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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. In 1998 Guernsey’s Board of Administration decided [Correction - 
A&F’s Solid Waste Strategy Report the States directed the BoA to inve
feasibility of commissioning an EfW plant]upon the procurement of 
from waste incinerator as the most appropriate means of dealing with th
solid disposable waste.  The States agreed in principle to such a p
projected cost of £14.5 million6, after consideration of a report from the
and Finance Committee on the Waste Strategy Assessment.  Over the s
project definition and procurement stages the cost of the project rose
point of £102 million in 2003 when tenders were first received7.  Follow
tender negotiations and changes in the proposed design of the plant, 
selected to design, build and operate such a plant for two years, at an ag
of £80.3 million, of which £7.5 million is for the operational phase.

2 .  During the procurement phase, a narrow set of contractual param
decided upon for the design, build and initial operation of the incinerato
year period. [Comment - To obtain competitive tenders a defin
specification is necessary]  As a consequence, the professional waste m
industry was presented with a closely defined solution to the problem. 
usual approach would have been to present the industry with the pr
managing the Island’s waste arisings and to invite proposed solutio
aspects of an overall waste management plan.

3. More generally, we should like to see a much closer partnership be
public and private sectors in the management of the Island’s waste.  W
that the public sector should only be involved in the operation 
management activities if those activities have been independently ma
and public sector operation has been shown to be at least as efficient as 
private sector. [Comment – Independent advice in preparing t
Management Plan stressed that strategically essential island faciliti
remain in public control]

4. There can be no doubt that officers have been diligent in seeking to imp
agreed policy.  They have painstakingly pursued the option of a m
incinerator on the basis of its operation by the supplier’s nominated con
an initial period of two years and subsequent handover to an (as yet un
operator.  However, this narrow focus on one solution has had a n
unfortunate consequences.  Waste minimisation and recycling initia
been put on hold, [Comment -  Economically justifiable recycling is car
per States direction] alternative solutions have not been given due con
and alternative contractual options have not been fully explored.  Mon
one remaining landfill site, has rapidly filled up when greater action m

                                                            
6 Billet d’Etat XII 1998, Wednesday, 24th June 1998, p667, para 4.4.3
7 Billet d’Etat XX 2003, Wednesday, 24th September 2003, p1798, para 8.4
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5

been taken some years ago to conserve its capacity. [Comment – Conservation of
landfill was at the heart of decisions made in 1998]

5. Although the decision in the late 1990s to seek to procure an energy from waste
plant may have been right at the time, we believe that the proposed plant is no
longer appropriate for Guernsey’s needs.  We therefore consider that Guernsey
should not proceed with the contract for the proposed energy from waste
plant at Longue Hougue.

6. We conclude that:

•  There are too many disadvantages and uncertainties in proceeding with the
proposed energy from waste plant to make it the right choice for Guernsey
(Part 1 of the Report).

•  Much more should be done to encourage the reduction, re-use and recycling
of waste.  This would help to reduce the disposal problem but it would not
solve it (Part 2 of the Report).

•  Promising alternatives to the proposed plant should be explored which may
provide a solution in the longer term (Part 3 of the Report).

•  An interim solution will be needed until a long term solution becomes
available (Part 4 of the Report).

There are too many disadvantages and uncertainties to
justify proceeding with the proposed plant

7.  We recognise that there would be some advantages in going ahead with the
proposed plant.  The contract is ready to be signed now and the plant could be
operational within two years.  The plant would be capable of dealing with
Guernsey’s waste stream.  It is based on tried and tested technology.  It has been
designed to meet current best practice as regards emission standards and there is
no appreciable risk to public health.  Amounts of residual waste would be low.

8. However, we consider that the disadvantages and uncertainties associated with the
proposed plant considerably outweigh the benefits of proceeding.  Five main
factors have led us to this conclusion:

(1) We have considerable doubts about the waste forecasts on which the
proposed plant is based.

We fear that the capacity of the proposed plant is too large and that there
will not be sufficient waste to keep it operating efficiently.  The growth
assumptions in the waste forecasts are doubtful and the impact of a three-
fold increase in the gate fee from £33 to around £100 per tonne has not been
included. [Comment – The impact of such a rise was included in the
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forecasts prepared by ISL and supplied to the Dadd Panel]   It seems likely
that a big increase in the gate fee will result in a large reduction in
commercial waste for disposal.  Better waste minimisation and recycling
measures are also likely to reduce waste for disposal even further.  The less
waste there is for the incinerator the more the economic viability of the plant
must be called into question.

(2) The visual impact of the proposed plant would be huge.

The proposed plant would be very unsightly for islanders and visitors alike.
There is no such thing as a small mass burn incinerator and it is difficult to
ameliorate or screen the visual impact except at large cost.  Condensing
water vapour from the plume would also be highly visible in certain weather
conditions. [Comment - only at low air temperatures]  Although there would
be no health risk from the plume, it would be an unattractive feature.

(3) The risk of the plant failing has been increased by the simplified design.

The single stream design is risky [Comment -  The reliability of the chosen
plant is well documented and is based on proven technology with
contractual guarantees provided] because there is no alternative stream
available during unintended outages.  To save costs bunker capacity has
been reduced from 15 days to 5 days, thereby reducing the time available to
store waste whenever the plant is out of action.  There is also no backup in
the event of failure and waste would have to be baled and stored [Comment
– A baling system was incorporated in the planned design because of our
island situation] until the problem was resolved.

(4) The proposed plant is considerably more expensive than similar plants
elsewhere.

The proposed plant is very expensive and has risen way above the original
estimates.  The cost of building incinerators has increased significantly in
recent years as the supply market has consolidated.  The proposed plant is
also more costly than plants elsewhere for a number of largely unavoidable
reasons:  because of the higher building costs in Guernsey; because of the
particular civil engineering requirements of Longue Hougue being a land
reclamation site; and because of the flue gas treatment designed to meet the
latest emission standards.

(5) The contract was too tightly specified too early in the contract process
and it is not clear that the resulting draft contract represents best value
for money.

The market was presented with just one procurement option: an unusual
“design, build and operate for two years” contract.  Other more common
types of contract such as design, build and operate over 25 years were ruled
out without proper testing or consideration [Comment - they were fully
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discussed and debated by A&F and BoA].  The chosen procurement route
involves negotiating two separate contracts: one for the design, build and
operation of the plant for two years; and another later contract to cover the
operation of the plant for its remaining life.  This is likely to be a much
more expensive [Comment – this assumption has not been substantiated]
approach than agreeing one contract to cover the design, build and operation
of the plant over its whole life.  There was also a lack of competitive
pressure in the tendering process: just two bids were received, only one of
which was compliant.  We therefore have no assurance that the draft
contract is good value for money even though a sensible draft contract has
been agreed with good safeguards.

Much more should be done to encourage the reduction,
re-use and recycling of waste

9. It is accepted best practice to reduce the amount of waste requiring disposal by
means of reduction, re-use and recycling.  We consider that there are a number of
actions that could be taken to improve the uptake of such measures on the island.
Guernsey should without delay set itself challenging targets for the minimisation
and recycling of waste.  Landfill prices at Mont Cuet should be substantially
increased as part of a pre-planned, and advertised programme.  Materials which
have alternative recycling or recovery outlets, such as inert construction waste,
soil, metals, glass, paper, cardboard and textiles, should be banned [Comment -
How is this proposed to be done with a mixed putrescible waste stream?
Significant capital investment in infrastructure would be required before such a
ban could be implemented.] from Mont Cuet.

10. A number of initiatives should be also taken to encourage the minimisation and
recycling of waste:

•  Measures should be introduced to engage public support for waste
prevention and recycling.

•  Commercial recycling organisations should be provided with more
investment certainty - on planning, licensing and the availability of sites.

•  There should be more help for the non-profit sector, including subsidies
where appropriate.

•  The availability of public recycling facilities, such as bring banks and civic
amenity sites, should be significantly expanded.

•  Greater use should be made of composting.  Householders with gardens
should be encouraged to home compost.  A green waste composting plant to
meet local demand should also be commissioned.
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•  The household waste collection service needs to be revised to encourage the
minimisation and separation of waste at source.  Options for a separated
kerbside collection service for all households should be assessed and an
incentive-based charging system should be introduced.

•  The collection service for bulky household waste should be continued.

[Comment – All of the above were proposed either in the Waste Strategy
Assessment or the draft Waste Management Plan or both]

11. We consider that fiscal measures should only be used if increases in gate fees and
other measures do not succeed in reducing waste.  Possible fiscal measures used
elsewhere include taxes on landfill, virgin aggregates and plastic bags.  However,
such measures can be costly to introduce and administer and should therefore be
kept in reserve in the event that the other options do not work.

Promising alternatives to the proposed plant should be
explored which may provide a solution in the longer term

12. Joining with Jersey is a possible alternative solution which needs to be considered
immediately if the opportunity is not to be lost.  Jersey is planning to commission
its own waste disposal plant and it may be possible for Guernsey to participate in
this project.  Exporting waste to Jersey is legally possible [Correction. At present
export to Jersey is NOT legally possible. Jersey must first have the UKs signature
to the Basel convention extended to that island or Guernsey must amend its
primary legislation].  However, there are a number of risks in joining with Jersey.
The cost of joining with Jersey is likely to be less than Guernsey’s proposed
energy from waste plant at Longue Hougue.  The Panel has encouraged the
governments of both Islands to commission a feasibility study from
Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner, [Correction. Guernsey commissioned this report of their
own accord] which will review the technical and financial aspects of a joint
Channel Island solution.  That report is expected to be available shortly.

13. There are a number of alternative technologies, such as gasification, pyrolysis and
volume reduction by pre-treatment (autoclaving or mechanical and biological
treatment) that are in or close to commercial operation.  None are yet fully proven
for Guernsey’s type of waste, however.  The UK’s Department for Environment
Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) is pump priming a series of demonstrator
projects to evaluate alternative technologies.  DEFRA’s aim is to have five
demonstration plants in operation by the end of 2005 and a further five by the end
of 2006.  If joining with Jersey proves not to be a practicable option, we consider
that Guernsey should await the outcome of the demonstrator projects before
finalising its own long term solution.

14. When the demonstrator projects have been evaluated - and if joining with Jersey is
not practicable - Guernsey should go to the market for a long term solution to its
own waste needs using an output-based specification.  Such a specification would
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set out the objectives to be reached rather than the specific means to achieve them.
Expressions of interest should be invited in respect of all viable alternative
technologies as well as mass burn incineration.  Multi-solution options involving
more than one type of plant or technology should not be ruled out.  All different
forms of contracting should be permissible [Comment. Evaluation of such a wide
ranging, open ended approach would be problematical].

15. Exporting Guernsey’s waste to EU countries appears to be legally possible but the
issues are not clear cut.  The opportunity exists to export waste to certain
countries, particularly France and possibly Germany.  The cost of exporting waste
to EU countries may be less [Comment. Costs established by the Department
indicate that export costs will be higher than on island costs] than the cost of an
on-island solution.  However, exporting waste as a long term strategy has risks
attached [Comment. Due to the required capital investment, short term export also
carries significant risks] .

An interim solution will be needed until a long term
solution becomes available

16. Except for inert waste, landfill is not a long-term solution to Guernsey’s solid
waste disposal needs.  Mont Cuet does not meet accepted landfill standards.  On
current assumptions Mont Cuet has a remaining life of only 8 years.  There are no
alternative landfill sites available for non-inert waste which could meet accepted
environmental health standards.

17. We consider that a minimum of five years’ landfill life must be maintained at
Mont Cuet until a long term solution becomes available.  We estimate that,
through immediate pricing, waste minimisation and recycling measures, the life of
Mont Cuet could be extended by a number of years. [Comment – Yes but no
evidence or calculation offered to quantify extension of site life]

18. Guernsey should take immediate steps to ensure that it is in a position to export
waste as a short-term interim measure should this be necessary to maintain a
minimum five year life at Mont Cuet.  Residual waste for possible export needs to
be reduced to a minimum through waste minimisation, recycling and possibly pre-
treatment measures.  The risks in exporting waste are very much less as a short
term measure compared with export as a long term strategy.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section details the recommendations in each Part of the Report linked to the
Report’s main conclusions.

Key Conclusion: Guernsey should not proceed with the contract for the proposed
energy from waste plant at Longue Hougue.

Main conclusion (Part 1): Although there would be some advantages in going
ahead with the proposed plant, there are too many disadvantages and
uncertainties to make it the right choice for Guernsey.

Recommendation 1.1: Given the uncertainties about the impact of a substantial hike in
the gate fee, a thorough assessment of likely future waste arisings needs to be carried
out as soon as possible after the gate fee has been increased to not less than £100 per
tonne.  Whatever disposal option is ultimately chosen it is crucial that forecasts are
accurate in order to determine the size of the disposal operation.  The Environment
Department should make use of the economic and business expertise within the
Commerce and Employment Department in carrying out this work (paragraph 1.26).

Recommendation 1.2: If and when a new procurement is begun, all procurement options
should be independently tested in the market to determine which is likely to provide the
best value for money (paragraph 1.77). [Comment. If this recommendation is to hold
true for all infrastructure, including any export transfer station, significant time will be
added to the procurement phase delaying the introduction of interim measures]

Recommendation 1.3: More generally, there should be a much closer partnership
between the public and private sectors in the management of the Island’s waste.  We
consider that the public sector should only be involved in the operation of waste
management activities if those activities have been independently market tested and
public sector operation has been shown to be at least as efficient as that of the private
sector (paragraph 1.79). [Comment. This assumes that privately owned and operated,
monopoly provision of essential waste facilities is acceptable to Guernsey]

Main conclusion (Part 2): Much more needs to be done to encourage the reduction,
re-use and recycling of waste.  This would help to reduce the disposal problem but
it would not solve it.

Recommendation 2.1: Appropriate short, medium and long-term targets should be
identified for waste management (paragraph 2.10).

Recommendation 2.2: The gate fee at Mont Cuet should be raised as soon as possible to
not less than £100 a tonne (paragraph 2.18).

Recommendation 2.3: All materials which could be recycled should be banned from
Mont Cuet (paragraph 2.22).  [Comment. Regardless of cost?]
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Recommendation 2.4: The three arms of government directly involved in the disposal of
solid waste (the Environment Department, the Public Services Department and the
Health and Social Services Department) must work closely together and with the
commercial organisations.  Government needs to build trust and establish a common
sense of purpose with the private sector so that commercial recycling organisations have
the investment certainty they need to be able to play a full part in the waste strategy for
Guernsey (paragraph 2.35).

Recommendation 2.5: The Environment Department should be tasked to carry out an in-
depth review of possible sites for recycling and other waste management facilities
(paragraph 2.39). [Comment. This was primarily achieved through the EIA and
Planning Inquiry for Longue Hougue]

Recommendation 2.6: Facilities should be urgently developed in suitable locations to
which the public can bring a range of household wastes for re-use or recycling
(paragraph 2.49). [Comment. The bring banks provide the basis of this facility. Civic
Amenity sites are planned for Mont Cuet and Longue Hougue as detailed in the draft
WMP]

Recommendation 2.7: The Environment Department should encourage householders
with gardens to compost garden and kitchen waste, and also commission a composting
facility to take green wastes collected at the civic amenity site or to meet other local
demand (paragraph 2.55). [Comment. This is detailed in the draft WMP]

Recommendation 2.8:  The States should specify the use of such composted material as
an alternative to peat or soil-based composts in their own works or contracts
(paragraph 2.55). [Comment. This is detailed in the draft WMP “green procurement”]

Recommendation 2.9: The options for providing a kerbside collection of source
separated materials should be assessed (paragraph 2.65). [Comment. This is detailed in
the draft WMP]

Recommendation 2.10: The collection service for bulky household waste should
continue and should not be charged for (paragraph 2.66).

Main conclusion (Part 3): There are a number of promising alternatives to the
proposed plant that are worth exploring and which may provide a solution in the
longer term.

Recommendation 3.1: The possibility of working with Jersey should be explored
immediately by the relevant authorities in the two islands if the report of
Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner confirms that there are economic and environmental reasons
for so doing (paragraph 3.15).
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Recommendation 3.2: If joining with Jersey is not practicable, Guernsey should finalise
its own long term solution for residual wastes once the outcome of the DEFRA New
Technologies Demonstrator Programme is known (paragraph 3.27).

Recommendation 3.3: The search for the right long term solution for Guernsey’s waste
management needs should be underpinned by a thorough analysis of strategic options
for waste management for the island.  This would involve comparison of a number of
technologies and combinations of technologies, supported by an analysis of the
environmental costs and benefits of the alternatives (paragraph 3.31).

Recommendation 3.4: When Guernsey is ready to go to the market for a long term
solution, expressions of interest should be invited in respect of all viable technologies.
Expressions of interest should be sought in terms of an outcome based specification, ie
the objectives to be reached rather than the specific means to achieve them (paragraph
3.32).

Recommendation 3.5: Multi-solution options involving more than one type of plant or
technology should not be ruled out (paragraph 3.34).

Recommendation 3.6: All different forms of contracting should be permissible.  To test
the market thoroughly, contractors should be allowed the freedom to propose their own
choice of contract structure (paragraph 3.35).

Main conclusion (Part 4): An interim solution to Guernsey’s waste needs will be
required until a long term solution becomes available.

Recommendation 4.1: Through pricing, waste minimisation, enforcement and other
measures, Guernsey should seek to maintain a minimum of five years’ landfill capacity
at Mont Cuet (paragraph 4.6).  Recommendation 4.2: To maintain a minimum five year
life at Mont Cuet, Guernsey should take immediate steps to ensure that it is in a position
to export waste as a short term interim measure should this be necessary (paragraph
4.11).

