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Application Ref: EN010011 

Health issues 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta, for the following reasons: 
 
Incineration produces carbon dioxide (CO2) and harmful acid gases such as: hydrochloride, 
hydrogen fluoride, sulphur dioxide, nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide. Incineration produces 
toxic nano particles that are NOT monitored or filtered out from the combustion process. They 
include toxic metals: Lead, Cadmium, Mercury, Arsenic, Chromium plus dangerous compounds 
such as: PCB’s, PCDDs (dioxins), PCDFs (furans) and other nasty compounds. Non of the 
above would be filtered out from the highly expensive pollution filtration part of the plant. 
 
These toxic nano particles enter the bloodstream via the lungs and enter organs of the body, 
including the brain. Dioxins accumulate in the fat and the only way to get rid of them is to 
have a baby (who would be full of these toxins). Sadly, I am too old to have a baby thus very 
concerned of toxic build up in my body. 
 
Because these nano particles are so minute (light weight), they stay suspended in the air for 
long periods of time and spread across a wide area until being washed out by the rain (Bedford 
is a relatively low rainfall area). Nano particles are accumulative both in the air, food and in 
the body. 
 
Temperature inversions are common in the Marston Vale. This results in polluted air settling in 
the Vale and not being circulated. Any pollutants, especially nano particles, will accumulate 
and stay suspended in the valley.  
 
The Vale is a crop growing area with beef and dairy cattle grazing on the land. It has been well 
documented the relationship between dioxins and health issues. These nano particles are 
inhaled or consumed from foods, especially beef and milk. 
 
Recommendations from Institute of Medicine, 2003: “Do not build incinerators within 50 km of 
food production - particularly grazing animals”. 
 
The following information was obtained from Dr. Paul Connett Professor of Chemistry, St. 
Lawrence University, Canton, NY 13617 who is the worlds leading expert on waste from 
incineration plants: 
 



Dioxins - major health concerns 
 Dioxins accumulate in animal fat. One litre of cows’ milk gives the same dose of dioxin 

as breathing air next to the cows for EIGHT MONTHS (Connett and Webster, 1987).  
 In one day a grazing cow puts as much dioxin into its body as a human being would get 

in 14 years of breathing (McLachlan, 1995)! 
 Dioxins steadily accumulate in human body fat. The man cannot get rid of them BUT A 

woman can…… by having a baby! ……. Thus the highest dose of dioxin goes to the fetus 
and then to the new born infant via breastfeeding. 

 In January 1998 three incinerators were shut down in the Lisle area of France, 
because local milk produced downwind of these facilities had been contaminated with 
dioxin to levels three times higher than the permitted sale level (5 parts per trillion 
TEQ in the milk fat). MILK IS THE STAPLE FOOD OF INFANTS & CHILDREN ! 

Dioxins interfere with foetal and infant development 
 Dioxins act like fat soluble hormones 
 Disrupt at least six different hormonal systems: male and female sex hormones; 

thyroid hormones; insulin; gastrin and gluocorticoid. 
Linda S. Birnbaum (Health Effects Research Laboratory, US EPA) Developmental Effects of 
Dioxins Environmental Health Perspectives, 103: 89-94, 1995 
 
Effects of dioxins on thyroid function of new born babies 
H.J. Pluim et al., The Lancet, May 23, 1992. (Volume 339, 1303) 

 Examined 38 new born babies, divided them into 2 groups: 
 Low-exposed (mothers had average 18.6 ppt dioxins in milk fat, range 8.7 - 28) 
 High-exposed (mothers had average 37.5 ppt dioxins in milk fat, range 29 - 63) 

Effect of Dioxins on Neonatal Thyroid Function after Low-exposure and High-exposure at 
various ages 
Our Stolen Future - How Man-made Chemicals are Threatening our Fertility, Intelligence and 
Survival (1994): 
Theo Colborn 
John Peterson Myers 
Dianne Dumanoski 
 
Institute of Medicine, 2003 
Dioxins and Dioxin-like Compounds in the Food Supply - Strategies to Decrease Exposure (July 
1, 2003)  

 Foetuses and breastfeeding infants may be at particular risk from exposure to dioxin 
like compounds (DLCs) due to their potential to cause adverse neurodevelopmental, 
neurobehavioral, and immune system effects in developing systems… 

 Institute of Medicine, 2003 
 The committee recommends that the government place a high public health priority on 

reducing DLC intakes by girls and young women in the years well before pregnancy is 
likely to occur. 

