
WASTE MANAGEMENT  No 169

20 ENDS Report 366  ! July 2005

A hazardous waste crisis was first predicted twelve
months ago.  Then, the time honoured practice of “co-
disposal” – the tipping of hazardous and non-hazardous
waste in the same landfill – was banned, as required by
the EU landfill Directive.  Hazardous waste had to be
pre-treated and deposited in designated landfills
instead.

The number of merchant landfills able to take a wide
range of hazardous wastes quickly dropped to a handful
following the ban, prompting dramatic price increases
(ENDS Report 357, pp 18-22).  

At the time, the Government’s Hazardous Waste
Forum said there could be a shortfall in landfill capacity
of one million tonnes and a shortage in solidification and
stabilisation capacity of 600,000 tonnes (ENDS Report
354, p 19).

Fortunately, that never materialised – either
because companies minimised their waste or because
700,000 tonnes of hazardous waste is being tipped ille-
gally, depending on your viewpoint (ENDS Report
363, p 36).

Another crisis
Talk of a crisis is, though, reigniting this summer as the
UK prepares to introduce a further suite of measures
required by the landfill Directive, while also belatedly
implementing the EU hazardous waste list.  The latter
has the effect of substantially broadening the definition
of hazardous waste.

“Put simply, the new regulations mean you’re going
to have more producers of hazardous waste out there, but
less ability to deal with them,” says Alan Potter of con-
sultants Beyond Waste.  “It suggests a crisis is looming.”

From 16 July, all wastes deposited in landfills must
meet waste acceptance criteria (WAC).  These com-
prise a series of leaching limits and other parameters
that define which wastes can enter landfills.

Producers have to “characterise” their waste to
ensure it meets the WAC.  Guidance on how to do this
was issued in April (ENDS Report 364, pp 37-38).

On top of this, a new hazardous waste regime is
coming into force in England and Wales to replace the
special waste regulations (ENDS Report 363, p 52 and
353, pp 38-39).  These will see 180 wastes becoming
“newly hazardous” including, infamously, fluorescent
tubes and computer monitors.  Similar controls are
already in place in Scotland.

The new regime also requires producers of haz-
ardous waste to notify their premises to the
Environment Agency, and it affects the way they con-
sign their waste.  A system of “multiple collections”
will replace carriers’ rounds, and companies will have
to make quarterly returns to the Agency to describe
their consignments. 

“It’s an awful lot of legislation to take in,” says Paul
Blackler, operations director of Augean Waste, the
country’s largest hazardous landfill operator, with per-
haps a hint of understatement.

Anticipating problems
Nonetheless, ENDS’ survey shows how larger compa-
nies have already weighed up the consequences of the
new regime (see box).  The survey also revealed that
last July’s co-disposal ban has had relatively little effect
on most industrial companies over the past year.

Only one in eight companies surveyed said their
hazardous waste arisings had increased over the past
year.  Encouragingly, just over a quarter had managed
to reduce the amount of hazardous waste they produce.

Over the next twelve months, though, 43% said
their arisings are going up – principally due to the new
definitions of hazardous waste – and only 17% expect to
be able to make reductions in waste production.

The Environment Department’s own estimate is
that hazardous waste arisings will increase from 5.08
million tonnes to 7.5 million tonnes as a result of the
new definitions.  Of that additional waste, 0.78 million
tonnes will require disposal by landfill.

For some companies – including the aluminium
recycler Novelis – such increases are expected to occur
in spite of improvements in process efficiency.

Ushering in a new 
hazardous waste era
It has been called the most significant date in the history of industrial waste management.  But
will 16 July – the day new controls come into force – be remembered more for creating a crisis
than for ushering in a new era of environmental protection?  According to an ENDS survey, a quar-
ter of hazardous waste producers “anticipate problems” finding sufficient landfill and treatment
capacity.  Waste management companies are expecting growth in illegal disposal.  However, our
survey confirms that the new controls have led many industrial companies to think carefully about
how to reduce their hazardous waste at source.
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It is no surprise then, that several companies say
their spending on waste will rise by at least 50% as a
result of the changes.  The most common reason for
this is their need to send waste “greater distances at
greater costs” to be treated or landfilled.  “Most ‘local’
sites are over an hour away,” said one respondent, with
a clear grasp of irony.