654



13

PART 1:  THE PROPOSED ENERGY FROM
WASTE PLANT AT LONGUE HOUGUE

1.1 This Part of the Report considers the advantages and disadvantages of proceeding
with the proposed energy from waste plant at Longue Hougue.  We conclude
that, although there would be some advantages in going ahead with the
proposed plant, there are too many disadvantages and uncertainties to make
it the right choice for Guernsey.

Proceeding with the proposed energy from waste plant
would have some advantages

1.2 The main advantage of pressing ahead with the proposed plant is that a great deal
of time, money and effort has already been invested in the proposal and the project
is “ready to go”.  Following a decision to proceed with the agreed contract, the
plant could be commissioned and running within two years (2007).

1.3 Some £5 million of expenditure8 has been irrevocably committed to plant design
and site preparation and this would be lost if the decision were to be taken not to
proceed.  The capital investment in the Longue Hougue reclamation site itself
would not be wasted, however, as the site would be suitable for any alternative
development sanctioned in accordance with the original plans for the site.  The
land currently being claimed from the sea is a valuable asset because of the strong
and persistent demand for industrial and commercial sites and premises on the
island.  The originally perceived need to cluster “bad neighbour” industrial and
trade land uses away from residential and visitor land uses remains.  From such a
“zoning” perspective the purpose and location of the plant are sound.

1.4 A second advantage of going ahead with the proposal is that the Panel is satisfied
that, subject to sufficient waste arising for final disposal, the plant offered “will do
the job”.  The plant should be capable of dealing with all combustible waste
generated on the island.  Island communities such as the Isle of Man and the
Shetland Islands have invested in energy from waste technology for similar
reasons to those promoted over the years by the authorities in Guernsey.

1.5 We are also satisfied that the plant should give the waste volume reductions
projected (90 per cent) and that the remaining bottom ash/clinker should be
reasonably suitable for disposal to Longue Hougue or, preferably, for use in
construction on island.  Relatively small quantities of flue gas treatment residues
will need to be exported for disposal as hazardous wastes.  It would be
unreasonable for a small island community to be expected to deal with every
specialist aspect of hazardous waste disposal.

                                                            
8 as estimated by Ramboll, the Environment Department’s engineering consultants.
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1.6 The plant is based on tried and tested technology.  However, our confidence in the
technology does not make the plant proof against failure and operational
difficulties during its lifetime. Lurgi has guaranteed that, for the initial two years
of operation, it will achieve availability of 88.5 per cent and meet agreed
performance standards.  We note that down time and outage days for annual
repairs and maintenance have been taken into account in the availability
standards.

1.7 A third advantage of pressing on with the proposal is that the plant has been
designed to meet current and foreseeable best practice as regards air quality
emission standards and that there would be no perceptible risk to public health
from its operation.  The proposed 60 metre high chimney stack will disperse the
low levels of air pollutants not removed by the flue gas clean up system (Figure
1).  The plant is designed to control the noise, odour and dust inevitably
associated with waste handling.  The health and safety of staff and visitors to the
site has also been considered in consultation with specialist officers.  We also
draw attention to a review of the environmental and health effects of waste
management published in May 2004 by DEFRA9.  This concluded that there was
no evidence to suggest that the current generation of municipal solid waste
incinerators would be likely to have an adverse effect on human health.  A study
in 2000 by the Isle of Man reached similar conclusions.10

                                                            
9 Review of Environmental and Health Effects of Waste Management (Appendix 7 to Billet XI 2004)
10 Report to Tynwald on the Health Implications of Human Exposure to Dioxins and other Toxic
Chemical Components
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Figure 1:  Compliance with Criteria, Thresholds and Tolerance Limits set by the
Environmental Impact Assessment

Air Quality

Abatement Technology and sufficient effective stack height should be used to ensure that
emissions meet standards set in the following guidance and legislation:

The Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland,
January2000
EC Directive 85/203/EEC
EC Directive 1999/30/EC
World Health Organisation Guidelines (revised)

The current most stringent values from these various sources are as follows:

NO2 I hour mean

Annual mean
Calendar mean 98%ile of hourly means
Calendar mean 50%ile of hourly means

SO2 24 hour mean 47 ppb
Annual mean 8 ppb
10 minute mean 175 ppb

Benzene Running annual mean 5 ugm-3

PM10 Daily mean 50 ugm-3 (not to be
exceeded more than 35
times per calendar year)

Annual mean 40 ugm-3

CO Running 8 hour mean 10 ppm
I hour mean 25 ppm
30 minute mean 50 ppm
15 minute mean 90 ppm

Source: Former Board of Administration Compliance Document ref 0210BA9.
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However, there are too many disadvantages and
uncertainties to make the proposed energy from waste
plant the right choice for Guernsey

1.8 We have concluded that Guernsey should not go ahead with the proposed energy
from waste plant at Longue Hougue on five main counts:

(i) We have considerable doubts about the waste forecasts on which the
proposed plant is based. [Comment – Independent forecasts have been made
by both Ramboll and ISL.]

(ii) The visual impact of the proposed plant would be huge.

(iii) The risk of the plant failing has been increased by the simplified design.
[Comment – There has been no design simplification which increases the risk
of plant failure.]

(iv) The proposed plant is considerably more expensive than similar plants
elsewhere.

(v) The contract was too tightly specified too early in the contract process and it
is not clear that the resulting draft contract represents best value for money.
[Comment - To obtain fair bids  a clear contract and level playing field are
required – States tendering procedure]

(i) We have considerable doubts about the waste forecasts on which
the proposed plant is based

1.9 The proposed energy from waste plant has been specified to have an operating
capacity of between 50,000 and 70,000 tonnes per annum.  The capacity of the
plant was based on an assessment in 2001 by the consultants Ramboll for the
former Board of Administration.  Using data from the year 2000, Ramboll
estimated that total waste arisings were then 73,000 tonnes per annum, of which
48,000 tonnes per annum were incinerable.  Ramboll forecast that incinerable
waste arisings would rise to 50,000 tonnes per annum by the time the energy from
waste plant was commissioned in 2005

1.10 The calorific value of the waste was estimated by Ramboll at 11 Mega Joules
(MJ) per kilogram.  We have received indications that this may be at the higher
end of the scale and a more conservative estimate of between 9 and 10 MJ per
kilogram may be more appropriate.  This would accord more closely with the
calorific value for waste being incinerated in Jersey.  We also note that the
calorific value for 2004 for the 56,000 tonne capacity North East Lincs Cyclerval
plant was 8.5 MJ per kilogram and that the plant had been designed for a higher
calorific value.
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1.11 Ramboll also forecast the likely growth in waste arisings over the life of the
proposed plant.  Ramboll’s estimates were based on:

•  an average increase in the Guernsey population of 0.27 per cent per year
from 2000 to 2025;

•  economic growth of between 1 and 3 per cent;

•  initiatives to encourage recycling and waste segregation which would be
likely to counter some of the increased waste arisings from economic
growth.

1.12 Taking these factors into account, Ramboll predicted an average increase in the
waste arisings of approximately 1.3 per cent per annum over the plant’s lifetime.
Ramboll concluded that the plant would need to be able to deal with a maximum
of 65,000 tonnes per annum of incinerable waste towards the end of its life.  To
this figure needed to be added quantities of sewage sludge from a proposed new
sewage treatment plant.  These were expected to be 4,400 tonnes per year at a
dried solids content of 25 per cent or 1,375 tonnes per year at a dried solids
content of 80 per cent.  Based on these figures the Board of Administration
decided that the design of the plant should allow for future waste arisings
increasing to 70,000 tonnes per annum towards the end of the plant’s life.
[Comment. These waste arisings were independently verified by ISL]

The growth assumptions in the waste forecasts are doubtful

1.13 In September 2004 the Commerce & Employment Department carried out an
economic impact assessment of the proposed energy from waste plant, which cast
doubt on a number of the assumptions used by Ramboll in assessing the design
capacity of the plant.  Although the Environment Department told us that they
considered the assessment to be flawed, we found the economic impact
assessment to be well-argued.  We consider that it throws new light on a complex
subject and should not be lightly discounted. [The project teams response to the
Commerce and Employments Department’s report is provided as an appendix to
the States Report]

The link between waste and economic growth

1.14 The economic impact assessment considered that Ramboll had failed to take
account of the changing nature of Guernsey commerce and industry and the
impact that this would have on the waste stream.  Over the period to 2025, some
of the industries which generate large amounts of waste - such as construction,
horticulture, manufacturing and tourism - are not expected to grow and could
actually decline in volume terms.  By contrast, the types of industries and
economic sectors that are expected to take growth forward in the Guernsey
economy – such as financial services, management and supply businesses – are
expected to generate relatively little additional waste. [Comment - in developed
countries, waste growth is usually correlated with GDP. The type of industry or
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commerce is not the main driver of waste – people are – and as the GDP per
capita increases, so does consumption and waste.]  The economic impact
assessment concluded that Ramboll’s assumption that waste requiring final
disposal would increase by 1.3 per cent a year was incorrect.  We also note that, in
most European Union countries, the aim is to de-couple waste arisings from
economic growth, although experience shows that this is difficult to achieve.  The
Environment Department considered, however, that there was no evidence that
growth in waste requiring final disposal would differ significantly from that
forecast by Ramboll. [Comment - The 1.3% target is well below historical levels
of 3% pa growth and of itself represents a stiff reduction/recycling challenge]

Population growth

1.15 The Ramboll population projections were based on the 1996 census.  Ramboll
predicted that Guernsey’s population would rise from 60,900 in 2005 to 64,400 in
2025.  The economic impact assessment used the latest government actuarial
figures from the more recent 2001 census.  These figures show that, compared
with the Ramboll projection, the Guernsey population is expected to be lower
both at the start year for the plant and in the final year of its projected operating
life, rising from 59,900 in 2005 to 63,600 in 2025.  The Environment Department
considered that these changes would have little impact on forecast waste arisings
and that, more significantly, Guernsey is now taking Alderney’s waste (population
2,300).  We note, however, that the export of Alderney’s waste to Guernsey may
be only a temporary solution, whilst Alderney considers its long-term strategy.
We consider that these differences in population projections are likely to have
only a marginal effect on growth forecasts of waste requiring final disposal.

The likely impact of the increased gate fee on waste production has not been
included in the forecasts

1.16 Ramboll’s assessment in 2001 did not include any specific consideration of the
likely impact of increasing the gate fee on future waste arisings.  The Commerce
& Employment Department economic impact assessment in 2004 considered that
the proposed increase in gate fee from £33 per tonne to around £100 per tonne
would focus business minds on the economics of waste disposal.  Businesses
would then be more likely to make decisions to minimise the cost increase by
increased sorting and recycling.

1.17 The Environment Department told us that it did not agree that increasing the gate
fee to around £100 per tonne would significantly reduce combustible waste
arisings.  It considered that the vast majority of waste that could be diverted from
Mont Cuet by the waste generators and haulage companies had already been
diverted and that the scope for further segregation was very limited.  The
Department felt that a greater level of recycling would be stimulated, in part, by
an increase in disposal charges, but a threshold would be reached whereby the
cost of further recycling would exceed the gate fee and further recycling would
not be adopted.
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1.18 Our discussions with recycling companies in Guernsey and elsewhere indicate,
however, that there is considerable scope for further recycling by industry and
commerce in Guernsey.  A substantial increase in the waste disposal gate fee
would be likely to provide a big boost to this recycling effort.  We also note the
position in the Isle of Man where there was a large increase in the landfill gate fee
from £10 per tonne to £100 tonne11 some two years before the island’s new
energy from waste plant opened in August 2004.  This increase led to a big take-
up in recycling by the commercial sector and a dramatic reduction in commercial
waste going to landfill.  As a result, the operator of the Isle of Man plant is
currently struggling to achieve its desired tonnage of combustible waste for the
incinerator, although there are no current plans to import waste to make up the
shortfall.

1.19 Figure 2 shows waste inputs at Mont Cuet from 1998 to 2004.  After rising to a
peak of 74,800 tonnes in 2001, there was a big drop in 2002 to 61,300 tonnes and
there has been a steady decline since then. The drop in 2002 coincided with a
substantial increase in the gate fee from £13.30 to £31.00.

Figure 2:  Waste inputs and gate fee at Mont Cuet
1998 to 2004
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Source:  Guernsey Technical Services

                                                            
11 this increase did not apply to household waste collected by the local authorities.
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1.20 Figure 3 shows waste entering Mont Cuet split between industrial and commercial,
parish and other categories.  The amount of parish waste has been fairly constant at
between 14,200 and 14,800 tonnes per annum.  However, the amount of industrial
and commercial waste entering Mont Cuet landfill dropped by nearly 25 per cent
between 2001 and 2002, from 59,400 tonnes to 45,500 tonnes, when the gate fee
increased from £13.30 to £31.00.  This suggests that a further increase in the gate
fee to around £100 per tonne could have a similar effect on the amount of
industrial and commercial waste entering Mont Cuet. [Comment – The graph can
also be interpreted as demonstrating that the main elements of waste that can be
segregated at source have been and that diminishing returns are now being
experienced with most of the economically justifiable commercial separation
already being done]

Figure 3:  Waste entering Mont Cuet by category
1998 to 2004
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Source:  Guernsey Technical Services

Better waste minimisation and recycling measures are likely to reduce waste
for disposal even further

1.21  The Commerce and Employment Department economic impact assessment
suggested that there is an increasing environmental awareness across sectors of
the industry.  The increase in gate fee should give a positive stimulus to the
recycling industries.  With improved services for waste collection and stimulation
of the export market through the recycling companies, the commercial sector
could make a significant switch away from the supply of material for an energy
from waste plant and into greater sorting and recycling of waste.  Much would
depend on the relative economics of recycling versus incineration.
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Lower waste forecasts would call into question the economic viability of the
plant

1.22 The economic impact assessment concluded there might be no increase in waste
arisings over the life of the proposed plant and that a plant with a capacity of
50,000 tonnes per annum might be more appropriate. [Comment – The proposed
plant is designed to operate anywhere within the range from 50,000 to 70,000
tonnes per annum]  The assessment also concluded that the proposed plant, with a
capacity of 70,000 tonnes per annum, was oversized.  This would have a number
of potentially serious consequences:

•  The proposed plant would be more expensive than it needs to be, although
any savings from a smaller capacity plant would be relatively modest (a few
million pounds on a capital cost of around £70 million). [Comment - a too-
big plant will always cope; a too-small plant never will]

•  An energy from waste plant requires a continuous stream of waste material
and is most efficient if operating near to its maximum capacity.

•  A gate fee significantly higher than £100 per tonne would be required to
balance operating costs and revenues (see below), which could threaten the
plant’s economic viability.

1.23 The Environment Department has calculated that an initial gate fee of £102 per
tonne (and then rising by 4 per cent each year) would be needed for the plant to
break even over its proposed 25 year life.  The financial model used to calculate
the gate fee makes the following assumptions:

•  capital cost of £74 million, financed by borrowing from the Treasury;

•  Treasury loan rate of 4.7 per cent;

•  amortisation of capital over 25 years;

•  initial waste input of 50,000 tonnes rising steadily to 70,000 tonnes per
annum after 25 years;

•  fixed annual operating costs of £1.5 million;

•  variable operating costs of £20.22 per tonne;

•  electricity revenue of £13 per tonne;

•  inflation rate of 4 per cent.

1.24 The calculation of the gate fee very much depends on the assumptions used.  For
example, Ramboll has projected a cost of £155 per tonne based on Guernsey’s
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waste arisings averaging 60,000 tonnes per annum over a 20 year period and with
an interest rate of 5.5 per cent.12

1.25 The Panel used the Environment Department financial model referred to in
paragraph 1.23 above to assess the impact on the projected gate fee of varying the
forecast waste inputs (Figure 4).  The Panel noted that, if waste inputs were higher
than forecast, the gate fee could be set at less than £100 per tonne to enable the
plant to break even.  However, if the waste input remained steady at 50,000
tonnes over the life of the plant (based on the Commerce and Employment
Department projections), the initial gate fee would need to be set at £121 per
tonne.  If the waste input dropped to 40,000 tonnes because of the increase in gate
fee and other measures and then remained steady at this level, the gate fee would
need to be set at nearly £150 per tonne.  The more that a higher gate fee reduced
waste inputs, the more the gate fee would need to be increased to compensate.  A
position might then be reached where the proposed gate fees were too high to be
acceptable and the plant would not be economically viable. [Comment. This
situation could only be expected to occur if the separation and recycling costs for
each additional tonne of waste extracted from the waste stream were less than the
EfW gate fee. No evidence has been presented to substantiate this assumption]

Figure 4:  Projected gate fee based on various waste input assumptions

Forecast waste input (tonnes per annum)
At start After 25 years

Projected gate fee
(£ per tonne)

70,000 70,000 91
60,000 70,000 95
60,000 60,000 102
50,000 70,000 102
50,000 60,000 111
50,000 50,000 121
40,000 60,000 121
40,000 50,000 134
40,000 40,000 150

Source:  Environment Department financial model.