 Do not build incinerators within 50 km of food production - particularly grazing 
animals. (Note: there are at least 20 dairy & beef farms within this area.) 

 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxxxx 



Bedford 
20 February 11 

 
Application Ref: EN010011 

Health issues 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta, for the following reasons: 
 
 

Government: 
http://progressreport.cancer.gov/doc_detail.asp?pid=1&did=2007&chid=71&coid=714&mid=#
dioxins 
 
Dioxins and Cancer – 

Dioxins are chemicals produced as by-products of incomplete combustion and through 
certain chemical processes. Major sources of dioxins in the environment include burning of 
municipal, toxic, hospital, and domestic wastes; specific industrial processes including 
metal smelting and refining; and paper and pulp bleaching. Dioxins can also be found as 
contaminants in some insecticides, herbicides, and wood preservatives, and in cigarette 
smoke. There are at least 100 different kinds of dioxins, including tetrachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin (TCDD), which is the most toxic and is considered a known human carcinogen. There 
are also numerous dioxin-like compounds, so-called because they have similar chemical, 
physical, and toxicological properties to the dioxins. These include the chlorinated dibenzo-
p-dioxins (CDDs), chlorinated dibenzofurans (CDFs), and certain coplanar polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). Environmental release estimates are often presented in terms of toxic 
equivalents (TEQs). TEQs are derived from a toxicity weighting system that converts all 
mixture components to a single value normalized to the toxicity of TCDD. 
The most common routes of exposure for dioxins occur through the diet, particularly from 
ingestion of animal fats including meats, full-fat dairy products, and fatty fish. Exposure 
can also occur through breathing incineration gases released from medical, municipal, 
and hazardous waste incinerators and industrial sources such as paper mills, cement 
kilns, and metal smelters. 

 
BBC website: http://www.bbc.co.uk/health/physical_health/conditions/dioxins 

Dioxins: What are they?  
Dioxins are they found just about everywhere - they are present in the atmosphere, soil, 
rivers and the food chain. They come from waste incinerators and chemical and fertiliser 
manufacturing plants mainly. 
 
What are the risks?  
Environmental campaign groups describe them as among the most dangerous toxins 
known. 
Scientists are working to establish their exact toxicity, but a draft report from the US 
Environmental Protection Agency indicates dioxins are considered a serious threat to public 
health. 
In 1997, a World Health Organisation group declared the most toxic dioxin - 2,3,7,8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin, or TCDD - a class 1 carcinogen, meaning it causes cancer in 
humans. 

 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxx 
 

http://progressreport.cancer.gov/doc_detail.asp?pid=1&did=2007&chid=71&coid=714&mid=#dioxins
http://progressreport.cancer.gov/doc_detail.asp?pid=1&did=2007&chid=71&coid=714&mid=#dioxins


Bedford 
21 February 11 

 
Application Ref: EN010011 

Health issues – Toxic emissions 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta. 
 
The following information was obtained from Dr. Paul Connett Professor of Chemistry, St. 
Lawrence University, Canton, NY 13617 who is the worlds leading expert on waste from 
incineration plants: 
 
Toxic emissions - Introduction.  
Let me acknowledge out the outset that the incineration industry has made huge strides in 
reducing the emissions of toxic substances since the 70's, 80's, and even the early '90s. 
However, this improvement has not been uniform. For example, it is only recently that France 
has been forced to take the dioxin problem seriously. The industry's task has been very 
complicated, their solutions inevitably incomplete and most importantly, not likely to be 
reproduced in countries where their regulatory apparatus is less competent, or their budget is 
inadequate to pay for the massive costs involved. Most chemists blink when they see more 
than three chemicals in a test tube. The task set by a modern incinerator is to burn all the 
substances society produces in one huge machine, as well as tapping the energy liberated to 
generate heat and/or electricity efficiently. In this extremely complicated process, a number of 
things occur.  
1. Hydrogen chloride is formed.  
Most of the chlorine in the waste stream is converted into hydrogen chloride; a strong acid gas 
which at high temperatures will attack most metals it meets. Most of the hydrogen chloride can 
be removed with alkaline scrubbing devices before the flue gases leave the stack, but not 
necessarily before this acid gas has damaged some of the materials from which the incinerator 
is built. Furnace linings, ductwork and boiler tubes need frequent and costly attention.  
 
