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OSPAR Recommendation 2003/4

on Controlling the Dispersal of Mercury from Crematoria

(Consolidated text
)

OSPAR Recommendation 2003/4 adopted by OSPAR 2003 (OSPAR 03/17/1, Annex 13)
Amended by OSPAR Recommendation 2006/2 (OSPAR 06/23/1, Annex 12)
RECALLING Article 2(1) of the Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic (“OSPAR Convention”);

RECALLING that PARCOM Recommendation 89/3 on Programmes and Measures for Reducing Mercury Discharges from Various Sources recommends that alternative materials to dental amalgam should be used where appropriate and where excessive cost can be avoided;

RECALLING that mercury was identified by OSPAR in 1998 as a chemical for priority action;

RECALLING that the OSPAR document “Mercury Emissions from Crematoria and their Control in the OSPAR Convention Area”, published in 2003, identified crematoria as a significant source of mercury to the environment, identified several options for preventing mercury from reaching the environment, and gave examples of mercury removal efficiency of different types of abatement technology;

RECOGNISING that the practice of cremation raises sensitive cultural and societal issues, and that there are different attitudes and approaches among Contracting Parties that need to be respected in addressing the problem of discharges, emissions and losses of mercury from crematoria;

The Contracting Parties to the Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic RECOMMEND:

1.
Definitions

1.1
For the purpose of this Recommendation:

	“crematorium”
	means an establishment for the disposal of human remains by cremation;

	“BAT”
	means best available techniques as defined in Appendix 1 to the OSPAR Convention;

	“dental amalgam”
	means a preparation containing mercury that has been used for the purpose of dental surgery.


2.
Purpose and Scope

2.1
This Recommendation covers BAT approaches, which could be taken at crematoria to prevent the dispersal into the environment of mercury from human remains, especially from dental amalgam.

2.2
This Recommendation does not apply to a Contracting Party that is a regional economic integration organisation.

3.
Programmes and Measures

3.1
Contracting Parties should ensure that the operators of crematoria apply BAT at their crematoria to prevent the dispersal into the environment of mercury from human remains, especially from dental amalgam.

3.2
The specific techniques to be applied will depend not only on the size, construction, economic feasibility, location and age (new or existing) of the crematorium furnace, but also on the societal and cultural practices associated with cremation in the Contracting Party, or the region of the Contracting Party, concerned.

3.3
In deciding what is BAT, either in general or in individual cases, Appendix 1 provides examples of techniques that could be used, and examples of the levels of mercury abatement that can be achieved. 
3.4
It is recognised that some crematoria
 will not apply BAT. Contracting Parties should use the implementation report to indicate their approach, particularly where BAT is not applied to new crematoria.

4.
Entry into Force

4.1

This Recommendation has effect from 27 June 2003.

5.
Implementation Reports

5.1
Contracting Parties should submit a first implementation report on estimated loads of mercury released into the environment from crematoria to OSPAR by 30 September 2005.

5.2
Further implementation reports should be submitted by 30 September 2009 and every 5 years thereafter.

5.3
When reporting on implementation, the format as set out in Appendix 2 should be used as far as possible.
Appendix 1

Examples of Techniques

1.
Introduction

1.1
This appendix describes a number of techniques and practices identified in the OSPAR document “Mercury Emissions from Crematoria and their Control in the OSPAR Convention Area”, published in 2003 which can either prevent or reduce mercury emissions from crematoria. The list is not exhaustive, and additional factors such as the temperature at various stages in the cremation cycle, the residence time of the flue gas in the afterburn chamber, and the height of the stack which emits waste gases may also need to be considered. Steps should be taken to ensure that mercury removed from flue gases is not transferred to other environmental compartments.

2.
Removal of mercury-containing substances prior to cremation

2.1
The removal of dental amalgam from human remains before cremation, followed by its recycling or safe disposal in a way which prevents mercury from being dispersed into the environment, will remove the main source of mercury emissions from crematoria. However, it is recognised that this practice may not be societally or culturally acceptable.

3.
Removal of mercury from flue gases during the cremation cycle

3.1
There are a number of methods, which limit the emission of mercury via flue gases. The following section describes those which are currently available.