1.26 The economic impact assessment carried out by the Commerce and Employment
Department casts considerable doubts over the forecasts of waste arisings used in
deciding the design capacity of the proposed plant. [Comment – The C&E report
relies entirely upon statements from a variety of parties with vested interests in
Guernsey’s waste management. No investigation of ISL’s forecasting was made]
The forecasts were based on assumptions about population and economic growth
but did not take into account the likely impact on waste arisings of the proposed
three-fold increase in gate fee to £100 per tonne.  Given the uncertainties about

                                                            
12 Letter dated 11.11.04 from Ramboll to Guernsey Technical Services.
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the impact of a substantial hike in the gate fee, we recommend that a
thorough assessment of likely future waste arisings is carried out as soon as
possible after the gate fee has been increased to not less than £100 per tonne.
Whatever disposal option is ultimately chosen it is crucial that forecasts are
accurate in order to determine the size of the disposal operation.  The
Environment Department should make use of the economic and business expertise
within the Commerce and Employment Department in carrying out this
work[Comment – No evidence exists that C&E are better able than waste industry
specialist advisers to carry out such forecasts]

(ii) The visual impact of the proposed plant would be huge

1.27 It is a fact of life that there is no such thing as a small mass burn incinerator.  The
plant is “heavy engineering and materials handling”: receiving, storing and
mechanically handling tonnes of difficult and variable material; burning tonnes of
that same material at very high temperature; using the furnace heat in a water tube
boiler to generate steam; and using that steam in high-speed turbines to generate
electricity.  The flue gas pollution abatement is a complex process involving high
temperature gas handling and chemical treatment.  Disposal of residues is also
complex, using a range of chemicals in spray wash water.  There is a plant for
separating ferrous and non-ferrous metals for recycling and baling them for
transportation.  Lastly there is electrical switchgear to transmit the power
generated to the grid.

1.28 Figure 5 shows an impression of the proposed plant at Longue Hougue.
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1.29 This heavy engineering leads to the need for a site of some 2 hectares, a very large
building some 35 metres high and a chimney some 60 metres high.  We note that
cost reductions required after receipt of initial tenders have raised the planned
visible height of the building by some 6 metres.  [Comment. This sentence may be
misconstrued, the proposed building height is 35, not 41 metres (35 +6). Proposals
to sink the plant below ground level in the Longue Hougue site were aborted
because the civil engineering difficulties of building below high tide levels would
have added nearly £20 million to the cost of the plant.

1.30 The proposed building will be much larger than any now on Guernsey.  The
power station nearby at St Sampson’s is the biggest complex already on the island
and is undoubtedly visually intrusive.  The energy from waste plant would be built
on an even more prominent site where in our view it would be impossible to
screen it.  Having visited the site of the Isle of Man incinerator (Figure 6) we
know how enormous such a building is and how it could dominate the landscape
in Guernsey.

Figure 6:  Picture of the Isle of Man plant opened in 2004
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1.31 The only alternative to screening is to create a landmark building through skilled
architectural design, which would substantially increase costs.  In our view the
building will be clearly industrial in character and the sketches in the Compliance
Document are misleading.  We do not believe the maritime location would
support anything like the tree growth illustrated.  We doubt that creation of an
attractive landmark building is possible, even if it proves affordable, although we
recognise that for some people big industrial buildings signify progress and
modernisation.  The panel notes the overwhelmingly adverse public comment it
has received that the visual impact is most undesirable on an attractive tourist
destination island.

1.32 Since the Panel commenced its work the Environment Department has engaged
Lurgi to produce further architectural designs with the object of cladding the
incinerator in such a way that it takes on the appearance of a “Landmark
Building”.  At the time of concluding our Report we were not able to obtain an
estimate of the additional costs of these works, which are likely to be substantial.
[The costs are provided in the Department’s States Report. Contrary to The
Panel’s assumption they are not substantial]. The Panel appreciates that any such
proposal is likely to be the subject of considerable public debate.

1.33 Selection of the Longue Hougue site for the incinerator was made through a
conceptual Environmental Impact Assessment.  The proposal to site the
incinerator on reclaimed land was originally seen in a positive light since it would
enable the plant to be built partly below ground level.  In the event, engineering
difficulties and consequent costs turned this perceived “strength” at the concept
stage into an unaffordable cost when tenders were received.  The Planning
Inspector, having heard objections to the choice of Longue Hougue, was not able
to identify a more suitable site on the island for such a plant and none has been
suggested to us.

1.34 We note that the Mont Cuet area was the second favourite site when all possible
sites were evaluated and the ground conditions there are different and better for
construction of a large plant.  However, this is also a prominent site on the coast
where effective screening of such a large plant would not be feasible.  Mont Cuet
is undeveloped land where mineral extraction has taken place but there are
amenity considerations for coastal walkers and others seeking to enjoy the open
space.  We accept the view that from a planning and land use zoning viewpoint
Longue Hougue was the preferable site, as it is already home to a number of
industrial site uses where road traffic is already heavy.

1.35 A further concern about visual appearance is the likelihood, in certain weather
conditions, of a highly visible plume of water vapour from the 60 metre high
chimney.  [Comment - only at low air temperatures] Although there would be no
health risk from the plume, some people would inevitably regard the visible
plume of water vapour as “smoke”.  We fear that it would be much more visible
than the brown smoke from the heavy oil fuel fired plant at the Power Station.

668



27

(iii) The risk of the plant failing has been increased by the simplified
design

The single stream design is risky because there is no alternative stream
available during unintended outages

1.36 In terms of availability, landfill has proven to be the most reliable waste
management option.  Most landfills are capable of operating 365 days a year,
generally because the technologies used are simple and robust.  More complex
waste management processes have to be shut down from time to time both for
planned maintenance and because of unplanned stoppages, incidences of which
will vary over the life of the plant.  Typically, a modern energy from waste plant
can be expected to experience between 5 and 10 per cent of downtime in any
period.

1.37 The Environment Agency has assessed downtime for other technologies.  It
reports 14 per cent downtime for a pyrolysis technology plant; and greater than 85
per cent availability and between 81.6 and 92.3 availability for two gasification
technology plants, figures which the Agency considers to be “high” (ie they offer
relatively good performance with relatively little down-time).  No complex
technology is capable of the almost permanent availability offered by landfill.

1.38 Any failure to maintain an energy from waste plant at its minimum capacity
increases the risk of unexpected failures due to the variation in temperature cycles.
These plants operate best over time with steady state burning conditions rather
than stop-start conditions.  This is a particular risk for the proposed plant in
Guernsey, as the waste stream may well be insufficient to sustain the plan.
[Comment – This statement is based on the questionable conclusions of the C&E
report]  The Isle of Man, with a population of 76,000, has found it difficult to
achieve 50,000 tonnes of combustible waste per annum; [Comment. The Isle of
Man has indicated that any drop off in waste arisings from that forecast is as a
result of private landfill sites legally accepting waste rather than through waste
reduction or increases in recycling] and the problem could get worse as disposal
subsidies for household waste diminish.

1.39 Many waste management plants work by having duplicate or multiple waste
treatment streams.  The likelihood of simultaneous breakdown of both or all
streams is low and it is possible to manage the waste from the unavailable stream
during downtime.  The design of the proposed energy from waste plant at Longue
Hougue has only one stream.  When it is not available - either for planned
maintenance or for other reasons - treatment of waste at the site would stop.
[Comment – The reason  why baling  is included in the process]

1.40 A number of alternative technologies offer a multi-stream capacity which permits
planned maintenance whilst the plant remains in operation or allows for
continuing operation, perhaps at a temporarily reduced level, during periods of
unserviceability. [Comment – As acknowledged by The Panel, no alternative
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technology as yet offers a robust or reliable solution to Guernsey’s waste] The
size of some alternative technologies would allow for a multi-option solution to
waste disposal (see Part 3 of our Report).  Having more than one type of treatment
would provide additional flexibility during both planned maintenance and
unplanned shutdowns.

1.41 The Environment Department told us that Ramboll had recommended a single
stream solution for the Guernsey energy from waste facility for the following
main reasons:

•  It would be difficult to attract key market players to supply twin stream
units as the individual units would be too small.

•  Because of the small size of the plant, one stream would be more efficient
than two streams in dealing with large elements in the waste, handling
variations in calorific value, achieving uniform combustion, ensuring that
emission standards can be met, and in producing power.

•  A single stream solution would be £10.6 million less expensive on capital
cost and £0.4 million less expensive in annual operational costs than a twin
stream solution.

Measures in the contract to mitigate the risks from relying on a single stream
include stocks of strategic spare parts, a waste baler and an emergency plan to use
Mont Cuet for the storage of baled waste.  Lurgi had also guaranteed, on pain of
damages, that it would achieve an availability of 88.5 per cent for the two years
that it would be responsible for the operation of the plant.  Although this would
provide financial compensation it would not avoid having to deal with the
problem of waste that could not be disposed of.

1.42 We note that the reasons given for choosing a single stream all relate to the fact
that - on efficiency and financial grounds - the proposed plant is too small to have
more than one stream.  This reinforces our view that Guernsey’s residual waste
now and in the future may not support efficient mass burn incineration in the plant
proposed.

1.43 We believe that there would continue to be a substantial risk in relying on a single
stream despite the mitigating measures proposed.  Re-design of the proposed
energy from waste plant to incorporate two waste streams would increase the size
of the building to house them and would greatly increase capital and operational
costs.  Such a plant would be unlikely to be either financially or operationally
sustainable.

The capacity of the waste reception bunker has been reduced to five days

1.44 The rate of waste production on Guernsey is not easy to change.  Businesses can
hold waste for a few days longer than would be normal for them, but municipal
waste depends on regular (once or twice a week) collection from every household.
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1.45 Because of the unexpectedly high costs of the proposed energy from waste plant,
the waste reception bunker at the front end was reduced in size during post-tender
negotiations.  The revised design of the bunker has a 5 day capacity, compared
with 15 days in the original design.

1.46 The bunker allows some flexibility over the rate of waste delivery to the plant –
such as no deliveries at night, on a Sunday or bank holidays – without waste
processing having to stop. This is helpful as an energy from waste plant works
more efficiently if allowed to operate continuously.  The reception bunker also
allows waste to be delivered when the plant is not working.  With good
operational practice the amount of waste in the reception bunker could be kept to
the minimum needed to support continuous working.  At any one time the bunker
could therefore be assumed to have 3 or 4 days additional waste capacity after
weekend build-up.

1.47 Nevertheless, 3 to 4 days capacity does not allow much margin for error.  We are
concerned that the reduced bunker capacity increases the risks from unplanned
outages.  We note that the energy from waste plant in the Isle of Man has been
designed with a 16-day bunker capacity despite the availability of several landfill
sites as back-up. [Comment. The industry norm is for much smaller bunker
capacity than 16 days. Indeed attempting to store waste in a bunker for 16 days
presents many additional environmental and safety problems. These factors were
also part of the consideration for reducing the proposed bunker capacity]

There is no back-up in the event of failure and waste may have to be stored
until the problem is resolved. [Comment. Baling and storage of waste was the
preferred back up option and has been approved by the regulator]

1.48 Any downtime for the proposed plant of less than 3 days is unlikely to need any
changes to the rate of waste delivery.  The additional waste in the reception
bunker could gradually be processed over the following few days unless the plant
was already operating at maximum capacity.  This would be unlikely, however, as
the Panel believes that waste arisings for the plant are overestimated.

1.49 Alternative arrangements would be needed to cope with any plant downtime of
more than 3 days.  The Panel has not been able to procure an estimate of the
likelihood of stoppages less than or greater than 3 days.  However, in an extreme
case where a year’s downtime of 5 per cent was experienced in one event, an
expected throughput of 50,000 tonnes per year (140 tonnes per day) would require
some 15 days waste delivery, amounting to over 2,000 tonnes of waste, to be
diverted away from the site.

1.50 For anything other than the shortest periods, storage of this waste in sealed
containers would be prohibitively expensive, both in terms of the cost of the
containers themselves and the equipment needed to fill and store them.  One day’s
waste delivery would fill something like 15 ISO containers.  We are concerned
that the baling and temporary storage provision in the proposed design do not
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appear to be adequate in the event of extended downtime. [Comment - the baling
system proposed does not need secondary containment]

1.51 In such circumstances the Environment Department is considering using the Mont
Cuet landfill for storage purposes.  Long-term breakdown would rapidly consume
the landfill capacity at Mont Cuet and alternatives would need to be explored
including export off-island.   The Environment Department told us that Mont Cuet
currently has the capacity to store 26 weeks of baled waste. [Comment – Baled
waste would only be temporarily stored at Mont Cuet until it could be incinerated]

1.52 Guernsey’s policy for its waste strategy has been centred around mass burn
incineration as the most reliable technology.  However, basing the proposed plant
on a single waste processing stream with reduced bunker capacity increases the
risks considerably.  There is a much greater likelihood of having to implement
“coping” strategies at times of breakdown, either on-island landfill or export.  In
the panel’s view, the simplified design flies in the face of one of the main
advantages of choosing mass burn incineration over alternative options: that it is
the least risky technological option.

(iv) The proposed plant is considerably more expensive than similar
plants elsewhere

1.53 The cost of the proposed facility has risen way above the original estimates
(Figure 7).  In 1998 the indicative capital estimate was £14.5 million for the
construction of a plant capable of burning 25,000 tonnes a year.13  In its budget
for 2001 the former Board of Administration identified a sum of £25 million for
the facility.  In 2002 the pre-tender estimate for the proposed facility was £58
million14, although this did not include any estimate for the cost of bonds or other
forms of protection or for the costs during the operational period.  Bids then came
in at between £93 million (Martin) and £102 million (Lurgi) in early 2003.15  Cost
savings were subsequently achieved by reducing the specification to arrive at a
capital cost of around £74 million.

                                                            
13 Billet d’Etat XX 2003, para 3.3
14 ibid, para 3.2
15 ibid, para 1.8
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Figure 7:  The increasing estimated cost of the proposed 
energy from waste plant
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1.54 Emission standards and building costs have risen significantly since the plant was
envisaged and there are other factors which have contributed to the rising cost.
There have been significant changes in the energy from waste market between the
preparation of the pre-tender estimate and the receipt of tenders.  The number of
suppliers has reduced because of insolvencies, mergers and companies
withdrawing from the marketplace.  Even taking these factors into account,
however, the continuing increases in estimated costs compared with budgets
notified to the States are a matter of considerable concern.  We are surprised that
these periodic hikes in cost estimates had not led to a fundamental review of the
project long before now.

1.55 The cost of the proposed plant is very high compared with similar plants
elsewhere.  The Isle of Man incinerator cost £45 million when the contract was
awarded in October 2000, although this cost would probably be significantly more
if tenders were sought now.  The Isle of Man plant became operational in August
2004 and has a second stream for animal and hazardous wastes.  An incinerator at
Le Havre in France, which opened in July 2004, cost 80 million euros (£55
million at an exchange rate of 1.45) [Comment - 2001 prices] and has a capacity
of 24 tonnes per hour (more than twice that of Guernsey’s proposed plant).  A
2002 survey of incineration costs on the UK mainland undertaken by the UK
Cabinet Office16 calculated an average cost of £55 per tonne [Comment - not
current data], compared with a figure of over £100 per tonne for the proposed
plant in Guernsey.

1.56  We asked the Environment Department whether the cost of the proposed
Guernsey plant had been benchmarked against the cost of similar plants
elsewhere.  The Department said that this was not a straightforward exercise as

                                                            
16 Cabinet Office report, “Waste Not, Want Not”, 2002 (Annex F)
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project specifications, contract terms and risk apportionment varied greatly
between projects.  A cost comparison had been made with the Isle of Man plant
(Figure 8).  The comparison took into account inflation, exchange rates, Guernsey
building costs, site conditions, market conditions and varying plant specifications.
After making appropriate adjustments to the Isle of Man base price for each of
these factors, the assessment suggested that the cost differential between the two
projects was of the order of £4.7 million.  The Panel’s own enquiries of the Isle of
Man Government confirmed the value of the secondary incinerator (for dealing
with animal waste) as being £3.5 million.  The cost comparisons at Figure 8 below
should therefore be treated with caution. [Comment – The comparison was done
by the same advisers to both the Isle of Man and Guernsey projects]

Figure 8:  Cost comparisons between the Isle of Man and Guernsey plants

Isle of Man

£m

Guernsey

£m

Base price 45.13 72.7

Additions to price

   Inflation 3.47

   Exchange rate 3.63

   Guernsey building cost 3.8

   Site conditions 4.0

   Flue gas treatment 2.0

   Market conditions 6.77

   Boiler protection 0.2

Deductions from price

   Secondary incinerator (1.0)

Total 68.0 72.7

Difference +4.7

    Source: Environment Department

1.57 There is no doubt that the cost of building incinerators has increased significantly
in recent years.  The supply market has consolidated dramatically.  The number of
potential suppliers for a “bespoke” energy from waste plant is small as a result of
the limited number of orders for such plants throughout the world.  The protracted
and specialised design and contracting procedures also raise costs and reduce
market competition.  Europe has the highest emission standards in the world,
which should give a stimulus to innovation.  However, the high level of “green
awareness” in Northern Europe means that all proponents of energy from waste
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developments face opposition, sometimes fierce, which limits the number of
orders placed and often delays those orders as controversy rages.  When
competition is weak, tender prices can be expected to be high.  Timing is also an
issue as companies in the market claim to have lost money on recently completed
plants.  This makes it difficult to compare the costs of recent contracts.

1.58 There are also a number of Guernsey factors which make the proposed plant very
expensive:

•  Building and construction materials and labour prices are more expensive
than in the UK.  Guernsey costs are more than 48 per cent higher than the
UK average17, but some areas of the UK such as London and parts of the
South are also significantly higher than the UK average.  These extra costs
are inevitably reflected in tender prices.

