the present  t ime 
what  Jersey ’s  waste process ing needs w i l l  be in  twenty  
years  t ime;  

♦  i f  waste min imisat ion is  successfu l ,  avo ids a  ‘whi te  
e lephant ’  bu i l t  far  too b ig  to  meet  what  may seem in  a  few 
year ’s  t ime to  be ‘o ld- fash ioned’ ideas about  waste 
t reatment  ra ther  than resource recovery ;  

♦  doesn’t  ac t  as  a  d is- incent ive for  recyc l ing;  

♦  doesn’t  commit  the States to  capi ta l  investment  unt i l  i t  is  
sure that  i t  i s  requ i red;  

♦  of fers  scope for  an overa l l  reduct ion in  investment  cost  
(espec ia l ly  on a ‘net  present  va lue ’  bas is) ,  s ince reduct ions 
in  the sca le  o f  fac i l i ty  needed could o f fset  the nominal ly  
h igher  cost  o f  s tep-wise investment ;  

♦  al lows t ime for  potent ia l ly  more at t ract ive new technolog ies 
( that  are be ing developed but  which are not  yet  suf f ic ient ly  
proven)  to  bu i ld  a  successfu l  t rack record;  

♦  ensures that  any new capac i ty  is  opt imised to  the 
requi rements  that  per ta in  a t  the t ime ( for  example,  as we 
wi l l  exp la in ,  there may be need for  b io log ica l ,  ra ther  than 
thermal ,  process ing capac i ty ) .  

4.52  Thus step-w ise investment  in  capaci ty,  using more modular  
technologies,  increases f lexibi l i ty and avoids the r isk that  
the Is land procures an over-cost ly,  w hi te elephant  (we 
understand that  some perceive the new Terminal  a t  the a i rpor t  in  
th is  l ight ) .  

4.53  I f  T&TS are r ight  and the Is land large ly fa i ls  to  get  a  gr ip  on the 
generat ion of  res idual  waste requi r ing process ing,  i t  is  t rue that  
the to ta l  expendi ture in  cash terms assoc ia ted wi th  adopt ing the 
approach advocated in  th is  sect ion may be greater ,  but  we have 
po in ted out  that  there would s t i l l  have been c lear  f inanc ia l ,  
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operat ional  and env i ronmenta l  benef i ts  f rom bui ld ing a smal ler  
un i t  f i rs t .  

Separate col lect ion and process ing of k i tchen waste 

4.54  Separate co l lec t ion and t reatment  o f  food waste -  us ing 
anaerobic  d igest ion -  cou ld  p lay a s ign i f icant  ro le  in  managing 
Jersey’s  waste,  not  least  by he lp ing remove the need to  procure 
an EfW p lant  that  is  a lmost  twice the capac i ty cur rent ly needed 
by the Is land.    

4.55  In  many of  the repor ts  we have rev iewed as par t  o f  th is  s tudy,  
dat ing back to  2001,  anaerobic  d igest ion (AD) has been 
ment ioned as a potent ia l  opt ion for  t reat ing waste in  Jersey.   
The technology was broadly e l iminated f rom fur ther  
cons iderat ion on three grounds:   

♦ “the technology cannot treat all of the Island’s residual waste” 
[Document 16]; 

♦ “the current [2001] position regarding the ban on the use of 
compost and digestate on land where the waste contains meat” 
[10] 

♦  “guidance” from supermarkets, apparently in the form of a letter, 
that suppliers of Jersey Royal potatoes should refrain from utilising 
compost derived from food waste on agriculture lands. 
[Document 35] 

4.56  In  our  in terv iews Of f icers  sa id  that  they had not  exc luded AD but  
there d id  not  seem to  be any act ive  re-eva luat ion of  the mer i ts  o f  
us ing AD.  In  our opinion,  separate col lect ion and processing 
of  k i tchen w aste should be under  more act ive considerat ion .  

4.57  Segregat ion of  k i tchen waste a t  source is  wide ly pract iced in  a  
number  o f  European count r ies  and i t  is  ga in ing t ract ion in  the 
UK.   

4.58  Organisat ions respons ib le  for  the management  o f  res idual  waste 
are increas ing ly recognis ing that  the segregat ion of  food waste 
is  des i rab le  on a number  o f  f ronts .   Those advantages that  are o f  
par t icu lar  re levance to  Jersey inc lude:  

♦  i t  removes a component  o f  the waste that  can be handled 
in  a  more appropr ia te  manner  ra ther  than by inc inerat ion;  

♦  i t  encourages recyc l ing;  

♦  i t  a l lows a t roublesome component  o f  the waste to  be 
managed separate ly :  s ince the vermin,  odour  and publ ic  
heal th  issues assoc ia ted w i th  managing wastes der ived 

should AD have been 
rejected? 

advantages of separate 
processing 
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la rge ly  f rom food,  there removal  great ly  reduce th is  issue 
for  the o ther  f rac t ions;  

♦  i t  a l lows th is  component  o f  household waste to  be managed 
a longs ide s imi lar  commerc ia l  wastes such as those f rom 
restaurants ;   

♦  fo l lowing f ract ionat ion to  remove food waste,  there w i l l  be 
smal ler  quant i t ies  o f  res idual  waste that  requi re  thermal  
t reatment ,  so less EfW capac i ty  is  requi red;  

♦  i t  can he lp  to  reduce the overa l l  cost  o f  waste co l lec t ion,  
s ince i t  can a l low for tn ight ly  co l lec t ion of  the res idual  
f rac t ion.  

4.59  Is land-wide separate co l lec t ion of  food wastes is  very l imi ted 58 a t  
the present  t ime and th is  is  seen as a key barr ier  to  
implement ing th is  opt ion on the Is land.  

4.60  We have heard d i f fer ing v iews f rom Members o f  the Scrut iny 
Panel  and Par ish representat ives  on the feas ib i l i ty  o f  source 
segregat ion of  food waste.   We recognise that  such schemes 
are not  usual ly straightforw ard to implement  on a large sca le  
and wi th  h igh capture and compl iance ra tes,  but  the un iqueness 
of  waste ownersh ip  and co l lec t ion on the Is land (as d iscussed in  
paragraph 3.55 to  3 .72:  “ Impl icat ions of  the way waste is  
co l lec ted in  Jersey”)  may present  cer ta in  more immediate  
oppor tun i t ies .   