One chemicals producer, for example, expects its
spending to leap from £120,000 to £200,000 a year sim-
ply due to the increased costs of transporting packaging
waste contaminated with the carcinogen antimony tri-
oxide.

Perhaps most worrying is the fact that a quarter of
respondents said they “anticipate problems in finding
sufficient landfill and treatment capacity” after 16 July –
increased arisings or not.

These respondents are not small companies com-
plaining about the regulations – they include a county
council, a water company and one of the UK’s leading
food manufacturers.

The Environment Agency may have admitted that
problems exist for aluminium smelters and battery

recyclers (see pp 38-39), but this survey suggests the
problems could be much wider – a view the waste
industry shares.

Never too late?
“The Agency will just have to accept that a number of
waste streams – other than the two they’ve highlighted
– won’t meet the WAC,” says Mr Blackler.

According to his company’s analysis, there simply
is not enough treatment capacity for several waste
streams – including air pollution control residues and
wastes with a high organic content such as oily rags.

Anything with total organic carbon above 6% will
not meet the WAC for hazardous waste landfills, for
example, and this could lead to 600,000 drums of oily
rags and packaging waste being homeless, he says.

Another waste industry source, who wished to
remain anonymous, paints an even grimmer picture.
“Treatment technologies for a whole range of wastes –
oily sludges, contaminated packaging, APC residues,
contaminated soils, filter cakes and used personal pro-
tective equipment – have not developed anywhere near

Survey underlines industry efforts to reduce hazardous waste
A quarter of industrial companies responding
to ENDS’ hazardous waste survey said they had
been able to reduce production of hazardous
waste over the past year.  Only 13% reported
waste increases.  However, all but one respon-
dent said that costs would increase over the year
ahead – on average by 34%.

The findings support the view that a sig-
nificant component of the reduction in haz-
ardous wastes arriving at landfill sites since
the ban on co-disposal has been industry
action to minimise cost increases by reducing
hazardous waste production.

The survey, conducted in June, asked pro-
ducers of industrial hazardous waste how their
arisings had changed between the first quarter of
2004 – prior to the co-disposal ban – and the
first quarter of 2005.

Just over 60% said there had been no
change in their production of hazardous
waste, but a significant minority – 26% – said

they had been able to achieve reductions.
The survey went on to ask companies to

address projected trends for the year ahead –
and a starkly different picture emerged.

Only 17% of companies expect to be able to
secure reductions in hazardous waste in the year
ahead, while 43% expect there to be increases –
driven by the new, broader definition of “haz-
ardous” waste taking effect on 16 July.

Asked to rank the factors contributing to
trends in their companies’ consignments of haz-
ardous waste, industrial firms were evenly split
between the following three factors, each of
which secured high rankings:
! Improved segregation of waste types.
! Improved process efficiency/waste min-
imisation.
! The new definition of hazardous waste.

A fourth factor canvassed – in-house waste
treatment and recycling – was identified as an
important factor by fewer than a quarter of firms.

All but one of the waste pro-
ducers responding to our ques-
tion on costs said they expect
their costs to increase.  The aver-
age anticipated cost increase
over the year ahead was 34%.

In stark contrast to the
Environment Agency’s recent
survey of SMEs, almost every
company responding to ENDS’
survey said they were ready and
able to comply with the new
hazardous waste regime on 16
July.  Very few SMEs respond-
ed to ENDS’ survey, responses
being dominated by companies
with dedicated environmental
personnel.

ENDS’ survey was based on
questionnaire responses from
96 companies and a broad
range of follow-up interviews.

Questionnaire response rates from the waste
management and land remediation sectors
were insufficient for their responses to be
included in the analysis. 

Waste producers participating in the survey
included companies in the metals, chemicals,
pharmaceuticals, oil, engineering, food, miner-
als, automotive and consumer products sectors.

Interesting comparisons can be made
between two groups of survey respondents:
environmental consultants and industrial
waste producers.

Almost all producers of industrial hazardous
waste told us that they had been able to find
adequate landfill and treatment capacity for their
wastes over the past year.  But some 42% of
environmental consultants said they had not
found adequate capacity.  Consultants tend to
hear about the more problematic waste streams.

For the year ahead, however, 27% of waste
producers are anticipating problems finding
capacity for their wastes, and 58% of consul-
tants are also expecting problems.

