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This document contains the professional opinion of the
Jamaica Environment Trust (JET). In arriving at our opinion,
we made every reasonable attempt to ensure that our
resource persons are informed and reliable and experts in
the area in which their comment and analysis is sought. JET
encourages readers to apply their own critical analysis to
the information provided in this document and by others,
particularly where JET’s opinion differs from those others.

On Friday, May 24, 2019, the Jamaica Environment Trust (JET) received an invitation from CEAC
Solutions to a ‘public consultation’ scheduled to take place on Monday, June 10, 2019 at the
Cooreville Gardens Community Centre at 5:00pm (See Appendix 1) to discuss the relocation of
their waste incinerator to Ferry, St. Andrew. JET was unable to attend the meeting, however a
copy of the project proponent’s project brief submitted to the National Environment and Planning
Agency (NEPA) was received from CEAC for our review. JET later discovered that the project brief
had also been posted on the NEPA website the week before the meeting, along with a notice of
the meeting date and venue.
With technical assistance from Dr. Anthony Greenaway, retired Senior Lecturer in the Department
of Chemistry at the UWI Mona campus and expert in environmental pollution and industrial
chemistry, and the Environmental Law Alliance Worldwide (ELAW) in Eugene, Oregon the Jamaica
Environment Trust (JET) reviewed the project brief; our comments are given below:
General Comments
The CEAC project brief is the second such “Non-EIA” document posted on the NEPA website since
the beginning of 2019; and at the time of writing (June 18) a third “Non-EIA” had also been posted.
This relatively new practice from NEPA which allows project proponents to submit "Non-EIA"
assessments for proposed developments and activities is a worrying trend. From JET’s
observation, these non-EIAs are less rigorous in their study of the potential impacts of a project,
and do not invite the same level of broad public consultation as would an EIA.
For example, “Non-EIAs” do not typically delve into details about the legislation and regulatory
framework governing the project, its socio-economic or cumulative impacts, or how the project will
be monitored. The CEAC project brief is consistent with other Non-EIAs in this regard. “Non-EIAs”
also invite limited public consultation. For CEAC to describe the June 10 meeting as a public
consultation is an overstatement. Public consultations must adhere to specific NEPA guidelines
for public presentations1, which this meeting did not.
While JET recognises that NEPA may see it fit to use a simpler tool than an EIA for certain,
less potentially harmful developments, the public should be told what kinds of
developments will require this type of technical briefing, and what the process for public
consultation will be. JET also recommends that the term “Non-EIA” should not be used to
describe any such document, as it is too unspecific.
Annex 1 of NEPA’s Guidelines for Conducting Environmental Impact Assessments2 lists activities
that require an environmental permit and the EIA terms of reference associated with those
activities. The guidelines suggest that EIAs will very likely be required for the listed activities, which
include hazardous waste facilities. The proposed relocation of CEAC’s hazardous waste
incinerator to Ferry should be subjected to the rigor of the EIA process.
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The Mandela Highway and Spanish Town Road corridor has been identified by NEPA as being at
high risk for air pollution3 as a result of open burning, fires at the Riverton Dump, vehicular
emissions and industrial facilities. It is therefore unclear why NEPA would be considering allowing
the relocation of CEAC’s hazardous waste incinerator – a potential added source of air pollutants
- to this location.
More generally, the piecemeal stopgap project-based approach to the approval and siting of waste
management facilities in Jamaica (of which this project falls victim to) is undesirable. The relevant
regulatory agencies of government should develop and operate within a framework which carefully
defines a national approach to how different categories of waste are to be managed and where
waste management facilities can be located. Over a decade ago JET participated in various
Government of Jamaica (GOJ) consultations and committees set up to develop both a Hazardous
Waste and a Medical Waste policy for Jamaica. We would like to know the status of these
initiatives.
JET is not opposed to hazardous waste incinerators in Jamaica, but they cannot be located
near to large populations that already have poor air quality. Approvals for such facilities
should be considered in the broader context of Jamaica’s national solid waste management
objectives and regulations.
Emissions and Ash
Incineration converts waste from one form (solids and liquids) to another: atmospheric emissions
and ash.
Ash
In the case of CEAC’s small, portable hazardous waste incinerator ash generation can be expected
to be roughly 5-10% of the waste coming into the incinerator. Therefore, if the facility is burning
1440 kg of waste per day, it will be generating approximately 72-144 kg of ash per day. Incinerator
ash can possess significant toxicity and must be disposed of properly to avoid environmental
impacts.
Given the nature of the waste which CEAC proposes to be handled at the facility (sludge,
agrochemicals, food, medical), JET is extremely concerned about where the toxic ash byproduct will be disposed of. The ash cannot remain in on-site storage indefinitely.
Emissions
Small hazardous waste incinerators are often a significant source of dioxin emissions. Dioxins are
highly toxic and can cause reproductive and developmental problems, damage the immune
system, interfere with hormones and also cause cancer.4 A Venturi scrubber, the only air
pollution control device that CEAC describes in its project brief, will do little to reduce
dioxin emissions.
JET is concerned that inefficient management of the incinerator by CEAC could result in low burn
temperatures and incomplete combustion of waste. Inefficient burning of waste leads to the
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excessive production of incomplete combustion products (ICPs) – carbon monoxide, dioxins and
furans inter alia. Sludge burning also introduces the possibility of toxic metals being released,
mercury, lead and cadmium being of particular concern. There is little to no detail provided by
CEAC in its project brief on how the incinerator will be managed to avoid the emission of
ICPs or toxic metals.
Storage
It is unclear what arrangements CEAC intends to put in place for the secure storage of the waste
materials which are to be incinerated, to ensure that they do not leak, or otherwise escape into the
environment. JET understands that when CEAC was asked about this aspect of the facility at the
June 10 meeting, their representative described an open area covered with tarpaulin would be
used for storage of the material awaiting incineration. JET hopes that this is not in fact the case,
as this would represent a grossly inadequate arrangement for the safe storage of hazardous waste.
No approvals should be given for any such facility (temporary or otherwise) before a
detailed description of an adequately secure storage area for hazardous waste awaiting
incineration has been provided.
Monitoring
CEAC states its intention to monitor for NOx, SOx, acids, and ash, but there is no mention of
monitoring organics (dioxins, furans, VOCs, etc.). As far as JET is aware, NEPA does not have
any equipment to test for organics. This will lead to the undesirable situation where NEPA’s permit
will likely require testing from the operators but NEPA will have limited ability to check their results.
JET also notes that the incinerator will operate 24/7 and will therefore need continuous monitoring.
JET is not confident that NEPA will be in a position to check whether continuous monitoring
of the incinerator is being done. JET is also not confident that NEPA has the institutional
capacity to ensure that the plant is being operated properly, and that the results of
monitoring are being adequately assessed to determine the impact of the facility on the
surrounding areas.
JET recommends the following approach should be taken to monitoring the facility,
wherever it is located:
CEAC should be required by NEPA to undertake periodic sampling and analysis of
organics. As CEAC will be undertaking much of required monitoring of the facility, the
company should also submit information on the quality control checks within their work to
NEPA. This should include the analysis of some of their samples by an alternate,
appropriately competent, laboratory. NEPA should also periodically take samples from the
facility at different times of day and outsource their analysis as an added quality control
measure. At least one sampling site must be within all communities which fall within the
wind rose of the incinerator.
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