4.61  T&TS Of f icers  were broadly unconv inced that  such source 
segregat ion schemes can be implemented Is land-wide wi thout  
s ign i f icant  addi t iona l  costs  to  the States and the Par ishes.  They 
ident i f ied a number  o f  hurd les,  f rom the s ize l imi ta t ion of  
veh ic les on the Is land’s  roads to  the overa l l  h igher  co l lec t ion 
costs  that  would have to  be borne by ind iv idual  Par ishes (and 
hence that  some would not  want  to  adopt  such an approach) .   I f  
the communi ty,  as  a  whole,  is  commit ted to  more recyc l ing (as 
d iscussed in  paragraphs 3.19 to  3 .31)  then adding an addi t ional  
s t ream to  co l lec t ion of  the dry recyc lab les should not  be a major  
cost  increment  ( though of  course i t  is  not  yet  cer ta in ,  by any 
means,  that  separate co l lec t ion of  recyc lab les wi l l  happen) .  
Moreover ,  there does not  appear  to  have been an economic and 
log is t ic  eva luat ion of  the scope for  week ly co l lec t ion of  k i tchen 
waste and recyc lab les wi th  for tn ight ly co l lec t ion of  res iduals ,  
which would probably be cheaper .  

                                                      
58 Parishes customarily collect restaurant waste, which is sent to the Bellozanne incinerator.  

is separate collection 
viable? 
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4.62  The impress ion we got  f rom d iscuss ion wi th  some senior  Par ish 
representat ives is  that  they fee l ,  based on the i r  par t icu lar  loca l  
exper ience and pre l iminary loca l  e f for ts  wi th  waste segregat ion,  
that  barr iers  to  source segregat ion schemes are not  ‘s toppers ’  
and in  some instances could  be overcome re la t ive ly qu ick ly.   
However  we recognise that  they may be more mot ivated than 
others  and,  hence,  not  ind icat ive of  the broader  range of  
v iewpoints .  

4.63  In  summary,  w e accept  that  there are logist ic  and economic 
issues associated w i th adopt ion of  pan- is land separate 
col lect ion of  food w aste,  but  w e st i l l  bel ieve that  Jersey 
should not  give up on this  idea,  because of  the considerable 
advantages that  i t  w ould br ing  in  terms of  the reduct ion in  
sca le  o f  the EfW,  the s ign i f icant  increase in  the leve l  o f  recyc l ing 
that  would be achieved and the greater  susta inabi l i ty  o f  such an 
approach.  

4.64  However ,  we agree that  AD a lone cannot  be used to  process a l l  
o f  Jersey’s  waste ar is ings.  A l though i t  is  used in tegrated in to  
one var iant  o f  Mechanica l  B io log ica l  T reatment  (MBT)  to  t reat  
res idual  waste in  many EU Member  States,  we do not  cons ider  
that  to  be a des i rab le  so lu t ion in  Jersey.   The main reason for  
th is  is  the mix  o f  household and commerc ia l  waste that  makes up 
the res idual  waste s t ream current ly processed on the Is land.  
Thus,  for  example,  i t  would be foo lhardy to  sanct ion AD to  
process the large quant i t ies  o f  shredded bu lky waste (main ly 
wood,  p last ics  and carpets)  and indeed scrap tyres that  are 
cur rent ly processed at  Bel lozanne.   

4.65  AD technology of fers  a  proven means of  co-process ing 
commerc ia l  food wastes and household k i tchen wastes.   

4.66  By des ign,  AD can ef fect ively process the readi ly 
biodegradable component  of  the w aste stream ( i .e .  food 
w astes)  and is  do ing so at  numerous re ference fac i l i t ies ,  large 
and smal l ,  in  Cont inenta l  Europe.   Th is  is  the ro le  the technology 
can p lay on the Is land.   By process ing food waste through an AD 
fac i l i ty  i t  is  poss ib le  to  reduce the sca le  o f  the EfW,  (cont rary to  
the asser t ions of  Of f icers  dur ing our  meet ing wi th  them).   They 
contend that  removing the k i tchen waste f rom the EfW would 
have no benef i t  because i t  would not  reduce the energy load 
s ign i f icant ly (due to  the low energy content  o f  k i tchen waste) .   
Whi le  i t  is  t rue that  the bo i le r  load might  not  be s ign i f icant ly 
reduced,  many other  cost ly e lements  o f  the fac i l i ty  (not  least  the 
bunker  and qu i te  probably the process ing vessels  and emiss ions 
abatement  equipment)  cou ld  be smal le r .   I t  seems surpr is ing to  
us to  argue that  because mater ia l  has a low energy/mass ra t io ,  i t  
should be put  through an EfW.   Keeping the low ca lor i f ic  va lue 
put resc ib le  mater ia ls  (both commerc ia l  k i tchen waste and 

AD is not suitable for 
processing all the 
island’s waste … 

… but is very suitable 
for food waste 
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household k i tchen waste)  in  the feed to  the EfW has few benef i ts  
and some d isadvantages ( they l imi t  the s tor ing of  waste,  are a  
source of  odours and vermin and the i r  low CV means they 
prov ide l i t t le  benef ic ia l  energy recovery e f f ic iency) .  

4.67  Another  s ign i f icant  benef i t  o f  incorporat ing an anaerobic  
d igest ion e lement  in to  the overa l l  in tegrated so lu t ion for  the 
is land is  that  i t  can serve as a means of  potent ia l ly  
accommodat ing a s ign i f icant  f rac t ion of  any fu ture waste growth 
on the Is land,  par t icu lar ly as i t  is  env isaged that  “an expansion 
in  tour ism could be one foreseeable cause of  th is” .   AD is  h igh ly 
modular ,  in  cont rast  to  moving grate inc inerat ion,  and i t  is  eas ier  
to  expand capaci ty on an as-needed bas is .  