Meanwhile, asked to identify the top factor
shaping hazardous waste production over the
past year, the two groups responded as follows
(see also the figure):
! Misconsignment: No less than 73% of envi-
ronmental consultants felt that misconsignment
of hazardous waste as “non-hazardous” was the
top factor explaining recent market trends.  Far
fewer industrial waste producers – 31% – see
misconsignment as the top factor.  
! Segregation:  Only 20% of consultants rank
improved segregation of waste types as the top
factor explaining trends in arisings.  Among
waste producers, meanwhile, the option was
selected by 27% of respondents.
! In-house reduction: Finally, only 7% of con-
sultants identified in-house industrial waste
reduction and treatment as the top factor – com-
pared with no less than 42% of respondents
from industry.
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the extent needed to cope with the levels that will be
displaced from landfill due to the WAC,” he says.

Waste management companies are not going to rec-
tify this situation by investing in treatment facilities
until they know what the law is and how the law will be
enforced.

Heads in the sand
Even if the treatment capacity for such wastes becomes
available, the transition to the new hazardous waste
regime will not go smoothly, according to many in the
waste management industry.  Hazardous waste produc-
ers, especially smaller businesses, are simply not ready
for it.

“This is the most significant change to the industry
since the Control of Pollution Act back in the Seventies,
but people have been poorly advised about what to do,”
says Mr Blackler.

“I mean, we’re talking to people about the regula-
tions and their attitude is very head in the sand.  A lot
of them haven’t even characterised their wastes yet,
and we’re only two weeks away from the regulations.  It
takes two weeks just to do the tests!”

Alan Potter shares such views: “I was at a confer-
ence last week where people were saying, ‘Oh, I’ve got
to characterise my waste have I?’”

Such ignorance is borne out by an Agency survey
of 1,000 small and medium businesses, published in
June, which found that only 28% were aware of the
new regulations.

Higher levels of awareness were found in those
industries already regulated by the Agency, such as
chemicals manufacturers, but this dropped to as low as
20% in the case of garages.

Waste goes missing?
This lack of awareness has been a problem since the co-
disposal ban came into force, according to Mr Blackler.
He argues that the 700,000 tonnes of hazardous waste
that has gone “missing” over the past year has most
likely been misconsigned and sent to non-hazardous
landfills.

It is notable that Augean, Mr Blackler’s company,
had to halve its profit forecast for 2005 in July – drop-
ping from £16.4 million to £8 million – partly due to
lower-than-expected volumes of contaminated waste
from construction firms arriving at its sites. 

This “missing” waste situation is one that the waste
industry fears will be compounded over the coming

months, especially if the Agency continues its policy of
focusing enforcement activity on hazardous waste land-
fills as opposed to non-hazardous ones.

Some say, though, that the Agency may have no
option but to pursue such a policy of “selective enforce-
ment”.  “The evidence from last year suggests a crisis
will only be averted through pragmatism prevailing and
a light touch on enforcement,” says Mr Potter.  

“I expect the predicted additional arisings won’t
materialise because of that.  But that still leaves the
question of what will happen when enforcement tight-
ens up?”

As if to show that pragmatism will prevail, DEFRA
recently announced that landfill sites can accept waste
up to three times above the WAC subject to a risk
assessment (see pp 39-40) – a full U-turn on its care-
fully honed policy position announced last year.

Getting to grips with waste minimisation
In spite of the waste management industry’s fears that
misconsignment will increase over the next 12 months,
ENDS’ survey confirms that industrial waste producers
believe that improved segregation of waste streams,
and initiatives to improve the efficiency of manufactur-
ing processes, are more important factors shaping the
costs of most waste producers.

Responding to the new controls, and the realisation
that waste management costs are on the increase, many
companies have already implemented measures to
reduce their hazardous waste.  A typical case involves
aluminium reprocessor Novelis, which was spun off
from the Alcan group earlier this year.  

The company has two plants in Latchford,
Warrington, with a total capacity of around 160,000
tonnes per year.  One plant reprocesses used drinks
cans into new can body; the other reprocesses a range
of scrap aluminium into new alloys.

The company has three main waste streams: alu-
minium dross from remelting scrap aluminium, and
APC residues both from treating acid gases and shred-
ding the scrap.

The 11,000 tonnes of aluminium dross produced
each year has long been sent for recovery.  The 1,300
tonnes of APC residues, however, has simply been
“sent to landfill,” according to Bill Routledge, the com-
pany’s environment manager.