2 Nitric oxide is generated.  
At the high temperatures of combustion the nitrogen and oxygen in the air combine to form 
nitric oxide (NO). Because this gas is neutral, it cannot be removed by scrubbers using alkaline 
chemicals, such as lime. Systems involving the injection of ammonia or urea can convert some 
of the nitric oxide back into nitrogen, but these high-energy reagents are expensive (they are 
normally used as fertilisers) and the removal of the nitric oxide is only about 60% effective. 
Any nitric oxide that is not removed is later converted by sunlight into nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
which contributes to photochemical smog and acid rain.  
 
3 Toxic metals are released.  
At the temperatures of combustion many of the toxic metals such as lead, cadmium, arsenic, 
mercury and chromium are liberated from otherwise fairly stable matrices like plastics. 
Furthermore, they are liberated in the form of tiny particles or gases, which, if they escape 
from the stack, vastly increase the potential surface area of contact between themselves and 
the environment. They also penetrate deep into human lungs, where they are rapidly 
exchanged with the bloodstream.  
          The traditional method of removing metals from emissions is via particulate control 
devices such as electrostatic precipitators or baghouses (fabric filters). The former, while being 
very robust, are less efficient at removing the tiniest particles of concern. The latter are more 
efficient but suffer from breakage and blockage and need careful maintenance.  



3.1 Mercury, a highly problematic pollutant, is difficult to control.  
A particularly problematic metal has been mercury. At the temperature of combustion it is a 
gas and evades the simple particulate control discussed above. As a result trash incineration 
has been a major source of mercury going into the environment. Many modern incinerators 
now employ activated carbon to absorb the mercury. However, this is another expensive item, 
and the public needs a way of knowing that the activated carbon is being used continuously, 
because no trash incinerator, that I am aware of, monitors toxic metal emissions on a 
continuous basis. Mercury removal poses several further questions.  
          What is the fate of the mercury captured on the activated carbon or the fly ash 
residues? Is the spent charcoal sent for reactivation, if so where does the mercury go? Is the 
spent charcoal burned in the incinerator, in which case where does the mercury go, as it can't 
stay in the incinerator forever? How does the presence of activated carbon effect the leaching 
and other characteristics of ash disposed of in landfills? In hot climates will the mercury 
evaporate from the ash?  
 
4 Dioxins, Furans and other by-products of combustion are formed.  
Shortly after the infamous accident in Seveso, Italy, (1976) which made the chemical 2,3,7,8-
Tetra Chlorinated Dibenzo-para-Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD or the singular "dioxin"), into a 
household word, Kees Olie and co-workers in the Netherlands identified this same substance in 
the emissions from trash incinerators. They, and subsequent workers, also found many other 
members of the dioxin family (there are 75 poly chlorinated dibenzo para dioxins, or PCDDs) 
and members of the furan family (there are 135 poly chlorinated dibenzo furans, or PCDFs) in 
these emissions. The major response to this discovery from consultants representing the 
incinerator industry was to claim that as long as the incinerator furnace was operated at a high 
temperature all the dioxins and furans would be destroyed, however these claims were 
subsequently found to be based on fraudulent manipulation of the data.  
 
4.1 Post combustion formation of dioxin.  
In 1985, the reason why high temperatures alone could not solve the dioxin problem was 
revealed at the International Symposium on Dioxin held in Bayreuth, Germany. Two groups 
showed that dioxins could be reformed after the flue gases left the combustion chamber. It is 
now well established that if the flue gases from an incinerator are passed through air pollution 
control devices operating at temperatures in the range 200-400 degrees Celsius, more than a 
hundred fold increase in dioxin and furan formation can take place. A strategy that would 
essentially minimise post combustion formation of dioxin would require the quenching of the 
flue gases immediately after they emerge from the combustion chamber. However, this 
strategy conflicts with the aim of generating electricity, because this requires the flue gases to 
go through boilers to generate steam to drive turbines, thus delaying the moment when flue 
gas quenching occurs.  
 