4.68  Recent ly,  more susta inable b iodegradable packaging has be ing 
in t roduced in  the UK and there is  cons iderab le  pressure to  
increase i ts  usage.   T&TS Of f icers  po in ted out  to  us that  s ince 
most  o f  the consumer products  so ld  on the is land come pre-
packaged f rom the UK,  they cannot  eas i ly reduce the amount  o f  
packaging waste that  they have to  handle .  We accept  th is  po in t ,  
which was made in  the context  o f  needing to  have the capac i ty to  
process th is  packaging,  but  i t  does not  seem to  us that  Of f icers  
have cons idered that  i t  is  poss ib le  that  in  the near  fu ture a  
s ign i f icant  propor t ion of  that  packaging may be bet ter  handled in  
an AD process than an EfW.    

4.69  Whi le  we accept  that  i t  would be imprudent  to  assume,  a t  the 
present  t ime,  any spec i f ic  percentage swi tch by a par t icu lar  
date,  we be l ieve that  i f  the EfW were s ized for  the shor t - to-
medium term needs,  then i f  waste vo lumes grew – and 
b iodegradable packaging had been in t roduced in  response to  
consumer pressure and po l i t ica l  incent iv isat ion wi th in  the UK – 
then i t  would have been prudent  not  to  have i r revocably 
committed to  excess EfW capacity in  2008 .  

4.70  The broader  impl icat ion for  Jersey is  that  the s ize o f  the 
proposed new EfW p lant  is  l inked to  the composi t ion o f  the waste 
input .  I f  a  s ign i f icant  por t ion of  food waste and p last ics  are 
d iver ted f rom EfW,  not  on ly might  the proposed des ign capac i ty 
be fur ther  under  u t i l i sed (see our  ear l ier  commentary on s iz ing of  
the EfW p lant  in  Sect ion 3) ,  the ef f ic iency of  the p lant  may a lso 
be adverse ly impacted s ince the reduct ion of  p last ics  in  the 
res idual  waste s t ream would reduce the waste CV.   The 
combinat ion of  reduced vo lumes of  packaging and lower  energy 
content  could  cause operat ional  issues wi th  the p lant  
spec i f icat ion env isaged -  we fee l  th is  needs carefu l  re-
eva luat ion.  

4.71  Because the AD process can be targeted to  par t icu lar  
const i tuents  o f  Jersey’s  waste,  the in i t ia l  sca le  o f  p lant  can be 

the trend in food 
packaging may favour 
AD rather than 
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re la t ive ly smal l ,  poss ib le  less than 17,000 Tpa and modules 
added to  accommodate any s ign i f icant  growth of  mater ia ls  that  
may be best  su i ted for  th is  type of  waste t reatment  technology.   

4.72  There are par t icu lar  synerg ies  between the maturat ion of  AD 
d igestate  and the compost ing of  green waste that  cou ld  be 
cons idered.  Key advantages of  th is  approach inc lude:    

♦ the need for only one bio-waste treatment plant;  

♦ opportunity for a state-of-the art facility with improved output 
quality controls and improved emissions performance;  

♦ synergies between the heat and electricity requirements of 
composting (maturation) and the heat and energy output from an 
anaerobic digestion process;  

♦ the need for ‘structure’ material in the maturation of AD digestate, 
which could be provided by woody green waste; 

4.73  There are advantages in  b lending/co-process ing d igestate  wi th  
green waste compost .   Whi le  the qual i ty o f  the var ious compost  
outputs  current ly be ing produced at  La Col le t te  are wel l  
es tab l ished through many years of  exper ience in  develop ing 
them to  cur rent  s tandards,  co-processing may foster  the 
development  of  new er products that  have di f ferent  ‘ fert i l iser ’  
propert ies .   Indeed,  co-compost ing a quant i ty o f  green waste 
wi th  d igestate could  be cons idered,  s ince th is  might  resu l t  in  a  
mater ia l  wi th  a  bet ter  ba lance of  s t ructure proper t ies  and 
fer t i l i ser  proper t ies  than e i ther  mater ia l  a lone,  which could be of  
cons iderab le  benef i t  for  improv ing so i l  qual i ty and agr icu l tura l  
y ie lds .  

4.74  Synerg ies a lso ex is t  between AD and sewage s ludge d igest ion,  
which is  cur rent ly par t  o f  the ac t iv i t ies  a t  the Bel lozanne s i te .  
Th is  was the subject  o f  an ear l ier  consul tant  repor t  [10]  that  
exp lored the poss ib i l i ty  o f  u t i l i s ing the ex is t ing sewage s ludge 
d igester  capac i ty to  t reat  separated food waste which conc luded 
that  th is  “poses an oppor tun i ty  wor thy o f  fur ther  invest igat ion”,  
but  went  on to  po in t  out  that  “successfu l  implementat ion is  
dependent  on estab l ish ing an acceptab le  f ina l  d isposal  route for  
d igested s ludge on land”.   Th is  remains chal leng ing.  

4.75  The issues of  f ind ing susta inable  on- is land out le ts  for  the 
outputs  f rom an AD fac i l i ty  are complex.  In  our  d iscuss ions wi th  
Of f icers  much emphasis  was be ing p laced on h is tor ic  in format ion 
about  ava i lab le  on- is land out le ts  for  waste der ived mater ia ls .  As 
ind icated in  paragraph 3.78 we spec i f ica l ly requested up- to-date 
analys is  about  the potent ia l  for  ‘good qual i ty ’  source segregated 
waste der ived compost  in  land rec lamat ion,  so i l  remediat ion and 
in  agr icu l ture  on Jersey.    

synergies between AD 
and other established 
practices 

outlets for AD outputs 
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4.76  The Br ie f ing Note prov ided by the T&TS [Document  35] ,  has 
a l ready been referenced in  paragraph 3.80 in  regard to  the 
potent ia l  ava i lab i l i ty  o f  land su i tab le  for  fur ther  green waste 
compost ing.  

4.77  In  re la t ion to  the ava i lab i l i ty  o f  land su i tab le  for  compost  der ived 
f rom food waste,  T&TS’  est imates ind icate that  o f  the 76,676 
vergées 59 (c .14,000 hectares)  o f  land avai lab le  on the Is land,  
on ly about  5% of  th is  may be avai lab le  for  source segregated 
food waste der ived compost .    