The company realised this situation had to change
in January last year when the implications of the new
hazardous waste regime became apparent.  “With the
reclassification of special waste to hazardous waste, we
had to completely re-evaluate our waste streams and
find out whether there were alternative ways of dispos-
ing of it,” he says.  “The costs would have been too high
otherwise.”

The first and most obvious action was to begin sepa-
rating the waste streams. This led to the APC residues
from shredding the scrap – 300 out of the 1,300 tonnes –
being separated out and sent to a non-hazardous landfill.

The APC residues from treating acid gases were,
though, another matter.  “We used to deliberately use a
excess of lime – which was why we produced so much
waste,” says Dr Routledge.  “We’ve since monitored the
gases coming out of the stacks so we only use the amount
we require.  We’re using about 25% less than before.”

Realising that the APC residues “would never pass
the WAC”, the company had to urgently find alternative
uses for it.  “We could have tried turning it into chalk,
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but that would have been too expensive,” he says.
“Instead we now send it for reprocessing and use in the
construction industry.  None of it goes to landfill.”

Overall, the company’s waste disposal costs have
gone up £30,000 because of the changes, but that is less
than if they had continued to send it to landfill.

Novelis’ plans are, of course, dependent on its cur-
rent reprocessor continuing to accept the waste.  If the
situation changes, the company feels the best option
would be to send its APC residues to Minosus’ under-
ground storage facility in Cheshire.

Wastes sent to Minosus – due to start operating on
1 August – do not have to meet the WAC’s leaching lim-
its, although they do have to meet other criteria based
on the likelihood of them undergoing physical, biologi-
cal or chemical transformation.

The facility is licensed to take 42 wastes, although
another 24 – including contaminated soils – could be
allowed, following an “improvement order”.

Minosus is in “advanced talks” with 12 companies
about taking their waste, according to Roger Shaw, its
director.

Drastic action
Corus – like other steel manufacturers Celsa and
Thamesteel – also found itself having to drastically alter
the way it disposed of waste in preparation for 16 July.

The company produces two major hazardous waste
streams from its plants in Port Talbot, Teesside and
Scunthorpe.  It produces around 20,000 tonnes a year of
electric arc furnace dust and around 25,000 tonnes of
oily millscale sludge, a residue from the hot rolling
process.

In the days before the co-disposal ban, all the com-
pany’s EAF dust and “most” of its millscale sludge
were landfilled.

Although those disposal routes did not change come
July 2004, the costs did.  “Perhaps the biggest impact of

Agency bashing dominates ENDS conference
Industrial firms and representatives of the waste
industry took advantage of ENDS’ recent haz-
ardous waste conference to strongly criticise the
Environment Agency’s and DEFRA’s record on
producing clear and timely guidance on the new
regimes that took effect on 16 July.

The conference was held in London on 12
July – just four days before the new hazardous
waste regime and waste acceptance criteria
(WAC) came into force.  Unusually for a confer-
ence on waste policy, many of the delegates
were waste producers or consultants represent-
ing clients in industry.

From the start, it was clear that the Agency
was in for a rough ride.  “It is inexcusable that
waste operators and producers have been made
to wait so long to find out what is required of
them,” complained Dirk Hazell, chief executive
of the Environmental Services Association.

Referring to the fact that regulations imple-
menting parts of the WAC were only issued in
late June, he said: “The Environment Agency
can try to deflect attention from the truth…but
there is no regulatory certainty in a context
where the Landfill (Amendment) Regulations
have been available for only 14 days.”

While there has been consultation, Mr
Hazell warned that “draft regulations count for
nothing” – as shown by the much wider
approach to risk-assessed relaxations of the
WAC than had been expected (see pp 39-40)
and the Agency’s recent announcement that
WAC compliance will not be enforced for at least
two waste streams (see pp 38-39).

Delegates heard that other information rele-
vant to the management of hazardous waste
remains outstanding.  Guidance on the ban on
the mixing of hazardous and non-hazardous
waste and of different types of hazardous waste
is due “soon”, said DEFRA’s Andy Howarth, and
will include exemptions such as the mixing of
different types of oily wastes.  There will also be
a review of licensing exemptions for the man-
agement of hazardous waste by the autumn.