•  The civil engineering requirements of the proposed plant at Longue Hougue
are exceptionally costly.  The site is “made ground” and subject to tidal
infiltration. The plant is very heavy and the foundations must both hold it up
on the bedrock and hold it down to stop it floating like a boat.  Post tender,
considerable savings were secured by reducing the depth of the waste
bunker originally specified and by lowering the height of the water tube
boiler by specifying a horizontal rather than a vertical configuration.
[Comment - it was always a horizontal tail-end boiler.  There has been no
change]  Nevertheless, site-engineering costs for such a plant are very high
and unavoidable at Longue Hougue.  In our view even a re-design to
process a smaller tonnage would have little or no effect on the plant size or
foundation design.  If the only other site available, Mont Cuet, were to be
used civil engineering would be less difficult. Other land at St Sampson’s
considered as a possible site for the plant is also “made ground” and subject
to sea water infiltration.  If a smaller lighter technology were selected, site
engineering would be much less problematic.

1.59 The other significant cost element is the flue gas emission treatment designed to
meet current and foreseeable emission standards.  We consider that standards will
continue to tighten.  In our view Guernsey should aim to meet the EU Waste
Incineration Directive standards with whichever technology it selects and we
could not recommend any savings in this regard. [Comment - the requirement by
the Environmental Regulator to meet better than WID requirements adds cost to
the project] The Panel applauds the States decision to achieve the highest possible
standards of gas clean up for the proposed plant.

                                                            
17 Commerce and Employment Department
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(v) The contract was too tightly specified too early in the contract
process and it is not clear that the resulting draft contract
represents best value for money

1.60 The former Board of Administration was directed by the States in 1998 to
investigate the feasibility of commissioning an energy from waste plant.
Following a competitive tendering process, Lurgi was selected to design, build
and operate such a plant for two years, at an agreed price of £80.3 million, of
which £7.5 million is for the operational phase.  Selected steps in the contracting
process are set out at Appendix 3.

1.61 Some of the reasons for the high cost of the proposed plant – such as the island
environment, the civil engineering requirements and the flue gas treatment - are
referred to earlier in this report.  However, even taking these factors into account,
the way that the proposed plant has been procured does not give us confidence
that best value for money has been achieved.

Alternative technologies to mass burn incineration were ruled out, although
this was probably right at the time

1.62 Companies proposing alternative technologies such as gasification or pyrolysis
were ruled out when the shortlist of companies to be interviewed was prepared in
late 2000.  Juniper Consultancy was subsequently commissioned in April 2002
and again in April 2003 to review emerging technologies to determine whether
they had developed sufficiently to be a suitable waste management option for
Guernsey.  In each case Juniper concluded that incineration with energy recovery
was the most appropriate option.  The Board of Administration therefore
continued to rule out alternatives to mass burn grate incineration.  We consider
that this was probably the right decision at the time, although market conditions
are now starting to change (see Part 3 of our Report). [Comment – It was claimed,
in 2002 and 2003, that market conditions were changing, to date the developments
have been insufficient  to generate the required  confidence]

Alternative contractual options were not properly evaluated

1.63 Prior to tendering, the Board of Administration considered two principal options
for the procurement of an energy from waste facility:

(i) A Design and Build (DB) turnkey contract with a separate Operate and
Maintain contract.  The Design and Build element would be provided
through a single contract and the client would take possession of the
completed facility.

(ii) A Design Build Finance and Operate (DBFO) contract.  This would be a
single contract for the procurement of the plant and its subsequent operation
and maintenance.  Plant, equipment, staff and all other costs would be
recovered by service based charges made during the contract period.  The
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operation period of the contract would have to be sufficient to allow
recovery of the capital investment.

The market was presented with a DB2O contract as the only option

1.64 The Board of Administration’s [Comment - and A&F’s] preferred strategy was a
variation of option (i) above:  to procure the energy from waste facility through a
design, build and two year operate contract (DB2O).  The Board considered that
there would be advantages to be gained from placing responsibility for operating
the energy from waste facility with the design and build contractor for a period
equating to the end of the warranty period, that is two years after successful
commissioning and testing of the plant.  The contractor would thus maintain full
responsibility for the plant during the period when ‘teething problems’ might
occur and modifications might be needed.  The Board considered that letting a
short operating contract would allow time for a decision on how to manage the
operation of the plant in the long term, ie whether the States should operate the
plant itself, the operation of the plant alone should be let to a contractor or the
operation of the plant and all waste activities should be let to one operator.
[Comment. A number of other limiting factors were highly relevant. These are set
out in the Department’s States Report]

1.65 The DB2O contract was the only procurement option put to the market. This ruled
out of contention all those specialist waste management companies that specify,
sometimes finance, and operate waste disposal plants and often recycle, compost
and collect waste too.

The DBFO option was ruled out without proper testing or evaluation

1.66 The Board rejected option (ii) above - a Design Build Finance and Operate
(DBFO) contract - on the grounds that such a contract would need to include as
much of the waste management function as possible if total costs were to be
reduced and effective control of the waste stream ensured.  The DBFO route
therefore presented problems in that the States had not at that time (and still has
not) debated the issues surrounding the future long-term strategy for the integrated
management of waste collection, treatment and disposal. [Correction – Waste
Strategy Assessment was debated in 1997. There has been extensive consultation
before during and since including preparation of a draft Waste Management Plan.
What the States has not debated is the desire or otherwise to place strategically
essential infrastructure into private ownership under a probable monopoly
situation]

1.67  The Advisory and Finance Committee considered that best value for the
sustainable long term provision of waste services could only be achieved if the
design of all waste facilities, including the energy from waste plant, fully
accounted for long term operational considerations.  The Committee’s strong
preference was for tenders to be sought for the provision of integrated waste
services and the Committee asked the Board of Administration to invite tenderers
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to put forward a DBFO tender if they so wished. [Comment. Regretfully this
represented a change in view of the Committee which only took place after the
project specification had been drawn up and consultants and lawyers appointed
under the DBO brief. The Committee also acknowledged the other limiting factors
to a DBFO contract, referred to above and set out in the Department’s States
Report]. The Board of Administration considered, however, that it would be
inappropriate to pursue a DBFO contract since it would result in unacceptable
programme delays and would not result in financial benefits.  We consider that
this was a poor decision.

1.68 We consider it unfortunate that the waste management strategy had not been
sufficiently developed to allow this option to be pursued further.  A DBFO
contract might well have been a good fit for an integrated waste management
approach since it would have provided opportunities for total service delivery by a
private sector partner, including the provision of high value capital investment,
significant scope for technological innovation and attendant risk transfer.  The
DBFO option was not put to the market even though it is likely that a number of
firms would have been interested in this option.

Negotiating two separate contracts (for DB2O and separate operation) may well
be more expensive over the life of the plant [Comment - no evidence provided]

1.69 The strategy was agreed in June 2001 to procure the energy from waste facility
through a design, build and two year operate turnkey contract (DB2O) followed
by a finance and 25 year operate contract (FO25).  As the Board of
Administration noted, this strategy was fraught with problems as it was essential
that the DB2O contract should contain sufficient clauses to enable the future
letting of the FO25 contract as part of an integrated waste management contract
which may include operation and maintenance of landfill and other waste disposal
facilities on the island.  It would therefore be necessary to identify all the
interlinks between the two contracts and hence to draft the framework of both
contracts before the detail of the DB2O contract.  We were told, however, that no
work has yet been done on the FO25 contract. [Comment. The key interlinks were
addressed by the DC2O contract and by the procurement strategy with contract
signing by a Special Purpose Company. All guarantees and collateral warranties
belong to the company and can therefore pass to any future owner without the
States becoming embroiled in third party litigation. All designs and data etc
belong to the SPC ensuring the ability to sell the plant on. The SPC can, through
share transfer, be converted to a States Trading Company, a Joint Venture
Company or can be privatised.]

1.70 In view of the potential risks and associated costs of negotiating two separate
contracts, it would have made sense to compare the whole-life costs of this option
with other options, such as one contract to cover both the design and build phase
and the operational phase (either DBO or DBFO).  However, no comparison was
made of the relative whole-life costs of the various options and it is impossible to
know whether the chosen option is likely to provide the best value for money.
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We consider that the DB2O contract option is particularly high risk.  When
operating periods are short - in this case just two years - contractors may not have
a strong interest in maximising the long term operating efficiency of the plant.
[Comment - the contract terms are such that handover tests have to be passed and
guarantees have to be met at the end of the two years to prove the plant is of high
commercial standard]

There was a lack of competitive pressure in the tendering process

1 .71  Competition is a fundamental requirement for getting good value from
procurement.  A procuring body needs to survey the market to establish how
many companies would be interested in the project and to assess whether its
proposals are likely to be attractive to potential bidders.  If too few bidders are
interested there may be problems with the design of the project and the body
should think again.  Competition is essential if value for money is to be achieved.
The receipt of just one compliant bid may indicate, for example, that the proposed
project has been poorly designed.  In such circumstances, the body should
consider redesigning the project and starting the procurement again.

Only two bids were received

1.72 As a result of deciding to adopt the DB2O route, a number of operators withdrew
their interest.  Following expressions of interest, a shortlist of four preferred
bidders was selected.  Two of these dropped out, however, and the Board of
Administration was left with only two bidders - Lurgi (UK) Ltd and Martin
Engineering Systems Ltd.

1.73 The two remaining bidders submitted bids at £93 million (Martin) and £102
million (Lurgi) which were not considered viable.  The Board of Administration
held post tender negotiations with both tenderers with a view to establishing the
scope for significant cost reductions and to identify a preferred partner for the
construction of the plant.  The original tender specification was amended and
Lurgi and Martin then both submitted tenders at around the £80 million mark for
design, build and two year operation.

Only one of the two bids was compliant

1.74 The Martin tender was submitted on the basis of a Limited Liability Partnership
(LLP).  A LLP structure limits the liability of its members to the amount of capital
– usually a just a nominal sum – that they contribute.  The law firm CMS
Cameron McKenna was commissioned to give an independent opinion on the
risks associated with contracting with a LLP.  Both CMS Cameron McKenna and
Tods Murray (the Board of Administration’s legal advisers) concluded that the
LLP structure would expose the States of Guernsey to a far greater degree of risk
than was normal in a turnkey contract.
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1.75 There was very little to choose between Lurgi and Martin on cost and technical
issues.  However, the Martin bid was considered to be non-compliant because of
its LLP structure.  Following consideration of the tender appraisal report, the
Board of Administration therefore identified Lurgi as its preferred tenderer and
commenced a series of detailed negotiations and clarification meetings with
Lurgi.

Although costly, a sensible draft contract has been agreed with good
safeguards that seek to minimise the risk of failure through performance
penalties and bonds

1.76  Although, as noted above, we have serious concerns about the chosen
procurement strategy and whether it will deliver value for money, we are satisfied
that the draft contract negotiated with Lurgi is sound.  It contains a number of
safeguards, including the following:

•  on-demand payment, performance and retention bonds;

•  contractor guarantees on emission and residue standards;

•  a parent company guarantee by Lurgi’s parent.

We note that Tods Murray confirmed to the Board of Administration that the
extent of overall security provided by the draft contract was in excess of that
which would normally be achieved in similar projects in the UK.  Tods Murray
told us that the safeguards were probably more in line with those used in Europe.
We note, however, that such security comes at a considerable cost.

1.77 We are concerned that a DB2O (design, build and operate for two years) contract
was committed to from the outset.  Alternative options were dismissed without
proper evaluation, on the grounds that changes to the approach would inevitably
result in significant delays.  This is a perhaps understandable reaction when so
much time and effort has been invested in one particular approach but it is not
conducive to securing best value for money.  We recommend that, if and when
a new procurement is begun, all procurement options are independently
tested in the market to determine which is likely to provide the best value for
money.

1.78 There should be a presumption that, of all the available options for the States to
contract for the design, build and operation of a plant, an arrangement which
leaves responsibility with the designer/builder for the on-going operation of the
plant throughout its life, is likely to be best for Guernsey.  The contract by which
Lurgi would operate the plant for a period of only two years was unlikely to be
value for money.  A new operator coming to the project at the end of this period
would so heavily qualify its responsibilities as to leave the States with risks it
need not otherwise bear.  In an isolated location, with but one plant and with no
historical expertise, it would not be prudent for the island to run its own operation.
Leaving the on-going management to the designer/builder under an appropriate
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long-term operating contract would ensure that all these elements are managed
with minimum risk or involvement on the part of the States.  A competent
operator would have recourse to expertise, manpower, backup and management
which would not be available to the States.  Given its lack of operational
experience, the decision of the Isle of Man to let a contract for a twenty-five year
operating period, in the terms it did, is likely to prove advantageous for that
island.

1 .79  More generally, we recommend that there should be a much closer
partnership between the public and private sectors in the management of the
Island’s waste.  We are concerned at the lack of expertise in integrated waste
management in Guernsey and are conscious that this may be limiting the range of
management options properly considered.  There appears to be an assumption that
change needs to be minimal or at least incremental whereas in our view there is a
need for new and radical approaches.  We would go so far as to say that the public
sector should only be involved in the operation of waste management activities if
those activities have been independently market tested and public sector operation
has been shown to be at least as efficient as that of the private sector.
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PART 2:  WASTE MINIMISATION AND
RECYCLING

2.1 This Part of the Report considers the progress that Guernsey has made in limiting
waste for disposal through recycling and other measures.  We conclude that
much more needs to be done to encourage the reduction, re-use and recycling
of waste.  This would help to reduce the disposal problem but it would not
solve it.

2.2 Guernsey has traditionally depended on landfill to manage its waste.  Land
availability and existing operational standards have made landfill a relatively
cheap method of disposing of waste.  However, capacity at Mont Cuet is limited
and the design and operation of the landfill is unsatisfactory for a modern landfill
site. [Comment  These views are challenged by the operator and regulator]  There
is no realistic possibility of developing alternative compliant landfill sites for the
reception of putrescible waste on the Island because of the wide extent of the
water catchment area and the proximity of dwellings to potential sites.

2.3 There remains no alternative but to adopt new options for managing the Island’s
household, commercial and industrial waste. Guernsey is limited in the number
and scale of waste management facilities it can support.  As an island, Guernsey’s
waste management plan must ensure that outlets exist for all streams of waste
generated, whether on-island (wherever possible), or through export of certain
waste streams.  The plan must also examine what scope exists to minimise
residual waste by reducing existing waste arisings and re-using and recycling
waste. [Comment – This is addressed in the Draft Waste Management Plan]

2.4 We consider that there are a number of actions that would increase the level of
waste reduction on the island:

(i) Guernsey should without delay set itself challenging targets for the
minimisation and recycling of waste.

(ii) Landfill prices at Mont Cuet should be substantially increased as part of a
pre-planned and advertised programme.

(iii) Materials which have alternative recycling or recovery outlets should be
banned from Mont Cuet

(iv) A number of initiatives should be taken to encourage the minimisation and
recycling of waste.

(v) Fiscal measures should only be used if increases in gate fees and other
measures do not succeed in reducing waste.

[Comment – All of the above are in the Draft Waste Management Plan]
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(i) Guernsey should without delay set itself challenging
targets for the minimisation and recycling of waste

2 .5  The Environment Department is preparing a waste management plan for
submission to the States after the Panel has reported.  If this plan is to be
successful, targets will need to be set against which progress can be measured and
a timetable drawn up for the development of an appropriate waste management
infrastructure.  We note that a number of broad and long-term targets have been
defined in the draft waste management plan. Whilst there is merit in setting long
term targets, success in meeting such targets - for as far ahead as 2077 - will only
be achieved if the States can accurately measure trends in waste management
activity in the meantime.  Targets therefore need to be set for the short and
medium term, say over the next 10 to 20 years. [Comment – Targets are defined
in the draft WMP]

2 . 6  European Member States measure progress towards sustainable waste
management by a variety of targets, some of which are outlined in Figure 9.

Figure 9:  English and European waste targets

English waste management targets European waste targets

Household waste recycling (incremental
targets rising to 33 per cent by 2015)

Municipal waste recovery (incremental
targets rising to 67 per cent by 2015)

Industrial and commercial waste landfill
diversion targets (Reduction in the
amount of industrial and commercial
waste sent to landfill to 85 per cent of
that landfilled in 1998 by 2005)

Increasing reduction of volumes of
biodegradable municipal waste sent to
landfill (Landfill Directive) (75 per cent of
total produced in 1995 by 2006, 50 per
cent of total produced in 1995 by 2009 and
35 per cent of total produced in 1995 by
2016) [The UK has a four year derogation
from these targets]

To recover value from 70 per cent of
packaging waste in 2008 (Packaging
Directive)

To recycle between 50 to 75 per cent of
waste electrical and electronic equipment
by 2006 (WEEE Directive)

To re-use, recycle or recover 85 per cent
of materials from end of life vehicles
(ELV Directive)

2 .7  Targets, when accompanied with appropriate incentives and penalties, can
stimulate recycling and recovery activities.  Member States which miss European
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Union targets and local authorities which miss English waste management targets
could be subject to significant penalties (the proposed fine for a local authority
missing its biodegradable waste landfill target is set at £200 a tonne).  Local
authorities in England have moved close to delivering 2003-04 household waste
recycling targets of 17 per cent, partly due to the threat of such strict penalties
which would result if these targets are missed.