4.78  Thei r  Br ie f ing Note prov ides a land requi rement  assessment  i f  a l l  
o f  the Is land’s  food wastes were to  be composted.  This  est imate 
suggests ,  that  even at  the 5% avai lab i l i ty ,  there could be 
adequate land for  spreading al l  of  th is type of  compost .   

4.79  Based on the in format ion conta ined in  the T&TS Br ie f ing Note,  
we have noted that  there is  an addi t iona l  29,000 vergées (c .  38% 
of  the land bank avai lab le  on- Is land)  that  are c lass i f ied as 
current ly unsui tab le  because of  the s ta ted land admin is t ra tor ’s  
preference not  to  accept  food waste der ived compost 60.   I f  th is  
and the “unreg is tered”  non-agr icu l tura l  lands were to  become 
avai lab le  in  the fu ture,  then up to  75% of  Jersey’s  land bank 
could  become an out le t  for  waste der ived composts  (green,  food 
and others) .    

4.80  We bel ieve that  there are grounds for  assuming that  th is  may be 
the case wi th in  a  re la t ive ly shor t  per iod of  t ime because 
in i t ia t ives that  are a l ready underway at  EU leve l  and wi th in  the 
UK should have a benef ic ia l  impact  on the market ing of  Jersey’s  
potato  crop,  s ince they are very l ike ly to  resu l t  in  a  change 
(d iscussed be low)  in  the es tab l ished pos i t ion of  the 
supermarkets  towards const ra in ing the use of  waste-der ived 
composts  on land used to  grow crops that  are so ld  in  the i r  
s tores.  

4.81  In  the same document  [35]  T&TS st ress,  as they had done in  the 
face- to- face meet ings wi th  Jun iper ,  “ that  there is  no guaranteed 
land avai lab le  for  the d isposal  o f  any b io-so l ids  wastes in  
Jersey” and by impl icat ion,  compost  der ived f rom food waste wi l l  
have to  compete wi th  o ther  mater ia ls  such as green waste 
compost  and ‘enhanced t reated s ludge’  that  a lso need to  f ind 
out le ts .  Thus i f  the is land produces more CLO or  AD d igestate ,  
f rom new p lants ,  they argue that  put t ing th is  on land could  jus t  

                                                      
59 Unit of area used on Jersey. 1 vergée ≡ 0.17986 metric hectares 
60 It is indicated in Document 35 that “Jersey Royal Limited have stated in writing that they are not prepared to accept ABPR compliant 
composted food waste”. 

grounds for optimism? 
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disp lace sewage s ludge that  would then have to  f ind an out le t ,  
c reat ing in  e f fec t  a  new prob lem for  T&TS.  

4.82  Moreover  the “ban”  about  which T&TS and Jersey Potato are 
concerned (on the use of  compost  generated f rom waste that  
conta ins food:  see paragraph 3.75 )  is  h is tor ica l  in  that  i t  re la tes 
to  leve ls  o f  s ter i l i sa t ion that  pre-date now-mandatory ABPR 
regula t ions.  The s i tuat ion in  re la t ion to  the des i rab i l i ty  o f  food 
waste compost  is  not  as c lear -cut  as Of f icers  imply.  In format ion 
we have seen suggests  that  there is  scope that  th is  mater ia l  
cou ld  be ut i l i sed in  the agr icu l ture indust ry on Jersey.  

4.83  Never the less we do accept  that ,  a t  the present  t ime,  consumer 
conf idence and supermarket  purchas ing preferences remain a 
s ign i f icant  concern.   

4.84  The general  at t i tudes throughout  the EU to the recycl ing and 
use of  compost  generated from AD faci l i t ies t reat ing source 
segregated biow aste ( including food w astes)  have changed 
considerably .   

4.85  The European Union in t roduced the EU Animal  By-Products  
regulat ion in  2002,  which s t ipu la tes how wastes conta in ing meat  
are to  be co l lec ted and t reated.  This  regula t ion a lso cont ro ls  the 
appl icat ion of  composted mater ia ls  der ived f rom cater ing ( food)  
wastes.  The Animal  By-Products  Regulat ions 2005 adopted by 
the UK are even more s t r ingent :  in  addi t ion to  cont ro ls  on 
co l lec t ion,  t reatment  and d isposal  o f  an imal  by-products  and 
cater ing waste,  products  that  are to  be used on land which 
der ive f rom the t reatment  o f  household waste in ,  for  example,  
MBT fac i l i t ies ,  must  a lso comply wi th  the Regulat ions.  Th is  
s t r ingency is  l inked to  the recent  h is tory in  the UK wi th  d iseases 
such as BSE and foot -and-mouth.  

4.86  From a regula tory or  product  qual i ty s tandpoint  many of  the 
potent ia l  issues (such as leve ls  o f  contaminat ion,  product  qual i ty 
and cer t i f ica t ion) ,  assoc ia ted wi th  mixed waste ‘compost ’  are not  
re levant  to  su i tab ly processed segregated green or  food waste 
compost .  In  fac t ,  segregated w aste der ived compost  that  is  
ABPR and PAS 10061 cert i f ied can be used in  a w ide range of  
appl icat ions in  the UK,  including agr icul ture ,  and throughout  
the EU th is  is  cur rent ly regarded as “Best  Pract ice” .     

4.87  Whi ls t  AD is  estab l ished in  many EU States for  t reat ing 
segregated b iowastes,  inc lud ing food waste,  the UK government  

                                                      
61 Publicly Available Specification - PAS 100 is a UK-specific voluntary quality standard for compost derived from source segregated 
household and other biodegradable waste.  This standard has been incorporated in the Quality Protocol for Compost developed and 
issued by the Environment Agency, in cooperation with WRAP in spring 2007. The purpose of this protocol was to define a point 
where this waste material may become a product that could be utilised beneficially. 

new initiative designed 
to make reuse easier 
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i s  put t ing s ign i f icant  e f for t  in to  s t imulat ing wider  take-up of  th is  
technology for  process ing b iowastes.   