Mr Hazell also complained that those pro-
ducers that had been able to find out about the

new notification requirements have been unable
to register their premises as required because of
the failure of the Agency’s electronic registration
systems.

In particular, the system for bulk registra-
tions, which waste management companies
have wanted to use to register their clients, had
not yet issued a single registration code number.
One ESA member trying to register over a thou-
sand producers had been forced to resort to reg-
istering them individually “until that part of the
Agency’s website collapsed too.”

Biffa’s Sarah Wright told the conference that
it has “educated customers, held seminars for
internal people, changed our systems and told
everyone that hazardous waste cannot be
removed from a producer without a registration
code” – only to have just been told that it will be
able to consign waste without a code after 16
July.

The Agency’s Roy Watkinson admitted that
the bulk registration system had been “very hard
to get going” but that 30,000 applications for
notification had been received out of an estimat-
ed 100,000.  He defended the Agency’s record
on delivering information, but admitted that not
issuing the necessary coding standards until the
previous week was “a bit tight”.

Waste producers were also angry that they
are finding it hard to fulfil their obligation to char-
acterise their waste streams and work out the
necessary testing requirements to ensure that
they meet the landfill acceptance criteria.

“We’ve suddenly started to think ‘let’s not
necessarily give our waste to our contractors’,
but I hope DEFRA and the Agency will realise
producers need a better lead-in time than this,”
said BMW’s Nick Hill.  “We needed the meat on
the bone three months ago – but our contractors
and local Agency officers didn’t know how we
could get our characterisation and testing
requirements.”

Similarly, a construction firm manager com-
plained that “manufacturers haven’t been given
the tools to comply.  We were told by the Agency
at our last meeting, ‘Don’t bother calling our

helpline because the staff haven’t been trained
up yet.’”

In response, Mr Watkinson said the Agency
had already issued “a lot of information” and
asked “how do companies themselves make
themselves aware of these issues?”  If a compa-
ny does not have a manager with environmental
affairs as part of their portfolio, “it’s about time
they have”.

Looking beyond the immediate concerns,
ENDS Report editor Julian Rose said the haz-
ardous waste market “will bed down and sort
itself out over the next two or three years.”  He
said the current confusion was largely the
unavoidable result of two factors – that the UK
waste sector largely operates in a free market
with little direction from Government, and that
DEFRA has “too many masters” to satisfy.
“Being forced to respond to the demands of the
Cabinet Office, Number 10, the Treasury, the
CBI and the CIA makes it impossible for DEFRA
to do its regulatory job properly.”

Concerns that there will be a shortage of
landfill capacity for hazardous waste appear
unfounded, according to Jonathan Davis of
Enviros, who has led the data gathering efforts of
the Government’s Hazardous Waste Forum since
2003.  “It appears the market has responded
and there is enough capacity – but with very lit-
tle in south and south-west England and Wales.”

However, Mr Davis warned that the lack
of reliable data on waste treatment means it
is impossible to tell if there is enough treat-
ment capacity and whether “there is time to
construct it”.

Cleanaway’s Gill Weeks, who chaired the
Forum’s treatment and disposal capacity task
force, urged the waste community to “get to
treatment and beyond landfill”.  

She defended the Agency’s record on work-
ing with industry – particularly the creation of the
Landfill Implementation Group, which has
superseded the Forum as the main policy form-
ing body – but warned that she was “getting
vibes that things are being relaxed to avoid a
hazardous waste mountain.” 
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the legislation is that there are now fewer landfills
licensed to take hazardous waste,” says Paul Brooks,
the company’s environment manager.  

“This has led to significant price increases – haz-
ardous waste disposal costs have more than doubled to
£180 per tonne – and movement of wastes has had to
occur over greater distances.”

The company’s problems did not end with the co-
disposal ban, though.

In preparation for the hazardous waste regulations,
it had to set up a hazardous waste working group aimed
at determining which of its wastes were hazardous and
which could be minimised.  The group also had to find a
suitable recovery option for the EAF dust, which not
only has a 20% zinc content, but also contains levels of
lead and molybdenum that far exceed the WAC. 

Given an absence of domestic recovery options,
Corus had to look abroad.  It is now sending its waste to
Germany.

‘Oily rags are the problem’
Talk to hazardous waste producers, and you will come
across many stories similar to those of Corus and
Novelis. 