4.2 The fly ash dioxin problem.  
Without the immediate quenching system, the fly ash collected in the scrubbing devices will be 
contaminated with dioxins and furans.  
          While some commentators have argued that modern incinerators are net destroyers of 
dioxins and furans  this argument does not hold if more appropriate dioxin levels in the 
incoming waste are assumed and if the dioxins in the fly ash and the bottom ash are included. 
A hundred times more dioxin may leave the facility on the fly ash, than from the air emissions. 
However, until recently, regulatory agencies, particularly the US EPA, have turned a blind eye 
to the dioxins and furans left on the fly ash, even though in some cases the combined ash (a 
combination of bottom ash and fly ash) is being used as daily cover in some US landfills. In 
stark contrast, in Japan, as a result of growing concern about the dioxin problem there, the 
government announced in 1997 that they were limiting the total dioxin emissions (i.e. air 
emissions plus fly ash plus bottom ash) to 5 micrograms of dioxin International Toxic 
Equivalents (I-TEQ) per metric ton of trash burned. According to presentations made at Dioxin 
'97 in Indianapolis, this will almost certainly require the fly ash from Japanese incinerators to 
be vitrified, which will still further escalate the costs of incineration.  



4.3 No continuous monitoring of dioxins possible.  
Even when the most stringent precautions are taken to minimise dioxin air emissions it is still 
very difficult to convince the public that the emissions are low because there is no equipment 
available in the world capable of monitoring dioxins and furans on a continuous basis. Instead, 
we have to rely on measurements made on a spot-check basis, with advance notice given to 
the operator that they are going to be monitored on a particular day. It is very rare for this to 
occur more than once a year. Indeed, until recently, very few incinerators in the US had been 
measured more than once in their whole operating lifetime.  
          Thus, even with the best designed incinerators, the public is still hostage to how well 
they are operated, maintained and monitored over their lifetime of 20 years or more. The 
potential problems are well illustrated by the Indianapolis incinerator. This modern facility went 
on line in late 1988. Through tenacious sleuthing by a local environmental group, it emerged 
that this facility violated its permit limits over 6000 times, including by-passing its air pollution 
control devices 18 times, in the first two years of operation. In addition, the incinerator had 27 
boiler tube failures within one year.  
          No one knows what the dioxin emissions were like when these events took place. In 
short, in most countries neither the regulatory authorities nor the industry has been able to 
put the monitoring of dioxin from these facilities onto a truly scientific foundation. The matter 
threatens to get worse as these incinerators get built in Southern and former Eastern European 
countries, where current regulatory control abilities are already low and where they have no 
facilities to monitor dioxin even on a spot-check basis.  
 
4.4 Rising concern about current dioxin levels.  
Dioxin emissions have to be put against the backdrop of an increasing public concern about 
background dioxin levels in the environment, in our food and in our tissues.  
          Of particular concern, is the fact that the highest doses of these potent endocrine-
disrupting chemicals are reaching us from our food and being delivered to the unborn foetus. 
While industry spokespersons frequently argue that dioxin emissions are extremely low 
(especially when compared to conventional pollutants), the counter argument is to note that 
dioxins interfere with several hormonal systems, in which the hormones function in human 
tissues at part per trillion levels. A critical finding occurred in 1992, when Dutch scientists 
discovered that even at background exposures dioxin was capable of interfering with the 
thyroid metabolism of babies at one week of age.  
 
4.5 Dioxin emissions easily captured in food chains.  
Any dioxin released from an incinerator, be it in large quantities from badly operated facilities, 
or smaller quantities from better run ones, is readily captured by grazing animals and fish. In 
1986, Tom Webster and I calculated that one litre of milk would deliver as much dioxins as a 
human would get breathing the air next to the cow for eight months.  
          More recent calculations indicate that in one day a grazing cow puts as much dioxin into 
its body (from dioxin which has deposited on the grass), as a human being would get if he or 
she breathed the air next to the cow for fourteen years. This is not just an academic affair. In 
1989, 16 dairy farmers downwind of a huge incinerator in Rotterdam, were told not to sell 
their milk, because it contained three times higher dioxin levels than anywhere else in the 
Netherlands.  
          This situation continued until 1995 by which time the incinerator had been retrofitted. 
Nor was this concern put to rest in 1995. In January of this year (1998) three incinerators 
were shut down in the Lisle area of France, because local milk produced downwind of 
these facilities had been contaminated with dioxin to levels three times higher than the 
permitted sale level (5 parts per trillion TEQ in the milk fat). 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxxx 
 



Bedford 
19 February 11 

 
Application Ref: EN010011 

Toxic fly ash waste  

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta, for the following reasons: 
 
Toxic fly ash waste generated from incineration will ether end up as toxic landfill mountain 
or used to make concrete for the building industry. 
 