2.8 Setting appropriate targets will not be easy, especially if these are to be coupled
with incentives and penalties to stimulate recycling and recovery activities.
Despite the difficulties, however, the setting of challenging but realistic targets is
something that Guernsey should now address as a matter of urgency.  Guernsey
would not be tied to any UK or EU model, but would be free to respond to its own
requirements under the provisions of the Environmental Pollution (Guernsey)
Law 2004 once the Law comes into being.  The Island would be able to select
those elements of European and UK practice which would suit it best.  For
example, Guernsey might choose not to recycle certain materials because it would
be uneconomic or environmentally unjustifiable to do so. [Comment – This policy
has been established since 1995/6]

2.9 As well as setting numerical targets, Guernsey should set strategic targets for
building up its infrastructure for the minimisation and recycling of waste.  An
example of the sort of target we have in mind is as follows:

“By no later than …2005 there will be two civic amenity sites operating - one at
Longue Hougue, the other at …. Each will be open daily from 8 am to 6 pm,
Monday to Sunday and will accept from the public at least the following wastes ….
The sites are to be operated by a commercial undertaking, following the letting of
a contract of not less than …years duration, on terms commonly applicable to the
operation of such sites in the UK or France.  The costs of operating the sites will
be met by the States.  Charges will not be levied on the public for bringing waste
to the sites”.

2.10 We therefore recommend that Guernsey should identify appropriate short,
medium and long-term targets for waste management.  These should include:

•  household waste recycling targets;

•  targets for diversion of household, industrial and commercial waste from
final disposal;

•  targets for material, such as glass, to be recycled and used on-island;

•  strategic targets for the dates by which waste minimisation and recycling
infrastructure will be in place.

2.11 We note that the Environment Department’s draft waste management plan
proposes a performance target to limit the growth of waste18 to an average of 1.4

                                                            
18 requiring incineration
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per cent per annum over 25 years.  We consider that this is too modest a target for
limiting the growth in Guernsey’s waste.  As noted in Part 1 of this Report, most
European Union countries aim to de-couple waste arisings from economic growth,
although experience shows that this is difficult to achieve. [Comment. And few to
date have achieved waste growth below 1.4% per annum]

(ii) Landfill prices at Mont Cuet should be substantially
increased as part of a pre-planned and advertised
programme

2.12 Landfill is currently the cheapest method of disposing of waste in Guernsey
(Figure 10).  To encourage waste minimisation and recycling, the cost of landfill
needs to be raised to make it more expensive than alternative disposal methods.
It should be noted, however, that the price for recyclable material can go
significantly up and down according to market conditions. [Comment. The table
below may be misleading. In the context of  encouraging waste minimisation and
recycling the cost at the gate i.e the gate fee is key. To the producer recycling
paper and glass/cans is free (not £63 and £180 respectively) through the bring
banks. Landfill has risen to £59.60 per tonne.  As such there is already a huge
financial incentive to the public to recycle]

Figure 10:  Cost of waste management in Guernsey

 Disposal method Cost per tonne

Mont Cuet (general waste) £33.25

Longue Hougue (inert waste) £5.55

Proposed energy from waste plant £102

Recycling paper £6319

Recycling glass and cans ~£18020

Recycling plastic bottles ~£180

    Source: Environment Department

2.13 Experience in other countries has clearly shown that diversion of waste from
landfill can be achieved by pricing changes.  The different methods used include
landfill taxes (Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, and the UK), and charging for
residual waste (Switzerland and Ireland).  Both approaches have led to significant

                                                            
19 The collection and export of paper for recycling is carried out by Mayside Reclamation Ltd.
20 The collection of glass and cans for recycling is carried out by the States.  Recycling companies in
Guernsey told us that they could undertake this work significantly cheaper than the States.
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reductions in the volume of waste being sent to landfill.  However, the increase in
the gate fee must be high enough to effect a change.  The UK is currently
increasing landfill tax by £3 a year, which many in the waste management sector
consider to be too small to have any marked effect, although eventually the
landfill tax will reach £35 per tonne. [Comment. The price incentive in Guernsey
is as high as £59.60 per tonne]

2.14 In the Netherlands an increase in landfill tax on non-hazardous combustible waste
from £11.30 per tonne in 1995 to £38.70 per tonne in 2000, coupled with
implementation of other waste management policies, led to a reduction from 53
per cent to 13 per cent in the amount of household waste sent to landfill.
[Comment. A similar price hike in Guernsey in 2001 had virtually no impact on
household waste sent to landfill, see graph at Fig 3]. Increases in landfill tax in
Denmark have contributed towards an impressive 80 per cent recycling rate for
building and construction waste.  A large increase in the landfill gate fee from £10
per tonne to £100 tonne in the Isle of Man led to a dramatic reduction in
commercial waste going to landfill. [Comment. The Isle of Man has advised that
the commercial waste continues to go to landfill but has been diverted to private
cheaper landfill rather than Government landfill as such the drop in tonnage is
apparent rather than actual]   Guernsey also experienced a significant decrease in
the volume of industrial and commercial waste being deposited at Mont Cuet
following the more than doubling of the gate fee in 2002 (see Figure 3 above).
[Comment. A further price hike in 2005 from £33.25 to £59.60 has achieved, in
the first two months, an average reduction of no more than 5.8%. this further
demonstrates the law of diminishing returns]

2.15 As the operator of the only landfill accepting mixed waste on Guernsey, the States
have the power to increase landfill gate fees without, for example, the need to
introduce primary legislation.  This gives the States considerable flexibility in
deciding how to introduce a new charging regime.

2.16 The standard rate for waste disposal at Mont Cuet was £33.25 per tonne in 2004.
It is intended to increase this charge by £25 per tonne plus RPI over the years
2005 to 2007.  In line with this decision, the gate fee rose to £59.80 per tonne
from 2005 and is expected to rise further to around £87 per tonne in 2006 and
around £115 per tonne in 2007.  The aim is to have the same or similar gate fees
for landfill and the proposed energy from waste plant.  Clearly, recycling of some
materials would become more commercially viable if Mont Cuet’s landfill gate
fee was not less than £100 per tonne.

2.17 A phased increase in the cost of waste disposal has certain advantages.  It allows
waste producers to investigate alternative options for managing waste; and it gives
waste managers time to plan and invest for business growth.  Significant increases
in the cost of waste disposal also need to be clearly indicated and communicated
to the public and private sector to promote the development of recycling services
and infrastructure.
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2.18 However, given the imperative of promptly and substantially reducing the rate at
which Mont Cuet is being filled, a phased introduction of increased charges is not
really a serious option.  In any case operators are generally extremely well attuned
to the opportunities for alternative treatment of waste and recyclates which present
themselves as the gate fee gets higher.  In Guernsey’s present circumstances, we
recommend that the gate fee at Mont Cuet should be raised as soon as
possible to not less than £100 a tonne.

(iii) Materials which have alternative recycling or recovery
outlets should be banned from Mont Cuet

2.19 There are currently no outright bans on landfilling particular materials at Mont
Cuet.  The Environment Department [Correction. The former Board of
Administration] has chosen to manage waste activity by means of gate fees that
are specific to particular materials.  In 2004 the flat rate gate fee at Mont Cuet was
£33.25 per tonne. Contaminated waste21 was charged at between £41.55 and
£49.90 per tonne and loads of inert waste were charged at £66.50 per tonne.
Landfill of inert waste cost £5.55 per tonne at Longue Hougue.  The system is
somewhat arbitrary and may be open to abuse. [Comment – The only limitations
of this system relate to the ability of the weighbridge operator to spot
contamination before tipping.  This limitation would apply equally to the system
proposed by the panel.  In any event, inappropriate materials are removed from
the tipping face where practicable and do not remain on site.]

2.20 Figure 11 below shows the tonnage of industrial and commercial waste materials
going to Mont Cuet in 2000, 2002 and 2004 for which alternative recycling or
recovery outlets are currently available. [Comment – This table is quoted out of
context.  It is based upon audit figures that do not take into account  the
contamination of recyclable materials or the practicality of separating these
materials.  The tonnages below must therefore be considered as upper, if not
unachievable, limits.]

Figure 11:  Waste materials going to Mont Cuet (industrial and commercial)

Mont Cuet
2000

(tonnes)

Mont Cuet
2002

(tonnes)

Mont Cuet
2004

(tonnes)

 Alternative outlets

Glass  903  307 312 Commercial Recycling
Bring sites

Metals*  8,695  260  2,305 Commercial Recycling

                                                            
21 a mix of putrescible and inert or other unacceptable waste such as oil or metal.
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Cardboard*  1,666  814  1,149 Commercial Recycling

Paper  1,193  615  174 Commercial Recycling
Bring sites

Fines/soil  11,796  2,389  3,481 Longue Hougue

Source: Guernsey Technical Services Waste Audit (2004)

* In 2002 55 tonnes of cardboard and 80 tonnes of metals were extracted from waste sent to Mont Cuet
and were sent for recycling.  It is estimated that 74 tonnes of cardboard and 114 tonnes of metals will
be extracted in 2004.

2 .21  The significant differential between gate fees for contaminated and non-
contaminated material resulted in an immediate decrease in the amount of
commercial and industrial waste sent to landfill at Mont Cuet.  Significant
reductions were seen in a range of materials suitable for recycling, including
glass, metals, cardboard, paper and inert material.  This effect was most
pronounced for non-combustible material, such as inert materials, metals and
glass.  It is estimated that 1,149 tonnes of cardboard and 174 tonnes of paper are
currently being landfilled, probably because contamination has made these wastes
difficult to recycle.  A better method of collecting recyclable materials at source
would reduce contamination significantly.

2.22 We recommend that all materials which could be recycled should be banned
from Mont Cuet.  This would include inert construction waste, soil, metals,
glass, paper and cardboard capable of being recycled, and textiles. Outlets for
some of these materials currently exist on island and we see potential for diverting
substantial further amounts of material from Mont Cuet.

(iv) A number of initiatives should be taken to encourage the
minimisation and recycling of waste

2.23 Current on-island facilities for recycling household waste include bring banks for
glass, cans and paper and a small Civic Amenity site, open for limited hours, at
Mont Cuet.  The Longue Hougue reclamation site accepts inert building waste.
Other recyclable industrial and commercial wastes (glass, metal, plastics, paper
and cardboard, waste electrical and electronic equipment, end-of-life vehicles,
tyres, petrol, oils and batteries) are segregated at Fontaine Vinery or are collected
and treated by private recycling companies.  Fontaine Vinery recycles around
20 per cent of the waste it receives and the remainder goes to Mont Cuet.  Some
19 per cent of household waste was recycled in 2003.

2.24 Given the demographics of the Island and the interest which the Panel has found
in recycling, there is likely to be a generally positive response to initiatives which
encourage waste minimisation and recycling.  The effectiveness of these measures
is likely to be directly related to the quality of the services introduced and the
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professionalism by which the public is made aware of these services and the
benefits of using them.

2.25 The best evidence suggests that the UK is some way behind leading European
countries in its commitment to recycling and waste minimisation, but has been
making better progress in the recent past.  Guernsey has, on its doorstep, examples
of best European practice in France.  The Panel has explored this practice in some
depth and points to benefits which could derive from working with, for example,
the community of Granville (see Figure 12), to develop specific elements of a
recycling strategy which are probably at the leading edge of current best practice.
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2.26 In the light of the Panel’s research, we suggest that the Environment Department
examines the following initiatives:

(a) engaging public support more effectively;

(b) creating greater certainty for commercial waste management organisations;

(c) encouraging the non-profit sector;

(d) enhancing public recycling facilities;

(e) encouraging composting;

(f) improving household waste collection.

(a) Measures should be introduced to engage public support for waste
prevention and recycling

2.27 Successful implementation of a waste management strategy will rely on support
and buy-in from the public as well as commercial and industrial interests on the
island.  The States must engage householders, commerce and industry at all stages
of implementing the waste management strategy.

2.28 Initiatives used by other waste management communications programmes, both in
France and the UK, include the provision of clear and accessible information –
leaflets and web site, the promotion of schemes by waste collection crews, and
coverage by local media. Local networks such as business groups, schools, clubs
and voluntary groups, can also disseminate information to the public and private
sectors.  Experience elsewhere has shown that helplines and assistance are
particularly important when waste collection systems are changing.

2 . 2 9  There are a number of ‘good practice guides’ to waste management
communication initiatives.  The cost of issuing such guides is estimated to be £1
to £1.20 per household per annum.  Customer care support – such as helplines and
other assistance - is an additional cost.

2.30 The Environment Department’s draft waste management plan makes proposals to
develop a carefully structured communications programme directed at waste
producers.  This would highlight the cost savings that could be realised by
reducing disposal costs and avoiding the unnecessary purchase of materials which
might become waste.  The environmental benefits of minimisation, re-use and
recycling would also be emphasised.  The Department could also work with island
businesses and the States itself to introduce voluntary waste reduction and
recycling initiatives to tackle specific waste streams.

2.31 Adequate resources would need to be allocated to these initiatives if the public
information programme is to be effective.  There is a considerable body of
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expertise available in county and regional authorities, such as Kent and Granville,
and specialist organisations such as WRAP.22

(b) Commercial recycling organisations should be provided with
more investment certainty

2.32 Although not high profile, there are a number of commercial businesses handling
recyclable materials on Guernsey.  There has been considerable investment in
plant and equipment.  Some of the businesses are part of more substantial
organisations based elsewhere and have resources and expertise which belie their
relatively small presence on the Island.

2.33 Almost without exception, these undertakings suffer from a lack of commercial
certainty.  Their premises do not offer long term security; planning constraints
prevent them from developing their present facilities; and future licensing
requirements may make their operations untenable.  At present there is no clearly
defined strategy for dealing with the island’s waste and no policy which makes it
clear to what extent, if any, the public sector wishes to engage directly in the
business as opposed to contracting with the private sector.  [Comment. The
fundamental consideration is the extent to which the States would wish to let an
integrated contract to a single operator and the extent to which the States would be
willing for the infrastructure associated with that contract to be privately owned
and financed i.e. the extent to which the States supports a monopoly situation.]
We nevertheless believe that the States do recognise that an effective partnership
between private and public sector is essential if the waste strategy for the island is
to succeed.

2.34 Introduction of higher gates fees should result in recycling operations becoming
more commercially viable.  Bans on land-filling certain materials would increase
the rate of supply of material appropriate for recycling.  However, regulatory,
planning and operational uncertainties undermine the businesses that the States
should be encouraging and make it difficult for them to plan for the future.

2.35 To build an effective partnership between the public and private sectors, ways
must be found to give the private sector the necessary confidence to invest in the
future requirements of the solid waste strategy.  We recommend that the three
arms of government directly involved in the disposal of solid waste (the
Environment Department, the Public Services Department and the Health
and Social Services Department) must work closely together and with the
commercial organisations.  Government needs to build trust and establish a
common sense of purpose with the private sector so that commercial
recycling organisations have the investment certainty they need to be able to
play a full part in the waste strategy for Guernsey. [Comment. The
Department’s States Report explains again why investment in infrastructure for
recycling etc. can only take place once agreement has been reached on the long-
term disposal technology. Prior to this decision it is not possible to provide the

                                                            
22 www.wrap.org.uk
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relatively small local private sector waste industry with the confidence it requires]
We do not believe that any arm of government – whether planning, licensing or
operations – should be permitted to work in isolation or be able to thwart the
overall objectives of clearly defined States policy.

2.36 The Phase Two Site at Longue Hougue has been identified as the preferred site for
creating waste management facilities.  Co-locating an Energy from Waste plant
(of whatever type), metal recycling, other sorting, baling, recycling facilities and a
civic amenity site would be advantageous.  Some elements of these facilities have
large footprints but light loads in terms of the civil engineering work required, for
example, a Materials Recovery Facility should it be required.  Other facilities
would have requirements for more complex civil engineering works. [Comment.
Again a decision on the form of development at Longue Hougue including the
long-term disposal technology must be taken before any certainty can be achieved
on the nature of the other facilities at Longue Hougue. Hence the need or
otherwise for private waste management infrastructure located elsewhere remains
uncertain and the private sector can not be given the assurances and confidence
required]

2.37 Any alternative to an incinerator would be likely to have a smaller footprint and
require less civil engineering works. [Comment. Not necessarily true]  It might
therefore be appropriate for certain elements of the overall facilities to be located
somewhere other than at Longue Hougue Phase 2.  The adjacent site, Longue
Hougue Phase 1, has limitations, as refuse was included in the infill material.
Other sites may have disadvantages in terms of their neighbours, location and
accessibility.  If civil engineering considerations permitted, locating the lighter
elements at Longue Hougue Phase 1 would have obvious benefits.

2.38 Any expansion of the waste facilities at Longue Hougue will have to take account
of the possibly competing demands of the proposed harbour development.  Some
75 per cent of Longue Hougue Phase II is earmarked for harbour development.
However, the plans for extending the harbour - scheduled for 2020 - are somewhat
tentative and it is possible that enough land will be available to accommodate both
developments.  Requirements and specifications will need to be kept under
review, including any proposal that Longue Hougue should also be the site of a
sewage treatment works.

2.39 It will be necessary to plan and implement a strategy for re-locating or co-locating
existing and additional waste management facilities as soon as possible and most
probably in advance of any plant which might be adopted for the final disposal of
waste. [Comment. As indicated above this is not the appropriate way forward. If,
for example, the Long-term disposal solution adopted was based around
Mechanical and Biological Treatment, there may be little justification in operating
expensive kerbside collection schemes as such a Materials Recovery facility to
handle kerbside collected waste would not be required. Similarly if an integrated
contract is to be let and if the contract type and procurement route is to be left
open to market testing as recommended by The Panel then it is not possible to
specify and let any of the elements of the contract before a decision on the Long-
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term disposal technology is made.] The Environment Department, the Public
Services Department and the Health and Social Services Department must work in
close co-operation with each other and the private waste management industry in
Guernsey, and elsewhere, to develop and implement a strategy for the location of
solid waste management facilities.  As part of this process, we recommend that
the Environment Department should be tasked to carry out an in-depth
review of possible sites for recycling and other waste management facilities.