4.88  As par t  o f  th is  they have announced the publ icat ion of  a  draf t  
Publ ic ly Avai lab le  Standard (PAS) for  consul ta t ion,  PAS 110,  
which is  expected to  become the protoco l  for  so l id  outputs  f rom 
anaerobic  d igest ion that  are in tended to  be used in  agr icu l ture 
and land restorat ion.   I t  is  env isaged that  AD outputs  meet ing 
th is  s tandard wi l l  no longer  be c lass i f ied as “wastes”  but  ins tead 
be regarded as “products” .   One of  the key dr ivers  for  th is  
proposed change is  to  encourage the supermarkets  to  then 
remove the i r  res t r ic t ions on the use of  su i tab ly cer t i f ied PAS110 
compl iant  mater ia ls  on land used to  grow crops for  the i r  s tores.  

4.89  We fee l  that  th is could have a potent ia l ly s igni f icant  bearing 
on agricul tural  pract ices in  Jersey ,  engender ing greater  
understanding amongst  s takeholders  o f  the potent ia l  benef i ts  o f  
such recyc led mater ia ls .  

4.90  Despi te  the hurd les that  may have to  be overcome in  re la t ion to  
the separate co l lec t ion and t reatment  o f  food waste and 
ut i l i sa t ion of  the outputs ,  we be l ieve that  these should not  be 
regarded as ‘s toppers ’  that  exc lude th is  opt ion f rom being 
cons idered for  managing a f rac t ion o f  Jersey’s  waste.  

4.91  Th is  is  a  rapidly evolving si tuat ion  and c lear ly Of f icers  have to  
take dec is ions in  the context  o f  cur rent  pract ices and 
regulat ions,  but  we have shown that  there are good reasons for  
expect ing that  the s i tuat ion could change s ign i f icant ly wi th in  a  
shor t  per iod o f  t ime.   

4.92  In  th is  context  a smal ler ,  less cost ly EfW plant  could be bui l t  
using technology sized for  current  needs,  thereby keeping 
open the opt ion to increase food w aste t reatment  via  AD,  
w hereas i f  the larger  EfW proposed by Off icers w ere bui l t ,  i t  
w ould probably be impract ical  to  separately process the 
ki tchen w aste  –  c los ing out  an Opt ion that  cou ld ,  wi th in  a  very 
few years ,  seem very des i rab le .  

4.93  Our  main concern,  therefore,  is  that  the route forw ard that  has 
been selected by Off icers lessens the f lexibi l i ty to respond 
to rapidly evolving circumstances .  
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Pol i t ical  in i t iat ives to minimise the quant ity of res idual waste requir ing process ing 

4.94  I t  is  against  the backdrop of  the Waste St ra tegy’s  ca l l  for  
“change in  a t t i tudes towards waste product ion ”  and “ to  produce 
less [waste ] ”62 that  the Scrut iny Panel  sees the need for  more 
ambi t ious in i t ia t ives to  min imise waste growth and boost  waste 
recyc l ing to  h igher  leve ls  than those targeted:  leve ls  that  are 
now being cons idered the norm in  many par ts  o f  the UK and 
Europe.   

4.95  The v iew is  a lso that  cer ta in  components  o f  the waste,  l i ke  food,  
can be bet ter  deal t  wi th  separate ly us ing re la t ive ly modest  cost  
technology that  is  more appropr ia te  to  t reat  th is  waste f rac t ion.   

4.96  Therefore whi ls t  advocat ing more aggress ive and in tegrated 
in i t ia t ives that  are in  l ine wi th  the sp i r i t  o f  the Waste St ra tegy,  
the Scrut iny Panel  has p laced the emphasis  on recyc l ing 
mater ia ls  that  prov ide added-value and that  could  potent ia l ly  
lower  the carbon impact  o f  waste t reatment  on Jersey.    

4.97  We understand that  both bus inesses and res idents  can deposi t  
un l imi ted amounts  o f  waste a t  the Bel lozanne s i te  wi thout  
rest r ic t ion and at  no cost .   There are obv ious benef i ts  
assoc ia ted wi th  such a po l icy (not  least  the d iscouragement  o f  
f ly- t ipp ing) ;  but  there are a lso d isadvantages.   In  par t icu lar  
there is  no f inancial  incent ive for  the community to minimise 
w aste creat ion .   We be l ieve that  the States should g ive 
cons iderat ion to  adopt ing in i t ia t ives which g ive a greater  
incent ive to  the communi ty a t  large to  reduce the amount  o f  
waste that  they d iscard.   Such in i t ia t ives could  be e i ther  o f  the 
“s t ick  or  car ro t ”  type s ty le  and there are lo ts  o f  ideas be ing 
t r ia l led by d i f ferent  nat ional ,  reg ional  or  loca l  governments  
around the wor ld  that  could  be evaluated and cons idered by the 
Sta tes.  

4.98  For  example,  many communi t ies  have in t roduced charges for  
waste co l lec t ion or  t reatment .   Numerous var iants  o f  such 
systems ex is t :  some a l low a cer ta in  amount  o f  bags or  weight  a t  
no cost  wi th  charges thereaf ter ;  o thers  use bar-coded 
receptac les for  waste and charge every household or  bus iness 
for  a l l  the i r  waste;  many make no charge for  separated 
recyc lab le  mater ia ls  but  do charge for  the res idual  waste.   Some 
of fer  exempt ions for  those on low incomes,  pens ioners  or  o ther  
groups that  are cons idered to  need he lp .   I t  is  impor tant  to  
remember  that  each householder  and bus iness in  Jersey is  
a l ready paying for  i ts  waste serv ices ( through genera l  taxat ion – 

                                                      
62 Document 27, Foreword. 
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and the new in f rast ructure wi l l  increase th is  cost ) .   The choice 
between d i rect  or  ind i rect  charg ing for  th is  serv ice must  be made 
by po l i t ic ians but  we do not  fee l  that  the documents  that  we 
rev iewed whi ls t  prepar ing th is  repor t  ident i f ied the l ink  between 
d i rect  charg ing and reduc ing the amount  o f  waste wi th  suf f ic ient  
emphasis .    

4.99  Po l icy in i t ia t ives do not  a lways have to  revo lve around charg ing 
householders  or  bus inesses for  waste co l lec t ion.   In ternat ional  
exper ience shows that  s imply changing the f requency of  
co l lec t ion and varying th is  depending upon the type of  waste 
(more f requent  co l lec t ion of  b io log ica l  waste and recyc lab les 
than res idual  waste)  can have a dramat ic  impact  on the to ta l  
tonnage of  waste as the communi ty becomes more aware of  the 
need to  reduce waste.   