Unsurprisingly, few outside the land remediation
industry will actually admit to having “problems” deal-
ing with their waste.

In fact, if you took their word for it, the only wastes
that appear to be without homes are such apparently
“minor” wastes as oily rags, contaminated packaging,
computer monitors and fluorescent tubes.

One multinational company in the engineering sec-
tor for example, which declined to be named, set up a
dedicated waste team four years ago to ensure its com-
pliance with the regulations.

Since then, the team has overcome difficulties clas-
sifying wastes in line with the European Waste
Catalogue to find recovery options for all its waste
streams – except, that is, for the 200-odd tonnes of oily
rags and filters it produces a year.  These are still being
sent to landfill.

It appears, though, that the problems encountered by
such large firms will pale into comparison against those
encountered by small and medium firms, and those which
produce only a few tonnes of hazardous waste.

AEW Delford Systems is a Norwich-based manufac-
turer of meat slicing equipment.  With a turnover of £8
million and only 150 employees, it is not the type of
company you would expect to be vociferous in its oppo-
sition to the regulations.  Yet, out of all those ENDS
spoke to, it was the angriest about the new regime, and
all because of “the oddball stuff” it is now having to dis-
pose of.

“Batteries, fluorescent tubes, asbestos – I’ve got
nowhere to take it,” says the company’s Richard
Adamek.  “There’s one company I’ve found that’ll take
the asbestos in Norfolk and that’s only on a per tonne
basis.  They want £750. Am I supposed to pay that for a
few tiles?”

Mr Adamek may not be as au fait with the regula-
tions as larger companies – he spends a long time dis-
cussing meat wastes as if they are affected by the reg-
ulations – but it is the experience of companies like his
that most suggests the Agency could be in for a rough
ride following 16 July.  

“I’d say 70% of companies on this industrial estate
are packing up such waste at the end of the day and

dropping it over a hedgerow somewhere.  It’s too cost-
ly for them to deal with in any other way.”

The Agency is hoping that, among other measures,
its HAZRED Project will make small producers knowl-
edgeable of and compliant with the regulations, and pre-
vent such a situation arising.1

A three-year project co-funded by the EU’s LIFE
programme, HAZRED will involve creating hazardous
waste reduction plans for 120 small businesses in
Britain and Ireland.  These plans will then be used as
best practice guidance across Europe.

The small businesses will come from six priority
areas:
! General construction
! Treatment and coating of metals
! Garages
! Photographic processors
! Speciality organic chemicals manufacturers
! Equipment and machinery manufacturers

Too little, too late?  
Keith Roberts, technical operations manager at Safety
Kleen, one of the partners in the project, feels the pro-
ject will make a difference in terms of knowledge of the
regulations, but even he says that the only way the
Agency will ensure compliance is by visiting producers.

“I think one of the problems has been the lack of
publicity about the regulations,” he says.  “DEFRA and
the Agency haven’t sent anything out, so we’ve had to.”

In spite of the lack of awareness, he does not feel
the regulations will increase fly tipping among small
producers.

Speaking about his 38,000 customers, the majority
of whom are garages, he said: “The Government has
reduced the burden considerably on small producers by
reducing the consignment fee to £5.  It could still
increase the costs per collection by 20%, but I think
industry will be able to comply.” 

The Environment Agency is, unsurprisingly, even
more optimistic.  “The hazardous waste regulations are
good news for the environment,” says Liz Parkes, the
Agency’s head of waste regulation.  “On an operational
level alone, they will allow us to shift our resources
from what is a very office-based administrative system
to a more risk-based inspection system targeting poten-
tial problem sites.  Ultimately, it will mean more offi-
cers on the ground protecting the environment.”

In the end, though, it remains to be seen what will
happen come 16 July.  With hazardous waste producers,
waste management companies and the Agency all pre-
dicting different scenarios, a conclusion is nigh on
impossible.

Will the country be plunged into a crisis with haz-
ardous wastes piling up in company forecourts?  Or is
such talk simply bluster from a waste management
industry annoyed at losing business?

The Agency’s last-minute decision to allow produc-
ers of certain “problematic” waste streams to be con-
signed to landfill in breach of the WAC places the UK in
clear breach of EU law (see pp 38-39).  This is not a
step that will have been taken lightly, but the decision
should at least avoid headline-grabbing problems this
summer. ENDS

1 See www.hazred.org.uk for more information
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