(c) There should be more help for the non-profit sector, including
subsidies where appropriate

2.40 Many local authorities across the UK work closely with voluntary bodies to
promote solid waste management, particularly textile recycling.  The States
should continue to support such organisations and provide further support where
appropriate.  The non-profit sector can play an important role in diverting certain
wastes from landfill.  Island voluntary bodies such as Oxfam, the Salvation Army,
Les Bourgs Hospice and the Red Cross are currently involved in material re-use
as well as textile recycling.

(d) The availability of public recycling facilities should be
significantly expanded

2.41 The amount of waste recycled on Guernsey has doubled since 1996 and now
stands at 19 per cent.  This recycling rate compares well with England, where the
average municipal waste recycling rate was 15.6 per cent in 2002-03 and only
eleven local authorities recycled more than 20 per cent.  Yet there are one or two
areas where recycling rates achieve levels comparable with best practice in
Europe.  In South Cambridgeshire, for example, a rate of 53 per cent has been
achieved (including green waste for composting).

2.42 Materials collected for recycling include paper, glass, ferrous and non-ferrous
cans, cardboard, textiles and metals.  These materials are collected at bring banks
or specific facilities or extracted from material deposited at Mont Cuet.  The cost
to the States of the ‘bring scheme’ and recycling of plate glass was £415,000 in
2003.  During the course of the Panel’s inquiry, substantial public support was
expressed for the expansion of existing recycling schemes.  The significant rates
of recycling already achieved through the existing bring schemes demonstrates the
active support that recycling enjoys among the public.

2.43 Civic amenity facilities play a useful role in collecting material which cannot be
viably collected at either bring banks or in kerbside collections. Although
increasing proportions of material are recycled by separate collection, some 65 per
cent of household material collected for recycling in England continues to be
brought to civic amenity and bring sites.  English waste management statistics
show that, of the household materials collected for recycling, 81 per cent of glass,
84 per cent of compost and 95 per cent of scrap metal were collected at civic
amenity sites.  Of all the materials collected, paper and card were the only ones
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for which more than half the total tonnage was collected through kerbside
collection schemes.  Even then, 40 per cent of all paper and card collected came
from civic amenity and bring sites.

2.44 Experience in the UK has shown that recycling rates for materials collected at
civic amenity sites can be as high as 80 per cent.  Guernsey might find it difficult
to achieve such high rates as the market for material for recycling is limited on-
island and the cost of shipping material off-island to be recycled would be more
expensive.  However, significant amounts of waste might be diverted from final
disposal by providing facilities to which the public could bring a range of
household wastes for reuse or recycling.

2.45 The effectiveness of public recycling will depend to a large extent on the quality
of civic amenity sites and bring banks.  Those in Guernsey presently operate at the
most basic level.  The Panel believes that the French approach - in terms of the
design of bins, control of collection, use of specialised vehicles and community
involvement - has much to commend it.  The States of Jersey are also considering
the installation of much more attractive bring banks and a system of recycling and
collection which could be implemented by an appointed contractor.  Such an
operation could be extended to embrace civic amenity sites.  We also note the
experience of UK local authorities, most of whom contract operations of this
nature to private undertakings who are able to provide the necessary manning and
achieve levels of recycling and recovery which could probably not be delivered by
the public sector for the same price.

2.46 The existing ‘civic amenity’ site at Mont Cuet collects a limited range of materials
including green waste and paper.  In the 1998 Waste Strategy Assessment, the
former Advisory and Finance Committee identified the need to expand this
facility and to augment it by providing another facility in a different part of the
island.  It is also proposed to develop a materials recovery facility, a civic amenity
site and a metal recycling site at Longue Hougue.  However, none of these
proposals has yet been implemented.  We understand that suitable sites have not
even been reviewed at this stage let alone identified for development. [Correction.
These facilities were all included as part of the Longue Hougue Planning Inquiry,
they form part of the integrated facility previously approved by the States.
However, development can not proceed until sufficient land is reclaimed.]

2.47 The temporary waste segregation facility at La Fontaine Vinery is inefficient
because it is poorly sited, operates for limited hours and can only handle certain
materials.  The function could advantageously be transferred to Longue Hougue,
where it could then be expanded to form part of the overall waste management
strategy. [Comment. This is the intention and is described in the in the Draft
WMP] The cost of creating the site at La Fontaine was £508,000 but the building
itself (being 13,225 square feet in area) could be relocated, together with some
other elements of the present site.

2.48 The Environment Department has estimated that around 8,400 tonnes of waste
would be managed at Civic Amenity sites annually and that the annual cost would
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be about £500,000.  This estimate and the assumptions underlying it need to be
tested and consideration needs to be given to alternative arrangements which
might arise by involving the private sector.

2 .49  We recommend that Guernsey urgently develops facilities in suitable
locations to which the public can bring a range of household wastes for re-use
or recycling.  Evidence in the UK suggests that a high level of recycling can be
achieved when civic amenity sites are professionally run. We suggest that suitable
opening hours, design and operator support are established to cater for the needs
of the public.  There should be potential to expand and improve the existing bring
bank collection scheme.  Studies in the UK, for example in Brighton and Hove,
have shown how bring bank density can be optimised.

(e) Greater use should be made of composting

2.50 There has been a significant growth in composting activity across the UK and
Europe over the past 5 years.  The amount of waste composted in the UK (80 per
cent of which was green waste) doubled between 1999-2000 and 2001-02.
Restrictions imposed by the EU Animal By-Products Regulation has limited
commercial composting of kitchen waste in the UK and a number of local
authorities are encouraging householders to compost kitchen and garden waste at
home.

2.51 The Panel visited a fully licensed site in the UK which treats household
biodegradable waste, including animal/food waste, using in vessel composting.
This process raises the temperature of the material to 60°C and thereby eliminates
the micro-organisms which would otherwise give rise to the risk of infection.  The
site is subject to regular monitoring by the Environment Agency. [Comment.
DEFRA has confirmed that such plants are not guaranteed to remove the BSE
Prion]

2.52 Of the estimated total 6,000 tonnes of green garden and horticultural waste
generated in Guernsey each year, over 5,000 tonnes is deposited at Chouet
Horticultural Site.  Green waste compost is also used as landfill cover at Mont
Cuet.  Green and biodegradable waste is also present in the mixed parish and
household waste going into Mont Cuet.

2.53 The former Board of Administration proposed the development of an in-vessel
composting facility for green waste (capacity 6,000 tonnes) at Longue Hougue.
Initial costs of producing the compost were estimated to be in the region of £25 to
£35 per tonne.  It is likely, however, that output from the facility would exceed
commercial demand for the compost produced.  The compost could therefore be
provided free of charge to anyone who wants it to encourage its use.

2.54 It has been estimated that 20 per cent of household waste in Guernsey is
biodegradable kitchen waste. Diversion of this waste from the parish waste
collection system could reduce overall household waste for disposal.  A number
of local authorities in the UK have included home composting schemes in their
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waste management strategy. However, the contribution of these schemes towards
a reduction in household waste arisings has proved very difficult to quantify.
Nonetheless, many local authorities in the UK feel that home composting has a
role to play in waste management.  Experience indicates that households are more
likely to compost at home when they are provided with appropriate equipment,
information and a contact for advice.  The Isle of Man and many local authorities
in the UK provide home composting bins at reduced prices, usually between £5
and £20 a bin.

2.55 The efficient treatment of green waste should form part of a comprehensive waste
management strategy.  The process of installing and operating a composting
system, probably at Mont Cuet for reasons of space and odour, would be
relatively inexpensive.  We recommend that the Environment Department
should encourage householders with gardens to compost garden and kitchen
waste, and also commission a composting facility to take green wastes
collected at the civic amenity site or to meet other local demand.  We
recognise that if compost is to be used for beneficial purposes it must be of a high
quality and the plant or system adopted must meet a quality specification.  The
Composting Association in the UK has an agreed “Publicly Available Standard”
(PAS 100) for high quality compost and is about to launch an operational code of
practice in February 2005 for composting operations.  We commend both to the
Environment Department as guidance for composting in Guernsey.  We
recommend that the States should specify the use of such composted material
as an alternative to peat or soil-based composts in their own works or
contracts.  [ This is already identified with the Draft WMP]

(f) The waste collection service needs to be revised to encourage the
minimisation and separation of waste at source

2.56 Collection of mixed domestic refuse is currently the responsibility of the Parishes,
each of which awards a contract for collection to take place within their parish
boundary. Research by consultants contracted by the former Board of
Administration indicated that cost savings of around 17 per cent could be
achieved by structuring collection rounds on optimal collection routes rather than
within the limitations of parish boundaries.

2.57 The law relating to the collection of household waste is summarised in Figure 13
below.
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Figure 13:  The Law (a simplified summary)

The collection and disposal of refuse from dwelling houses is governed by the
provisions of The Parochial Collection of Refuse (Guernsey) Law 2001
(IX 2002).

Responsibility rests with the officials of each of the ten Parishes to make
arrangements for the collection and disposal of refuse from dwelling houses and
tenements, but not businesses, within each Parish.

The costs are raised by way of an annual rate (“the refuse rate”), which is set by
approval at a meeting of Parishioners.

The Constables of each Parish then make application to the Royal Court to apply
the rate. A person subject to the rate may appear and object.

The Environmental Pollution (Guernsey) Law 2004, (“the New Law”), will
shortly be enacted. Schedule 2 of the New Law provides for the repeal or
amendment of earlier legislation by Ordinance, including the Parochial
Collection of Refuse (Guernsey) Law 2001.

Section 29 of the New Law provides for the designation of “a person or a
Committee of the States, (other than the Health and Social Services Department),
as the Waste Disposal Authority”. It will be a function of the Waste Disposal
Authority to make arrangements for and ensure the operation of Guernsey’s
public waste management system and to fulfil other responsibilities ascribed to it
by Section 30 of the New Law, which may include both the means of charging
and the collection of those charges, for dealing with waste.

2.58 We consider that at least two changes, which are provided for under the new law,
may be required:

1)  Arrangements for collection and disposal should not be confined to the
separate Parishes. Existing anomalies could be removed with advantage and
the collection of recyclables might need to be other than Parish based.

2) The present method of charging does not sit squarely with the objective of
reducing the quantity of waste for disposal.  Nor is it consistent with the
present policy that the polluter pays.  To encourage waste reduction, the
basis of charging needs to be related to the volume and/or weight of the
waste collected.  This could be achieved, for example, by collecting waste
presented only in special pre-paid disposal sacks or by kerbside
weighing/charging. [Comment. As the cost to the States of recycling
exceeds that of disposal, the success of such a scheme relies on not charging
the recycling costs to the Parish or producer]
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2.59 The Douzaines told us that they were best placed to manage local collections of
household waste and that the present system was efficient, cost-effective and
popular with parishioners.  Nevertheless, there is a willingness on the part of the
Douzaines to work collectively in rationalising the areas covered by different
contractors and on other waste management matters.  Should an island-wide
scheme for kerbside recycling be introduced, the Douzaines may also be willing
to work with contractors to collect recyclables from doorsteps.  A more detailed
note of the Panel’s dialogue with the Douzaines is at Appendix 4.

2.60 As with business waste, the main incentive to minimise household waste arisings
is cost. A scheme that charged householders according to the level of residual
waste requiring collection would encourage them to reduce the volume of waste
requiring disposal. [Comment. Provided recycling was offered free of charge or
heavily subsidised.] The main charging options being used elsewhere include:

•  Pay by weight – wheelie bins are weighed at the collection point by the
waste operator and the householder is billed for the amount of refuse
collected.

•  Pay by tag – wheelie bins, when full and ready for collection, are tagged
with pre-purchased tags by the householder.

•  Pay by bag – refuse bags are tagged for collection with pre-purchased tags
by the householder.

2.61 Some waste collection authorities set a flat rate fee and an additional weight based
charge for residual (ie non-recyclable) waste left for collection.  Some sell
different coloured bags for different wastes and will not collect any others.  The
Panel recognises that there may be a resistance to the proliferation of “wheelie
bins” on the Island.

2.62 There are three principal ways by which recyclable materials could be diverted:
through kerbside collection programmes, bring schemes or civic amenity sites.
The possible contribution of bring banks and civic amenity sites has already been
discussed above.  Kerbside collection of materials for recycling – through co-
mingled collection of mixed recyclables or collection of source-separated material
- could also divert significant amounts of waste away from final disposal.
Although public participation rates are generally higher for co-mingled collection,
collection of source-separated material generates higher quality material for
recycling.

2.63 The proportion of households served by kerbside collection schemes in England
increased from 58 per cent in 2001-02 to 67 per cent in 2002-03.  This increase
led to a 22 per cent rise in the amount of paper and card collected in kerbside
schemes.  The amounts of compost and glass collected both increased by over 40
per cent over the same period.  In total, 34 per cent of recycled municipal material
was collected by kerbside collection schemes in 2002-03, up from 31 per cent in
2001-02.
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2.64 A practical illustration would be the requirement that all bottles, glass and cans
from business, particularly the Hotel and Catering Industry, be kept separate from
the mixed refuse stream. At present, even if separated by the undertaking
concerned, it is likely that the contracted waste collector will include it in the
general refuse, for eventual disposal at Mont Cuet.

2.65 We recommend that the options for providing a kerbside collection of source
separated materials should be assessed.  In particular, the options for collecting
glass, metal, cans, paper and cardboard, and possibly plastic should be examined.
The assessment should include an evaluation of the sort of service contractors,
both on and off-island, could deliver. [Comment – this has been done in the Draft
WMP]

2.66 In the view of the Panel, removal of the bulk refuse service or the introduction of
a charge per load for bulk refuse would increase the risk of fly-tipping and could
disadvantage people who live in flats or have no means of transport.  We
therefore recommend that the collection service for bulky household waste
should continue and that it should not be charged for.

(v) Fiscal measures should only be used if increases in gate
fees and other measures do not succeed in reducing waste

2.67 As noted above, management of waste is driven by price.  We have recommended
that the gate fee at Mont Cuet should be increased to at least £100 per tonne and
that variable charging (weight or volume related) should be introduced for
residual household waste.

2.68 Other fiscal measures have been successfully introduced in other countries to
direct specific wastes towards or away from certain waste management options.
A £1.60 per tonne levy on virgin aggregates (sand, gravel and rock) was
introduced in the UK in 2002 to encourage increased use of secondary materials.
Ireland introduced a levy on plastic bags in March 2002 (€0.09 per plastic carrier
bag) and this resulted in a 90 per cent drop in use.  The ‘plastic bag tax’ also
resulted in a heightened awareness of waste management issues amongst the
public.  Incoming European Union legislation, such as the Waste Electrical and
Electronic Equipment Directive and the End of Life Vehicle Directive, will place
responsibility on the producer rather than the consumer for ensuring that an
appropriate infrastructure exists for disposal.  These Directives, coupled with
strict recycling and recovery targets, will direct waste materials away from final
disposal such as landfill.

2.69 These measures have successfully influenced waste management practices in
other countries and, in some cases, have put the spotlight on resource inefficient
practices.  However, some measures can be costly to introduce and to administer,
particularly on a small island such as Guernsey.  The Panel believes that the
initiatives suggested elsewhere in this report, such as the increase in landfill gate
fee, the banning of certain materials from Mont Cuet and the provision of
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PART 3:  ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED
ENERGY FROM WASTE PLANT

3.1 This Part of the Report considers the long-term alternatives to proceeding with the
proposed energy from waste plant at Longue Hougue.  We conclude that there
are a number of promising alternatives to the proposed plant that are worth
exploring and which may provide a solution in the longer term.

3.2 The possible long term solutions we examined were as follows:

1) Joining with Jersey to find a common solution to the two islands’ waste
needs.

2) Other on-island solutions involving alternative technologies.

3) Export of Guernsey’s waste to another European country.

3.3 We consider that Guernsey should explore the option of joining with Jersey as its
first priority because this option will only be available until mid 2005.  If joining
with Jersey is not practicable, Guernsey should pursue an on-island solution for its
long term residual waste needs, most probably using alternative technologies
when they are available.  We do not believe that export to another European
country, although possible, is likely to be a suitable long-term option but it may
provide an interim solution to Guernsey’s needs.

(1) Joining with Jersey on a common waste disposal solution
needs to be considered immediately if the opportunity is
not to be lost

3.4 The first alternative option we examined was whether there was a common
Channel Island solution to the problem of waste disposal.  We found that:

(a) the opportunity exists to join with Jersey in a common waste disposal
solution;

(b) exporting waste to Jersey is legally possible [Correction. Not without a
change to Guernsey’s primary legislation or until Jersey has the UK’s
signatory to the Basle Convention extended to that island];

(c) there are a number of associated risks in joining with Jersey;

(d) the cost of joining with Jersey is likely to be less than Guernsey’s proposed
energy from waste plant at Longue Hougue. [Comment. The report
commissioned by Jersey and Guernsey indicates that the cost to Guernsey
will be more]
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(a) The opportunity exists to join with Jersey in a common waste
disposal solution

3.5 Historically, levels of co-operation between the Islands of Jersey and Guernsey
have not been as high as the respective Governments now envisage.  As regards
future waste management, there has been a difference in the time lines of each
island.  The delay in settling a solution in Guernsey has, however, brought the
schedules closer together.  The way may now be open for the two islands to find a
joint solution to the problems of solid waste disposal.

3.6 Since 1979 Jersey has incinerated solid waste at its Belle Ozanne plant.  This
plant is now approaching the end of its useful life and an alternative means of
disposal is required by 2008-2009, when it is expected that the present plant will
be de-commissioned.  The Public Services and Environment Committee of the
States of Jersey intends to bring forward plans for its preferred option in the first
half of 2005.