4.100  Thus,  in i t ia t ives that  promote source segregat ion tend to  be 
advantageous in  min imis ing the amount  o f  household res idual  
waste requi r ing t reatment .  

4.101  Bus inesses can be made more responsib le  for  managing the 
wastes that  are assoc ia ted wi th  the i r  commerc ia l  ac t iv i t ies  –  
most  notab ly the packaging in  re ta i l  out le ts ,  as  is  a l ready the 
case in  many count r ies .   Th is  is  a  d i rect  f inanc ia l  incent ive for  
them to  reduce unnecessary packaging and hence lower  the 
overa l l  amount  o f  waste on the is land requi r ing expensive 
process ing (and hence reduce the s ize o f  t reatment  fac i l i t ies) .  

4.102  In  the EU,  there is  cons iderab le  focus on so-ca l led End-of -L i fe  
in i t ia t ives,  under  which manufacturers  and re ta i lers  are ob l igated 
to  take back or  pay for  the recyc l ing of  consumer durab les (such 
as f r idges,  TVs,  mobi le  phones,  PCs,  bat ter ies  and tyres) .   Th is  
not  on ly incent iv ises in te l l igent  des ign,  ‘c losed- loop’  
manufactur ing and extens ions to  product  l i fe ,  but  i t  can a lso 
d iver t  s ign i f icant  tonnages of  waste away f rom publ ic  waste 
management  serv ices.   Extending such in i t ia t ives to  the Is land 
would have a b ig  impact  on the more in t ractab le  e lements  wi th in  
the waste and,  s ince they are the source of  many of  the more 
tox ic  const i tuents  wi th in  the waste,  reduce the env i ronmenta l  
cha l lenges (and hence costs)  assoc ia ted wi th  ensur ing the new 
fac i l i t ies  are des igned and operate wel l .  

4.103  A dec is ion to  adopt  any of  these types of  in i t ia t ive is  essent ia l ly  
a  po l i t ica l  one and hence is  a  mat ter  for  the States.   I f  Jersey 
does not  adopt  pol ic ies that  a im to more act ively reduce 
w aste and enhance the sustainabi l i ty of  the Is land then there 
is  a  r isk that  the image of  the Is lands w ould be adversely 
impacted,  s ince such pol ic ies are being increasingly seen as 
a vi ta l  apart  of  a  more sustainable community .  

changes in collection 
frequency 
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Concluding comments:  should Jersey adopt a dif ferent  combined and 
integrated approach to managing the is land’s waste? 

4.104  The v is ion out l ined in  the St ra tegy is  to  implement  a  combinat ion 
of  recyc l ing and green waste compost ing and res idual  waste 
process ing in  order  to  reduce the Is land’s  dependency on 
landf i l l .   Min imis ing waste go ing to  landf i l l  means a lso 
min imis ing res idues f rom waste process ing act iv i t ies .  Thus,  by 
impl icat ion,  the less waste that  is  sent  for  thermal  t reatment  the 
lower  the quant i t ies  o f  res idues 63 that  wi l l  have to  be d isposed 
of ,  so reducing pressure on the relat ively smal l  and 
diminishing landf i l l  void space on the Is land .    

4.105  A l though the Waste St ra tegy is  carefu l  to  say that  the “ f ina l  
dec is ion on the deta i l  o f  the technology wi l l  be made wi th in  the 
formal  tender  process” 64,  i t  i s  c lear  that  there is ,  to  some degree,  
a  presumpt ion by everyone on the Is land that  the favoured opt ion 
for  managing the res idual  waste is  a  rep lacement  inc inerator  that  
u t i l i ses convent ional  moving grate technology operat ing in  mass-
burn mode.   A key par t  o f  our  rev iew has therefore been to  
cons ider  whether  or  not  the arguments  be ing made for  and 
against  th is  approach are reasonable:  for  example,  is  i t  too 
cost ly when compared wi th  a l ternat ives;  is  the energy recovered 
a va luable  resource or  o f  l i t t le  use;  and is  the proposed p lant  too 
b ig? 

4.106  Unfor tunate ly because Of f icers  d id  not  prov ide quant i ta t ive 
analys is  o f  mass f lows,  energy ba lances or  re la t ive economics i t  
has been imposs ib le  for  us to  fu l ly  assess the i r  prefer red 
so lu t ion and,  therefore,  i t  has a lso not  been poss ib le  to  compare 
a l ternat ives in  a  quant i ta t ive fash ion.  

4.107  Never the less,  we have conc luded f rom our  in i t ia l  eva luat ion that  
an integrated approach 65,  encompassing a range of  pol i t ical  
in i t iat ives and several  technologies – both biological  and 
thermal  -  w ould be better .  

4.108  Yet  we understand that  o f  the e leven Express ions of  In terest  that  
were rece ived in  response to  the Inv i ta t ion to  Tender ,  none were 
for  in tegrated so lu t ions ( three were f rom cont ractors  ra ther  than 
process companies and,  o f  the four  technology-based 
submiss ions se lected for  deta i led eva luat ion,  three use 

                                                      
63 20-35% (by weight) of the material treated in an incinerator ends up as ash that requires disposal. About 20,000 Tpa of ash from 
Bellozanne is being sent to a quasi-landfill on the Island. 
64 Waste Strategy Section 5.4.2, page 79 
65 the concept underlying an ‘integrated’ approach is to use several different types of process, each optimised to handle a specific type 
of waste rather than one single process that tries to manage all of the waste.  In this way one tries to maximise resource recovery and 
minimise environmental impacts associated with the widely different components of the waste. 
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inc inerat ion and one uses gas i f icat ion) .   When we spoke wi th  
T&TS Of f icers ,  they s t ressed that  the EU Inv i ta t ion for  Tenders  
had not  spec i f ied any par t icu lar  technology and that ,  therefore,  
suppl iers  o f  novel  systems could  o f fer  compl iant  b ids.   However ,  
the commerc ia l  rea l i ty is  that  most  potent ia l  b idders  would have 
taken soundings loca l ly about  the under ly ing preferences of  the 
T&TS Of f icers  and the i r  adv isers  to  ensure that  they on ly incur  
the very s ign i f icant  costs  o f  submi t t ing a proposal  i f  they have a 
leve l  o f  conf idence that  i t  wi l l  not  be re jected for  be ing out  o f  
l ine wi th  the under ly ing preferences of  key dec is ion makers .    