The Co-flow filter

3.2
In this process an adsorbant is injected into the flue gases, after which adsorption of the mercury takes place in the flue gas channel or in an installed reaction chamber. The adsorbent is removed from the flue gases in an "end of pipe" cloth filter. An adsorbent layer is formed on the cloth filter, so that extra filtering of the flue gases takes place. Removal efficiencies in excess of 98% and mercury concentrations in flue gas in the range of 0,001-0,1 mg/Nm³ are reported for this technique in large installations.

The Solid-bed filter
3.3
In this process, the flue gases are guided through the filter material, whereby the pollutants are left behind in the adsorbent. The filter must be regularly replaced or regenerated on site. In practice, solid-bed filters, with adsorbents such as cokes or zeolites, are applied for the removal of mercury and dioxins. It is reported that this type of filter can also achieve a removal efficiency of well over 90% (up to 99,9 % for mercury concentration in flue gas of 0,005 mg/Nm³).

Gas Scrubbing

3.4
Traditional gas scrubbing and quenching are also effective for reducing emissions to air. Emission measurements for the flue gas treatment show that this technique reduces the mercury concentration in the flue gases to approximately 0,1-0,2 mg/m3.

Honeycomb Catalytic Adsorber

3.5
This precious metal (gold/platinum) catalytic adsorber is specially designed for mercury removal (honeycomb structure). The functional principle is based on a catalytic reaction with an operating temperature of 75 °C. An upstream removal of particulates (e.g. fabric filter) is also required. A removal efficiency of 99,9 % (mercury concentration of flue gas of 0,005 – 0,013 mg/Nm³) is reported.

Appendix 2

Format for implementation reports concerning OSPAR Recommendation 2003/4 on Controlling the Dispersal of Mercury from Crematoria

(Note: In accordance with paragraph 5.3 of Recommendation 2003/4, this format should be used as far as possible in implementation reports)

I.
Implementation Report on Compliance

	Country:
	


	Reservation applies:
	yes/no*


	Is measure applicable in your country ?
	yes/no*


If not applicable, then state why not (e.g. no relevant plant)

Means of Implementation:

	by legislation
	by administrative action
	by negotiated agreement

	yes/no*
	yes/no*
	yes/no*


Please provide information on:

a.
specific measures taken to give effect to this measure;

b.
any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation of this measure;

c.
any reasons for not having fully implemented this measure should be spelt out clearly and plans for full implementation should be reported.

II.
Implementation Report on Effectiveness

Loads of mercury reaching the environment from crematoria

Please estimate the load of mercury entering the environment from crematoria in your country, if possible according to the following tables:

	Number of crematoria in the country which apply mercury removal techniques
	Number of cremations in year of reporting
	Load of mercury dispersed into environment from crematoria (kilograms of mercury)
	Comments

	
	
	
	


	Number of crematoria in the country not applying mercury removal techniques
	Number of cremations in year of reporting
	Load of mercury dispersed into environment from crematoria (kilograms of mercury)
	Comments

	
	
	
	


Note:
Please provide a clear description of the calculation of the load, and emission factors used to calculate the loads exactly and in a transparent way so that approaches used by different countries can be compared.

If possible, please give information on the societal and cultural practices associated with cremation in your country which are relevant for the assessment of the reported data and information on the dispersal of mercury from crematoria, for example:

· what is the scale of cremation compared to burial?

· are crematoria small, with a low level of activity or located in local churchyards, or large installations serving a substantial area? (It may be helpful to give an indication of the average size of population served by a crematorium).
This information should be given in the first report made after 1 July 2006, and need not be repeated thereafter unless there is known to have been a substantial change.






� The consolidated text integrates the basic OSPAR measure with subsequent amendments adopted by OSPAR in a single, non-official document to facilitate documentation. Only the basic OSPAR measure and the subsequent measures adopted by OSPAR to amend the basic measure are official documents.


�	Particularly those crematoria that have a very low level of activity where installing mercury abatement equipment is not economically feasible. In other cases it is not culturally acceptable to remove dental amalgam prior to cremation.


*	Delete whichever is not appropriate.
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