3.7 The Shadow Scrutiny Committee of the States of Jersey is also closely involved
with finding a solution for dealing with Jersey’s solid waste.  The Committee
expects to report its findings to the States of Jersey early in 2005, before the
matter is brought before the States of Jersey by the Public Services and
Environment Committee.

3.8  The Public Services and Environment Committee and the Shadow Scrutiny
Committee of the States of Jersey will be considering a range of options for their
new waste strategy.  The Panel understands that co-operation with Guernsey will
be among the options considered and might feature in specific proposals for on-
island or off-island solutions.  Shipping solid waste from Guernsey to a new
disposal facility in Jersey could be one possibility.  Shipping waste from both
islands to an existing disposal facility in France could be another.

3.9 The Panel has encouraged the governments of both Islands to commission a
feasibility study of a joint Channel Island energy from waste solution. [Comment.
Guernsey commissioned this report of its own accord.]  This study is being carried
out by Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner with assistance from Guernsey Technical Sevices
and Jersey’s Public Services Department.  Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner’s report,
which is expected to be available shortly, will address this option in greater depth
than the Panel has been able to do.

(b) Exporting waste to Jersey is legally possible

3.10 There need be no legal bar either to the transhipment of solid waste from
Guernsey to Jersey for disposal in an energy from waste plant or to the returning
of bottom ash from Jersey to Guernsey (some 10 per cent by volume of waste sent
for disposal). These arrangements would require the co-operation of both
Governments and an appropriate legislative framework for licensing.  Such a
framework already exists in Guernsey in the form of The Environmental Pollution
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(Guernsey) Law 2004 (presently awaiting commencement).  The equivalent
Jersey Law is older and fragmented.  Shipments between the islands would not be
regarded as trans-boundary shipments within the European Union and DEFRA
has confirmed that the British Government would view them as a matter for the
insular authorities. [Comment. At present such shipment would contravene
Guernsey law]

(c) There are a number of associated risks in joining with Jersey

3.11 Joining with Jersey would entail a number of risks for Guernsey, which would
need to be carefully considered before taking this option forward.  We assess
these risks as being:

•  With landfill capacity at Mont Cuet declining fast, Guernsey has only a finite
time to agree a long-term solution for dealing with its solid waste.   It would
therefore have to avoid getting into long drawn-out negotiations with Jersey
that put achievement of its waste disposal strategy at risk.

•  Jersey has a means of disposing of its waste for as long as it is able to run its
incinerator.  But the plant at Belle Ozanne is not able to accept waste from
Guernsey.  Any extension of Jersey’s time-frame might therefore result in
Guernsey not being able to dispose of its own waste, particularly if Mont Cuet
had little remaining capacity.

•  The Jersey plant might not go ahead, for political or other reasons.

•  The Jersey plant might go ahead, but politicians in Jersey or the Jersey
electorate might object to disposing of Guernsey’s waste.

•  The potential site of a joint plant at La Colette in Jersey may not be
available.

•  It might prove difficult to agree contractual terms that safeguarded
Guernsey’s right to dispose of its waste in Jersey over the long-term.

•  It might prove difficult to agree other contractual terms, such as the
apportionment of risk or costs between the respective Islands.

(d) The cost of joining with Jersey is likely to be less than Guernsey’s
proposed energy from waste plant at Longue Hougue

3.12 As noted above, Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner has been undertaking a feasibility study
of a joint Channel Island energy from waste solution.  As part of this work,
Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner has costed two options: a split solution whereby
Guernsey and Jersey commission their own separate energy from waste plants;
and a joint solution whereby one plant is built on Jersey and Guernsey ships its
waste there.  The main costs of the split option are the capital and operating costs
of the two plants.  The main costs of the joint solution are: the capital and
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operating costs of a waste transfer station in Guernsey (where waste could be
baled or could be transferred from small containers or collection vehicles to large
containers); the cost of shipping Guernsey’s waste to Jersey (including transport
to and from the harbour at each end); and the capital and operating costs of the
plant in Jersey.

3 .13  The Panel has met Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner to discuss the consultants’
preliminary findings.  The Panel expressed various concerns and was reassured
that Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner’s report would address the issues brought to their
attention by the Panel.  In particular, the Panel noted that the initial costings were
based on the forecasts of waste arisings estimated by Ramboll in 2001, which as
indicated in Part 1 of this report are contentious.  We were also concerned that
projected costs for the construction and operation of a waste transfer station in
Guernsey exceeded, by a considerable margin, those costs which separate industry
sources had indicated to us would be appropriate.  We also considered that the
estimated costs for transportation were also too high, although these have now
been revised downwards.  We note that in the event that a vessel were taken on
time charter there could be considerable cost savings in moving recyclates from
either island for processing.  We have therefore asked Ramboll/Babtie Fichtner to
validate these costs and to conduct some additional sensitivity analysis based on
waste arisings at a lower level than estimated by Ramboll in 2001.

3.14 We understand that a conclusion which points to the joint solution with Jersey
having lower overall costs is likely. [Comment. But higher costs for Guernsey]
There may also be other benefits which make the option of joining with Jersey
worth pursuing.  For example, the islands would have the visual impact of only
one energy from waste plant and not two.  The costs and benefits of joining with
Jersey will need to be weighed against the risks referred to above.

3.15 Final disposal of Guernsey’s waste at an energy from waste plant situated on
Jersey would provide a combined solution for treating the waste for disposal,
arising from a total community of 148,000 people.  If Guernsey wishes to pursue
the option of joining with Jersey in a joint waste strategy, a decision will almost
certainly be required by mid 2005.  We therefore recommend that the
possibility of working with Jersey should be explored immediately by the
relevant authorities in the two islands if the report of Ramboll/Babtie
Fichtner confirms that there are economic and/or environmental reasons for
so doing.

(2) Other on-island solutions involving alternative
technologies should be carefully evaluated

3.16 The Panel examined the state of play as regards alternative technologies to
traditional energy from waste “mass burn” incineration.  We found that:

(a) There are a number of alternative technologies in or close to commercial
operation, but none is yet fully proven for Guernsey’s types of waste.
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(b) If joining with Jersey is not practicable, Guernsey should await the outcome
of the DEFRA New Technologies Demonstrator Programme before
finalising its own long-term solution for residual wastes.

(c) When the demonstrator projects have been evaluated, Guernsey should go to
the market for a long term solution to its own waste needs using an outcome
based specification.

(a) There are a number of alternative technologies in or close to
commercial operation, but none is yet fully proven for Guernsey’s
types of waste

3.17 The requirement of the EU Landfill Directive for Member States to reduce
biodegradable and hazardous landfill, has renewed UK interest in alternative
technologies to traditional energy from waste plants.   These technologies, many
of which have been used in Europe and beyond, include:

•  Composting: breakdown of biodegradable wastes by micro-organisms in the
presence of air - in an enclosed vessel or in open “windrows”.

•  Anaerobic Digestion: breakdown by micro-organisms with no air.  Works
in-vessel and produces bio-gas and a sludge/liquid “digestate”.

•  Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT): combines a number of simple
waste separation and treatment techniques, usually involving composting
and/or refuse derived fuel production.

•  Pyrolysis: medium/high temperature (500°C), low oxygen breakdown of
organic wastes producing gas or oil fuel and a high carbon “char” which
may need to be landfilled.  The plant often runs on pre-sorted waste or
refuse derived fuel output from another technology.

•  Gasification: high temperature (1000+°C) low oxygen partial combustion to
produce a gas fuel.  Often uses pre sorted waste or refuse derived fuel.

•  Autoclaving: steam treatment, often of unsorted wastes - facilitates removal
of recyclables and produces a fibrous refuse derived fuel and residues for
landfill.

3.18 Many of these technologies are believed to offer advantages in terms of cost, size,
quality of recyclates or emissions (see Appendix 5)23.  They are reported to have
been working successfully, particularly in Scandinavia and around the Pacific rim.
We were given an insight into these technologies by the Environment Agency and
there are indications that many are providing practical solutions to community

                                                            
23 The Panel advises caution in taking reported performance or costings to be directly applicable to
Guernsey’s circumstances.  In any evaluation of a particular technology as a possible means of dealing
with solid waste in Guernsey a site specific analysis and costing would be essential.
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waste disposal.  However, the Panel was not in a position to evaluate these
alternative technologies in depth.

3.19 Only some of them have performance and reliability proven to the satisfaction of
investors or operators.  There is too little objective and comparable information
available to allow a full and considered appraisal of the options available.  The
claims of plant and equipment vendors have not been fully tested and some may
be exaggerated.

3.20 The Environment Department has quite properly maintained a review of the
technology alternatives to the proposed energy from waste plant.  In April 2002
the former Board of Administration engaged Juniper, acknowledged experts in
this field, to undertake a review of the several developing technologies.   The
analyses were thorough and Juniper’s report concluded that the energy from waste
technology was then the most dependable for Guernsey.  In April 2003 Juniper
provided an update report and concluded that there had been little progress in the
commercial development of the alternatives to incineration since its last report.

3.21 Juniper’s conclusions must be seen in the light of the continued development of
alternative technologies.  Delays in agreeing and building Guernsey’s residual
waste treatment plant have meant that there is now a greater body of knowledge
and experience of these technologies.  Matters are now close to the point where
decisions about whether and when to adopt alternative technologies can be made
with far greater confidence.  The work now being undertaken by DEFRA should
reinforce such decisions.

(b) If joining with Jersey is not practicable, Guernsey should await
the outcome of the DEFRA New Technologies Demonstrator
Programme before finalising its own long-term solution for
residual wastes

3.22 DEFRA has set up a £30 million “New Technologies Demonstrator Programme”
in England to establish pilot plants to assess the commercial and environmental
viabilities of a range of technologies.  First round bids closed in October 2004,
with seven preferred bidders encompassing the following technologies:

•  Gasification;

•  Pyrolysis;

•  Anaerobic digestion;

•  Mechanical and Biological Treatment;

•  In-vessel composting;

•  Various combinations of these technologies.
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3.23 The second round of bidding closes in March 2005.  The objective is to have five
plants in operation by the end of 2005 and ten by the end of 2006.  The pilot
plants will run for two years and should yield valuable information by 2007-08.
The outputs should increase investor, local authority and operator confidence,
although it is unlikely that all pilot plants will prove fully successful.

3 .24  The Environment Agency in England and Wales is also undertaking an
assessment of waste technologies in use across Europe.  Preliminary findings are
included and regularly updated on the Agency’s website [www.environment-
agency.gov.uk].

3.25 Alternative waste treatments often suffer either from a poorly understood or
demonstrated technology or unproven combinations of technologies.  A report by
Fichtner in March 2004 for the Environmental Services Training and Education
Trust  concluded that:

“commercial application of gasification and pyrolysis technologies [for
residual solid municipal wastes] is not widespread in the UK or
Europe.  Only a few plants operate at a commercial scale.  The risks
associated with using less well developed technologies for the
treatment of waste are considered to be higher than for more
established technologies”,  and that “..the majority of plants [in the
report] are either very small, operate on refuse derived fuel rather
than for residual solid municipal wastes, [are] incomplete or [have]
closed down”.

3.26 The DEFRA and Environment Agency projects are designed to overcome this
lack of objective information and shared experience of using alternative and
combined technologies.

3.27 The former Board of Administration’s decision to pursue tried and tested energy
from waste technology was almost certainly right at the time.  Now the
technology market is changing and within two to three years there should be
increased confidence in identifying the right technology for treating Guernsey’s
wastes.  It should be noted, however, that the best solution for the island at that
stage need not rule out incineration.  For example, the Panel visited a
reciprocating kiln incinerator on South Humberside, designed and operating in
France in smaller communities and which appeared to meet all the Island’s
requirements matching those of the currently proposed plant at a significantly
smaller scale and capital cost.  What is needed now is a better informed decision,
and time to allow more information to become available.  We recommend that,
if joining with Jersey is not practicable, Guernsey should finalise its own long
term solution for residual wastes once the outcome of the DEFRA New
Technologies Demonstrator Programme is known.

3.28 One option the Panel has considered is for Guernsey to host its own proving trial
working in partnership with a technology supplier and operator along similar lines
to the DEFRA demonstrator programme.  The trial could be done over a period of
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two years, perhaps on 25 per cent of the island’s municipal solid waste.  The
Panel has received specific indications from suppliers and operators of alternative
technology plants that they would be willing to partner the States during the
introductory stage of a local reference plant to treat a proportion of the Island’s
waste.  However, the Panel did not consider it to be part of its role to enquire into
the commercial merits or opportunities of these proposals, reserving this to the
States. [Comment. Such a trial would act as a strong driver towards that particular
technology and supplier. There would be a very real incentive to continue with the
trial over the longer-term utilising and expanding the structure and facilities built
for the trial. Such an approach does not accord with the other recommendations of
The Panel concerning open market contract and procurement route testing.]

3.29 Engaging in a proving trial would undoubtedly entail a degree of risk for both
parties.  The nature and extent of the risks would depend on the form of any
agreement and the security each party could bring to the project.  Although
hosting a proving trial in Guernsey could be a useful step forward in finding a
long term solution for the Island’s waste disposal needs, Guernsey may prefer to
await the outcome of the DEFRA trials.

(c) When the DEFRA demonstrator projects have been evaluated,
Guernsey should go to the market for a long term solution to its
own waste needs using an outcome based specification

3.30 Guernsey should re-examine what the market can offer in 2007 or 2008 when the
state of knowledge should have advanced.  However, a decision regarding the
long term solution for the island’s residual wastes cannot be deferred indefinitely
and a firm decision would be needed at that stage.

3.31  We recommend that the search for the right long term solution for
Guernsey’s waste management needs should be underpinned by a thorough
analysis of strategic options for waste management for the island.  This would
involve comparison of a number of technologies and combinations of
technologies, supported by an analysis of the environmental costs and benefits of
the alternatives.  Such a “Best Practicable Environmental Option Appraisal” has
just been completed in Hull and the East Riding of Yorkshire (see Appendix 6).
The appraisal was triggered by the failure to secure planning permission for an
energy from waste plant to serve the area and changes to the law regarding
composting.  It has taken ten months from start to finish.

3.32 When Guernsey is ready to go to the market for a long term solution, we
recommend that expressions of interest should be invited in respect of all
viable technologies.  Expressions of interest should be sought in terms of an
outcome based specification, ie the objectives to be reached rather than the
specific means to achieve them.  This should encourage the private sector to be
innovative and explore the full range of options to address Guernsey’s waste
management needs in the long term.
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3.33 The assessment of expressions of interest will have to take full account of the
specific conditions relating to the island.  This will include the ease of access to
off-island recyclate markets, the extent of on-island recyclate markets, the pre-
treatment requirements of some technologies or plants and the need for capacity to
treat rejects, process outputs and the management of wastes during plant down-
times.

3.34 We recommend that multi-solution options involving more than one type of
plant or technology should not be ruled out.  Guernsey should include
consideration of a strategy and contracts based on a range of technologies,
possibly at different sites.  Experience to date shows that:

•  Some technologies will manage only specific parts of the waste, for
example, composting or anaerobic digestion.

•  Local (smaller scale) residual waste treatments may be possible using a
single technology at a number of sites.

•  Some technology vendors are likely to propose several different
combinations of technologies at the same site, for example, Mechanical and
Biological Treatment, Pyrolysis and Gasification.

3.35 As discussed in Part 1, we recommend that all different forms of contracting
should be permissible.  To test the market thoroughly, contractors should be
allowed the freedom to propose their own choice of contract structure.  Although
this will make tender evaluation more complex and time consuming, it should
leave the private sector greater room to propose more flexible, cost-effective and
innovative solutions.

(3) Exporting Guernsey’s waste to EU countries is a possible
option but has risks attached

3.36 A third possible option we examined was the export of Guernsey’s waste to other
European countries.  We found that:

(a) Exporting waste to EU countries appears to be legally possible but the
issues are not clear cut.

(b) The opportunity exists to export waste to certain countries.

(c) The cost of exporting waste to EU countries may be less than the cost of an
on-island solution.

(d) Exporting waste as a long-term strategy has risks attached.
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(a) Exporting waste to EU countries appears to be legally possible but
the issues are not clear cut

3.37 There is a possibility that Guernsey might be able to export its waste to a
European country.  The legal issues are complex, involving both international and
domestic law.  Thus, in a shipment between Guernsey and France, three separate
suites of legislation24 might come into play.  Legal opinion suggests that the
relevant EU law does not apply to Guernsey but could be mirrored by “adoption”.
[Comment. The domestic legislation has mirrored the EU law]

3.38 The former Board of Administration had believed that trans-boundary shipment of
waste was not possible.  Legal opinion subsequently provided to the Environment
Department indicates that there is considerably more scope for the movement of
waste under the relevant laws than had previously been thought.  The Panel
considers that the advice provided to the Environment Department was
comprehensive and well founded, although it is accepted that more research might
be required.  It is not therefore sensible to discount the possibility of transporting
waste to an EU country on purely legal grounds, although shipment to some
countries might be more problematic than others.

3.39 In all cases the competent authorities dispatching and receiving the waste must
classify it as being for disposal or recovery. The legislative framework aims not so
much to define the characteristics of waste as to secure protection of the
environment.  The principle of proximity seeks to discourage over-long shipments
and the principle of sustainability evaluates the options within a State to deal with
its own waste in a realistic way. [Comment. The principle of self sufficiency as
implemented in European Union law requires the importing jurisdiction to satisfy
itself that the exporting jurisdiction does not have and can not obtain the means
for dealing with its own waste]

3.40 Trans-boundary movements of waste occur for both recovery and disposal.
Recovery involves at least an element of energy production, whilst preserving
natural resources.  The better view may be that untreated waste sent for
incineration in an energy from waste plant is treated as being for disposal.