4.109  We have conc luded that  the opt imal  approach is  l ike ly to  inc lude:  

♦ a recognition by the Administration that the practical steps adopted 
so far are insufficient to deliver, and on occasion, at odds with the 
Vision outlined in the Waste Strategy; 

♦ a political consensus between Parishes and the States to adopt a 
more pro-active, integrated approach towards the collection of 
waste on the island involving source-separation, separate 
collection of dry recyclables and kitchen waste; possibly offset by 
less frequent collection of residual waste; 

♦ a more positive attitude towards driving forward recycling 
(stressing the opportunities rather than the barriers, however real 
the latter may be); 

♦ more consideration of political and practical initiatives towards 
waste minimisation; 

♦ more encouragement of the private sector recycling initiatives, 
perhaps in conjunction with the parish collection system. 

♦ more consideration by the States of their policies on commercial 
waste pricing and new obligations on businesses to be responsible 
for their own wastes; 

♦ more focus on boosting rates of commercial waste recycling 
through more effective source separation; 

♦ a re-evaluation of the policy of accepting unsorted commercial 
waste free of charge that is delivered to the Bellozanne site; 

♦ a move away from mass burn incineration towards source 
separation and, in relation to the residual fraction, a combination of 
a simple fuel preparation/sanitisation process and a far smaller 
EfW using, modular, small scale technologies; 

♦ separate processing of commercial and household kitchen waste 
at an AD facility; 

♦ re-engagement with Jersey Potato and UK supermarkets to bring 
up-to-date policies on landspreading of properly certified, high 
quality composts that derive from source-separated feeds; 

♦ institution of trials on co-processing green waste compost and AD 
digestate to make a soil improver optimised for Jersey soils and 
agricultural practices 

4.110  The choice of  a  par t icu lar  approach should be in formed by more 
formal  analys is  o f  mass f lows and re la t ive economics as wel l  as  

more quantitative and 
financial analysis 
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a proper  eva luat ion of  the re la t ive env i ronmenta l  benef i ts  and an 
independent  r isk  assessment .  

4.111  In  genera l  we be l ieve that  in i t ia t ives that  reduce the amount  o f  
waste that  needs to  be combusted and iner t  wastes that  need to  
be landf i l led wi l l  g ive the is land greater  f lex ib i l i ty  in  how i t  
implements  new waste in f rast ructure to  manage waste now and 
in to  the fu ture.  

4.112  Such an in tegrated approach wi l l  lower  the cost  burden to  the 
States o f  commit t ing to  a  large EfW p lant ,  which would have 
s ign i f icant  redundancy for  a  number  o f  years  and poss ib ly be 
permanent ly over-s ized.  

4.113  In tegrated waste management  wi l l  cer ta in ly enhance the 
env i ronmenta l  susta inabi l i t y  o f  the is land;  par t icu lar ly a t  a  t ime 
when the focus is  on measures to  mi t igate c l imate change v ia  
h igher  leve ls  o f  recyc l ing,  waste min imisat ion and l imi ted 
combust ion of  non-renewable mater ia ls .  

4.114  The approach could a lso prov ide the Is land wi th  operat ional  
f lex ib i l i ty :  new in f rast ructure is  added in  a  modular  manner  on ly 
when needed and the technolog ies procured would obv ious ly be 
se lected to  match more c lose ly the actua l  s i tuat ion on Jersey at  
the t ime when they are requi red.  

4.115  I t  is  qu i te  poss ib le  that  there are other  approaches than those 
out l ined here that  may mer i t  fur ther  cons iderat ion.   Many other  
ideas are be ing suggested by a var ie ty o f  par t ies ,  inc lud ing 
Scrut iny Panel  members themselves.   We have not  eva luated 
these ind iv idual  proposals  or  ideas.   Some of  these or ig inate 
f rom commerc ia l  companies wi th  obv ious vested in terests  who 
are keen to  engender  in terest  in  the i r  new ‘wonder  so lu t ions ’  –  in  
th is  respect  we be l ieve that  T&TS and the i r  adv isers  are r ight  to  
re ject  many because they do not  meet  the provenness cr i ter ia  to  
which we have a l ready re fer red (see paragraph 3.41) .   Many 
others  would,  in  our  v iew,  not  meet  reasonable procurement ,  
technica l ,  env i ronmenta l  or  economic thresholds.   But ,  we 
be l ieve that  some opt ions have been el iminated on dubious 
technical  grounds and w ithout  any clear  economic 
just i f icat ion .  

4.116  T&TS needs to make a f inancial  case for  their  chosen 
approach  to  jus t i fy what  seems,  a t  face va lue,  to  us an 
excess ive investment .  

4.117  We have been carefu l  to  s t ress that  there are d isadvantages 
assoc ia ted wi th  a l l  o f  the a l ternat ives we have out l ined.   We are 
not  saying that  any one approach is  ‘bet ter ’  –  i t  is  not  that  
s imple,  nor  are we recommending a s t ra ight  swi tch f rom the 
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current  po l icy to  a  d i f ferent  one.  But  s ince the so lu t ion be ing 
proposed has some d isadvantages,  we be l ieve that  i t  is  wrong to  
d ismiss those other  opt ions just  because one can f ind ind iv idual  
d isadvantages wi th  them.   Ins tead we fee l  that  a  proper  
comparat ive eva luat ion of  the opt ions should be carr ied out  ( i t  
does not  appear  to  have been done so far )  even though th is  wi l l  
invo lve a de lay,  which we accept  is  undes i rab le .  However ,  
focussed eva luat ion of  cer ta in  a t t ract ive a l ternat ives might  he lp  
the States to  procure a  more appropr ia te  system and avo id :  

♦ failure to deliver the Vision outlined in the Waste Strategy; 

♦ a costly plant that might be a poor fit with rapidly changing societal 
practices; 