3.41 By convention waste is colour coded as in Figure 14.

                                                            
24 Legislation affecting Guernsey and the UK, French legislation and EU legislation.
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Figure 14:  Colour coding of waste for trans-boundary movement

Colour Type of waste Extent of movement allowed

Green Recyclables Free movement

Orange Household / Industrial
and Bottom Ash

Subject to an agreement between
authority of dispatch and destination

Red Hazardous waste Requires a duly motivated request pursuant
to the Basle Convention

3.42 Different States take different positions in the way they interpret the law.  In
Germany and France there is a willingness to accept waste on the part of waste
treatment plants, who contend that the relevant authorisations are obtainable from
the appropriate authorities.  However, this view would need to be tested by way of
an application originating from Guernsey, supported by the receiving plant.

(b) The opportunity exists to export waste to certain countries

3.43 In Billet XIII of 2002 (page 1103), the former Board of Administration advised
the States that enquiries of 24 plants situated in England and France indicated that
between these facilities only 20,000 tonnes of spare capacity was then available.
This would not have been enough to have treated even half of Guernsey’s solid
waste.  Visits by the Panel to various plants and approaches to it from waste
disposal companies indicate that the suggestion that there is insufficient overseas
capacity to accept waste from Guernsey is no longer correct.

3.44 The Panel believes there to be a strong possibility of shipping waste to France (see
below).  It may also be possible to ship waste to Germany.  For example,
Stadtreinigung Hamburg of Germany has indicated a willingness to accept
Guernsey’s waste.  However, save for hazardous wastes, where special
arrangements apply, it is unlikely that waste could be shipped to England because
of the lack of available capacity, an expectation by the Competent Authority that
Guernsey should be in a position to make adequate arrangements to manage its
own non-hazardous wastes, and the likely extent of public resistance.

3.45 Perhaps the most likely opportunity - on capacity, proximity and cost grounds -
exists at the plant operated by the contractor at Le Havre.  It has substantial
unused capacity of some 30,000 tonnes a year within its two waste streams.  Spare
capacity also exists at other energy from waste plants in France operated by the
same contractor.  These are at Valorelle (Chartre), with spare capacity of 40,000
tonnes a year, and Arcante (Tours), with spare capacity of 15,000 tonnes a year.
The combined capacity of 85,000 tonnes a year at the three plants could, in
conjunction with effective recycling, handle a very substantial proportion of the

712



71

residual waste of both Guernsey and Jersey. [Comment. The Le Havre potential is
discussed in the Department’s Sates Report]

3.46 Jersey has stronger links with Normandy than Guernsey.  However, it would be
open to Guernsey to forge a similar relationship, perhaps in concert with Jersey.
Our research leads us to believe that there is a desire on the part of the regional
government of Normandy to create stronger economic and commercial ties with
the islands. This objective may be driven by the investment which central
government is believed to be making in positioning the port of Cherbourg as the
future premiere port of Europe, the creation of a substantial new port at Granville
by 2010 and the construction of a motorway infrastructure and improved rail links
to serve the planned regional expansion.  Opportunities to respond to such
initiatives offer the possibility for dealing with the production of energy from
waste and the treatment of recyclates, together with associated shipping
movements. We understand that Jersey has already initiated the process of
obtaining the necessary permissions through the government of the United
Kingdom.

3.47 The possibility also exists for the islands to enter agreements which would see all
their waste management activities brought together under the umbrella of a single
contract.  The arrangement could include the collection of recyclables, the
operation of bring banks and civic amenity sites, the processing of waste and
recyclates on-island, and the shipping for re-processing or disposal of residual
wastes.  Certain elements could be sub-contracted on-island as required.  This
type of arrangement may prove of interest to one or both islands as part of
implementing an overall waste strategy.

(c) The cost of exporting waste to EU countries may be less than the
cost of an on-island solution

3.48 The costs of exporting waste to EU countries could compare favourably with the
costs that would be incurred under the proposed contract with Lurgi.  To illustrate
the sorts of costs involved, a case study of the possible use by both Guernsey and
Jersey of the Le Havre facility is shown at Figure 15 below. [Comment. The Le
Havre potential is discussed in the Department’s States Report. The conclusion is
that costs do not compare favourably.]
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Figure 15:  Case study of the possible use by Guernsey and Jersey of the Le
Havre energy from waste facility25

The energy from waste incinerator at Le Havre was opened in July 2004.  It has a
capacity of 12 tonnes an hour on each of its two lines.  The capability for a third line
was part of the original structure; the boiler would be added when required and could
take up to 15 tonnes an hour.  The Le Havre facility serves a population of 370,000.

It may be possible for both Guernsey and Jersey to use the Le Havre facility.  It would
then be economic to open a third stream at the plant if both islands were to consider
shipment to France as a long term solution.  For this to be possible both islands would
probably have to join the present “syndicate” which provides feedstock for the plant.
This would involve negotiations with the regional authorities, through the office of the
Mayor of Le Havre, and require the successful negotiation of a robust long-term
agreement, with a cancellation period of not less than five years.

The addition of the third boiler within the existing structure would be likely to form part
of any “entry fee” on the part of the Channel Islands to the “syndicate”. There may also
be a requirement to contribute to the cost of the existing plant as, for example, the gas
treatment from the third stream would join that of the first and second in the single
process for gas treatment.

By way of illustration the contractor has assisted Jersey in compiling the following
average costs for an interim pan Channel Island solution, to which must be added the
costs of on-island collection and baling.  There would be a difference in the required
payment between the short-term “non-syndicated” gate fee at 90 € per tonne and a
syndicated fee, where an element of capital had been invested, at 60 € per tonne.

Non-syndicated cost per
tonne (Guernsey’s waste
spread amongst the three
plants – see para 3.49)

Syndicated cost per tonne
(opening a third stream at Le
Havre)

Shipping 50.00 € 50.00 €

French Transport 22.00 € (average cost for the
three plants)

2.12 €

Treating Waste 90.00 € 60.00 €

Taxes 21.00 € 12.18 €

Total 183.00 €  (£126)* 124.30 € (£86) *

* Exchange rate of 1.45€ to £1 used

                                                            
25 The figures in this case study are indicative and would need to be confirmed with the relevant sources
before this option was pursued further. [Comment – The capital and operation costs, c. £30 per tonne, of
the necessary Guernsey waste transfer station have been left out of the above table]
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(d) Exporting waste as a long-term strategy has risks attached

3.49 Exporting waste has risks attached, especially in the longer term:

•  The principle of sustainability will be more difficult to maintain once
alternative solutions have been proven [Comment – If they are proven] as
part of the DEFRA Programme referred to earlier. [Comment – A proven
sustainable solution in the form of EfW has already been proposed]

•  Unless a binding agreement is concluded, the present capacity at Le Havre
or other plants in France might not remain available over a long period of
time.

•  Future laws or court decisions might make the long-term export of waste
more difficult or even impossible.

•  Except for the adjacent plants in France accessed through the ports of Le
Havre, Cherbourg or Granville, shipping waste to more distant plants
overseas would run counter to the proximity principle.

•  Pressure groups within the EU country of destination might derail the
import of Guernsey’s waste. [Comment. This may be true for short-term
export as well]

•  It might be difficult to agree contractual terms that safeguard the disposal of
Guernsey’s waste over the long term, particularly in light of the above risks.

3.50 These risks could possibly be mitigated if Guernsey pre-treated its waste so that it
left the island as a Refuse Derived Fuel. [Comment. Not all of the waste could be
treated in this way. MBT plant manufacturers quote that upto 30% of waste from
the plant is diverted to landfill.] A Refuse Derived Fuel facility would need to be
built on island with associated capital and operating costs.  The export of the
Refuse Derived Fuel would then be treated as “green waste” for recovery rather
than waste for disposal.  However, the markets for Refuse Derived Fuels are
tentative at present.  In the longer term, and given the increasing demand for a
finite stock of fossil fuel, the market might become more sustainable, although the
receivers would probably be in a number of different locations.  This solution
would not solve all Guernsey’s problems as residual wastes would need to be
dealt with on-island. [Comment. It is known that some plants continue to landfill
RDF due to lack of markets]
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PART 4:  AN INTERIM SOLUTION

4.1 This Part of the Report considers what Guernsey should do as an interim solution
until long-term alternatives to the proposed energy from waste plant at Longue
Hougue become available.  We conclude that an interim solution to
Guernsey’s waste needs will be required until a long term solution becomes
available. The interim solutions we examined were: extending the life of the
Mont Cuet landfill; and export as an interim measure.

4.2 We consider that:

(1) Except for inert waste, landfill is not a long-term solution to Guernsey’s
solid waste disposal needs.

(2) A minimum of five years’ landfill life should be maintained at Mont Cuet
until a long term solution becomes available. [Comment. Available for
procurement or fully commissioned on island?]

(3) Immediate steps should be taken to secure the export of waste as a short-
term interim measure so as to maintain a minimum five year life at Mont
Cuet.

(1) Except for inert waste, landfill is not a long-term solution
to Guernsey’s solid waste disposal needs

4.3 The Panel is concerned that Mont Cuet does not and cannot meet accepted
standards of landfill (Figure 16 below).  By modern standards Mont Cuet is
suitable only for the deposit of inert waste. [Comment. This view is not supported
by the regulator].  Nevertheless, we recognise that Mont Cuet is the only solid
waste disposal option currently available and there is no suitable alternative site
for the deposit of mixed waste to landfill on the island.  It is unfortunate that the
authorities in Guernsey should not previously have planned any alternative or
taken the steps necessary to raise the standard of landfill management.  The
Health and Social Services Department told us, however, that Mont Cuet had been
given environmental safeguards at the request of the waste regulator.

4.4 On current assumptions, the Environment Department has estimated that Mont
Cuet has a void space/life of up to 8 years.  We accept that assessment.  We note,
however, that progress in implementing the 1998 Solid Waste Strategy has been
very limited.  We believe much more could have been done in the past and should
be done now to limit deposits at Mont Cuet.

4.5 There is ample capacity over the long term for the deposit of inert waste at
Longue Hougue.  We welcome the steps that have been taken to divert suitable fill
material to reclamation purposes.
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Figure 16: Comments on the Establishment and Operation of Mont Cuet
Landfill

1. The site was a worked out stone quarry and was never prepared for landfilling as
would be required by site licensing regimes in the EU.

2. The site is inherently unsuitable as it is infiltrated by both ground water and sea
water.  It was not practicable to line the site with either a butyl liner or clay, both
of which would have had to be imported.  Anchoring a liner would have been a
major difficulty.

3 .  The infrastructure provided on the site is limited because of the size and
limitations of the site.  The site has a weighbridge but apart from measuring the
weight of material delivered there appears to be insufficient monitoring of waste
types received and limited capacity to divert inappropriate materials spotted.

4 .  There does not appear to be any formal approved working plan of the site
including the recording of where particular wastes are deposited.

5. Although the site is fenced, wind-blown litter will be an increasing problem as the
quarry is filled.

6. Management of landfill gas has not yet begun.

7. Management of leachate is not really practicable due to the influx of ground,
surface and sea water, although some attempt is made to pump out and aerate
leachate.

8 .  There needs to be formal management and monitoring of wastes deposited,
landfill gas, odour, dust, noise, surface water, ground water and leachate.

9 .  For the monitoring and management to be meaningful, there need to be
environmental baselines, a routine monitoring and sampling plan and the regular
publication of results and trends.

10. The best waste management operations now tend to seek third party accreditation
of their operations through a quality management scheme such as BS9000,
BS14000 or EMAS (Eco-Management and Audit Scheme).

[Comment – These points have been refuted and/or explained in a response from Public
Services Department]
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(2) A minimum of five years’ landfill life should be
maintained at Mont Cuet until a long term solution
becomes available

4.6 The Panel is uneasy about Mont Cuet’s continued use as it is unlikely ever to meet
EU landfill requirements: the site is not fully fit for purpose and is not managed
according to best modern practice.  However, there is no alternative waste
disposal option readily available and Guernsey has to make the best of what it has.
The remaining disposal capacity at Mont Cuet therefore needs to be carefully
protected.  We recommend that, through pricing, waste minimisation,
enforcement and other measures, Guernsey seeks to maintain a minimum of
five years’ landfill capacity at Mont Cuet.  A margin of five years would allow
Guernsey the flexibility to determine [Comment. Determine or determine and
commission?] the right long term solution for the island.

4.7 The panel estimates that the pricing changes it recommends, coupled with waste
minimisation and improved recycling measures, could extend the life of Mont
Cuet by a number of years. [Comment. An analysis of the potential extension of
Mont Cuet is provided in the Department’s States Report].  This would only be
achieved, however, if the States and Parishes adopt a rigorous and determined
approach towards waste minimisation and recycling.

4.8 We note that it would be technically possible to extend landfill capacity further by
treating waste to reduce its volume and water content.  But we do not consider
that this option would be worthwhile because the infiltration of water at Mont
Cuet would lead to the dried waste absorbing ground and sea water and it would
swell until it became saturated.  In this connection it should be noted that sea
water slows bacterial growth and activity, which means that the landfill would
take longer to stabilise.

(3) Immediate steps should be taken to secure the export of
waste as a short-term interim measure so as to maintain a
minimum five year life at Mont Cuet

4.9 The measures suggested by the panel - including pricing, enforcement, waste
minimisation and recycling initiatives - should go some way to extending the life
of Mont Cuet.  However, at some stage - and most probably before a long-term
waste disposal solution is operational - landfill capacity will get close to having a
remaining life of only five years.  An interim disposal method will then need to be
brought into play.

4.10 We consider that the only viable interim measure is export of waste to a
neighbouring jurisdiction.  As discussed in Part 3 of this Report, the opportunity
exists to export waste to certain EU countries, most notably France.  The risks in
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Resolutions 



IN THE STATES OF THE ISLAND OF GUERNSEY 
 

ON THE 26th DAY OF MAY 2005 
 

(Meeting adjourned from 25th May, 2005) 
 

The States resolved as follows concerning Billet d’État No V 
dated 6th May, 2005 

 
 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
 

THE FUTURE OF SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL IN GUERNSEY –  
RESPONSE TO THE REPORT OF THE PANEL OF INQUIRY 

 
After consideration of the Report dated 1st April, 2005, of the Environment Department:- 
 
1. To direct the Environment Department, in consultation with the UK Department for 

Constitutional Affairs, to seek agreement to Duly Motivated Requests submitted to 
France and Germany for the export of municipal solid waste. 

2. To agree not to wait until 2008 to determine a long-term waste management strategy. 

3. To agree that the Environment Department shall continue to investigate the potential 
of working jointly with Jersey as set out in paragraph 11.10 of that Report and report 
back to the States at the earliest opportunity. 

4. To authorise the Environment Department, in liaison with the Treasury and 
Resources Department, to appoint new independent consultants to carry out waste 
audits and predict future waste arisings as set out in paragraph 14.5 of that report. 

5. To authorise the Environment Department, in liaison with the Treasury and 
Resources Department, to work with DEFRA’s independent consultants as set out in 
paragraph 15.3 of that Report and report back to the States at the earliest opportunity. 

6. To agree that air pollution monitoring should continue at Longue Hougue pending a 
decision on the long-term waste disposal strategy and that all associated costs and 
utilities standing charges continue to be raised against the EfW loan facility. 

7. To agree that the Environment Department should pursue those interim waste 
minimisation and recycling initiatives set out in section 14 of that Report, but so as 
also to include the recycling of plastic PET bottles, but: 

(a) with the exception of the initiative (set out on page 531) ‘In liaison with the 
Public Services Department and the private sector, pilot the diversion of 
mixed waste from Mont Cuet to waste sorting facilities for segregation’; and 

(b) to direct and authorise, as a matter of the highest urgency: 

(i) the Environment Department, to identify, in liaison with the Public 
Services Department and the private sector, the most advantageous site 
suitable for the sorting of all mixed waste: 
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(ii) the Treasury and Resources Department, to approve the issue and 
acceptance of tenders to set up, provide plant for, and operate such a 
site for a minimum of 3 years; 

(iii) the Environment Department, in liaison with the Public Services 
Department, to take all such other measures as are necessary for all 
mixed waste to be diverted to such a site, in order to minimise the 
waste entering Mont Cuet. 

8. To direct the Treasury and Resources Department to authorise the Department to 
appoint, on a three year contract, additional resources as set out in paragraph 18.4 of 
that Report. 

9. To direct the Treasury and Resources Department to take account of the revenue and 
additional staff costs, of introducing interim waste minimisation and recycling 
initiatives, as set out in section 18 of that report and to increase the Department’s 
budget accordingly. 

10. To direct the Environment Department to report back to the States on those areas of 
the Waste Management Plan that could be resolved in advance of the decision on the 
long-term strategy, as set out in paragraph 17.6 of that Report. 

11. To direct the Environment Department to explore, as a matter of urgency, the 
procurement and funding options for a green waste composting facility and civic 
amenity sites and to report back to the States at the earliest opportunity. 

 
12. To direct: 
 

(a) the Environment Department, by advertisement and other reasonable means, 
but without delay, to seek from interested waste management and related 
operators across the globe complete packages of waste management and 
disposal solutions for Guernsey;  and to report back to the States on all such 
proposed packages by not later than the date on which they report back to the 
States on their proposed long-term solution to Guernsey’s waste problem; 

 
(b) the Treasury and Resources Department to allocate adequate funding for the 

Environment Department to carry out that brief. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
K. H. TOUGH   

HER MAJESTY’S GREFFIER 
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