♦ the possibility that the EfW plant is grossly under-utilised for many 
years; or even … 

♦ that the EfW may face fundamental operational difficulties if 
residual waste volumes decline (as they did in Germany when it 
implemented similar policies to those contained in Jersey’s Waste 
Strategy); 

♦ damage the Island’s international image by being perceived as a 
laggard in environmental and sustainability terms. 
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5  APPENDIX 1 :  DOCUMENTATION REVIEWED 

Information requested by Juniper 
from T&TS 

Documents provided by T&TS Documents not 
provided 

Assigned document 
number as 
referenced in this 
report 

Specification documents relating to 
tenders for the proposed EfW facility 

OJEC Notice  1 

Part 2, Section 1 – General 
Description of the Works, Babtie 
Fichtner 

 2 Detailed version of specification 
provided to shortlisted bidders 

Part B2, Section 2, Bulky Waste 
Facility   (Babtie Fichtner) 

 3 

Any Clarification question from bidders 
regarding the waste specification 

 Deemed by T&TS not 
to be applicable 

 

Excel spreadsheet or similar that 
summarises the amount of each waste 
type produced and how it is managed 

Total Waste and recycling figures 
(Excel spreadsheet) Jan 2003 to Jan 
2008   

 4 

Jersey PSD – Bellozanne Energy 
From Waste Plant – Development 
Strategies (July 2001) Fichtner 

 5 

Jersey TTSD – Directly Delivered 
Waste Categorisation Summary 
Report (31 Aug 2006) - Fichtner 

 6 

Jersey PSD – Energy from Waste 
Plant, Assessment of Capacity 
(Fichtner) 

 7 

Updated (2007) Solid 
Waste Strategy Model: 

8  

Although this document was put in a list of 
documents that were to be provided to Juniper 
for review, we did not receive this document 
despite multiple requests via the Scrutiny Panel 

Model used to determine the sizing of 
the EfW plant 

Solid Waste Model Explanatory 
Notes. These notes were received 
as notes to explain modelling of 
waste growth on Jersey from 2001 to 
2020 

 37 

 Jersey TTSD – Directly Delivered 
Waste Categorisation summary 
report (Fichtner) 

 9 

Assumptions on waste growth by type 
of arising 

We were referred to document 5.   

Evaluation of energy utilisation options Review of Waste Strategy (Babtie 
Fichtner) – 21/6/2001 

 10 



 
Independent Rev iew  

S t a t e s  o f  J e r s e y :  E n v i r o n m e n t  S c r u t i n y  P a n e l  Page:73  

 

 

 
 

© Juniper Consultancy Services Ltd, 2008 
T  01452 770078  E  info@juniper.co.uk W  www.juniper.co.uk 

Juniper 

Information requested by Juniper 
from T&TS 

Documents provided by T&TS Documents not 
provided 

Assigned document 
number as 
referenced in this 
report 

Waste Strategy Summary Report 
(PSD)  

 11 

Juniper Report for Guernsey  12 

Feasibility study of a District Heating 
Scheme Utilising Incineration Plant 
Waste Heat (PSD)  23/11/1994 

 13 Any evaluation of heat off-take 
possibilities for the La Collette or 
Bellozanne sites 

Memorandum for District heating 
(19/02/2007) Fichtner 

 14 

 Memorandum on the Requirements 
for ‘CHP Ready’ plant  10/01/2008 
(Fichtner) 

 15 

States of Jersey – Solid Waste 
Strategy Technology Review (Babtie 
–Fichtner) 

 16 

Resource Recovery Forum Report: 
RDF Opportunities: Coal and 
Cement Industries 

 17 

Any evaluation of the usage of RDF on 
or off-Island 

The viability of advanced thermal 
treatment of MSW in the UK 
(Fichtner) 

 18 

Cost Model Solid Waste Strategy- Changing the 
way we look at waste – 10/05/2005 
(includes a financial assessment of 
the cost of capital projects within 
Document 27) 

 19 

  Officers told us that 
they would not provide 
the current cost model  
- for reasons of bid 
confidentiality 

20 

Any evaluation of the feasibility of the 
recycling markets 

Review of Waste Collection System, 
April 2002 – Babtie Fichtner 

 21 

 T&TS Response to the environment 
scrutiny panel; report on waste 
recycling- Presented to the States on 
3/07/07  

 22 

Any quality analysis for waste derived 
compost 

 T&TS Composting 
Association- 
Certificate of 
Compliance, 02/02/07  

This document was 
promised by T&TS, 
but not received 

23 
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Information requested by Juniper 
from T&TS 

Documents provided by T&TS Documents not 
provided 

Assigned document 
number as 
referenced in this 
report 

 Transport and 
Technical Services – 
Soil Association – 
Certificate of 
Registration,  
20/06/07. 

This document was 
promised by T&TS, 
but not received  

24 

 Ecipse – Pesticide and 
Quality Analysis. 

This document was 
promised by T&TS, 
but not received 

25 

Timeline for award of contract for the 
proposed EfW plant, project 
implementation and commissioning of 
plant. 

EFW Project plan  26 

Information on outlets for compost on 
Jersey 

Biosolids Landbank document  35 

 
Documents provided by the Scrutiny Panel 

States of Jersey Solid Waste Strategy 10/05/05 27 

Draft Energy Policy, Consultation Document, September 2007 28 

States of Jersey Solid Wastes Management Strategy, Vol 1: Review of Strategy and Recommendations 
– April 2000 (Carl Bro Group) 

30 

States of Jersey Solid Waste Management Strategy Review – Vol 2: Technical Report and Appendices 
(January 2000,) 

32 

Energy from waste and bulk waste facilities – Environmental Impact Statement, Vol 2 – Main Report and 
Appendices, Jan 2007, Babtie Fichtner 

33 

Energy from waste and bulky waste facilities – Environmental Impact Statement Vol 1- Non Technical 
summary, Jan 2007 (Babtie Fichtner); Energy from waste and bulky waste facilities – Environmental 
Impact Statement Vol 1- Non Technical summary, Jan 2007 (Babtie Fichtner) 

34 

Environment Scrutiny Panel Report: Waste Recycling, Presented to the States on 3rd July 2007 36 

 