Once made into concrete, this could end up as a modern hazardous material like asbestos. 
 
This ash contains toxic metals plus other poisonous compounds. Over time, these toxic toxic 
particles will leach out of the ash and into our water table. This is the water thousands of 
people and animals drink or is used to irrigate our land to grow crops.  
 
This energy from waste plant is proposed to be build in Rookery Pit – ie. ON OUR WATER 
TABLE.  
 
In America they have the same issues getting rid of this toxic fly ash as they do getting rid of 
nuclear waste. It does not break down and remains on the land for thousands of years. We 
cannot get rid of it.  
 
Neither workers nor members of the public have been fully warned of the dangers of being 
directly exposed to this ash. This is a hazardous material. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxx 



 
 

Bedford 
21 February 11 

 
Application Ref: EN010011 

Toxic fly ash waste  

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta, for the following reasons: 
 
The following information was obtained from Dr. Paul Connett Professor of Chemistry, St. 
Lawrence University, Canton, NY 13617 who is the worlds leading expert on waste from 
incineration plants: 
 
Ash Disposal - Introduction.  
There are two kinds of ash generated by an incinerator: the bottom ash which falls through the 
grate system in the furnace (about 90% of the ash), and the fly ash, which is the very fine 
material which is collected in the boilers, the heat exchangers and the air pollution control 
devices. As far as toxic metals are concerned, it is a chemical truism to state that the better 
the air pollution control the more toxic the fly ash becomes 
 
1. Fly ash hazard often obscured.  
In some jurisdictions like Ontario, Canada and Germany, the fly ash is assumed to be a highly 
toxic material and is automatically sent to hazardous waste containment facilities. In Japan, 
current regulations will probably force the vitrification of the fly ash. However, in other 
jurisdictions the toxicity of the fly ash (particularly) is obscured by three things: a) the mixing 
of the fly ash with the bottom ash before testing and disposal, b) not testing for the absolute 
levels of toxics like metals and dioxins in the ash, but rather only looking at what dissolves out 
of the ash during a leachate test and c) the interference of the lime present in the ash with 
some of these leaching tests. All three of these machinations particularly pertain in the US. 
Because of this situation, in my view, neither workers nor members of the public have been 
fully warned of the dangers of being directly exposed to this ash.  
          
Further, in some jurisdictions the ash is being handled and disposed of in a cavalier fashion, 
which while it may save the operators money, is highly unsatisfactory from an environmental 
point of view. For example, in the Netherlands, as of 1994, 35% of the fly ash was going into 
asphalt. In the US combined ash has gone directly to municipal landfills and mixed with trash 
containing organic material. In many instances it is used for landfill cover. Elsewhere, the fly 
ash has been used to make concrete, with no warning on the product label that it contains 
toxic metals or dioxins.  
 
2. Ash represents a Catch-22 for the incineration industry.  
If handled properly, ash makes incineration prohibitively expensive, for all but the wealthiest 
communities. If handled improperly, it poses both short and long term health and 
environmental dangers.  
  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxx 
 



 
Bedford 
21 February 11 

 
Application Ref: EN010011 

Sustainability 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta, for the following reasons: 
 
The following information was obtained from Dr. Paul Connett Professor of Chemistry, St. 
Lawrence University, Canton, NY 13617 who is the worlds leading expert on waste from 
incineration plants: 
 
1 Cheap fossil fuels conceal our non-sustainability.  
I argue that the fragile biosphere of our planet is threatened because the industrialised nations 
have imposed, at an ever-increasing pace, a linear system of handling materials, onto a 
biological system which handles materials in a circular fashion. Our linear approach is not 
sustainable on a finite planet. However, its non-sustainability has been hidden from us for over 
200 years by an apparent "abundant" supply of fossil fuel. The end result is the conversion of 
material resources to waste, at an ever-increasing rate.  
          Even world famous economists have rationalised a system which lives off capital rather 
than income. The use of incineration fails to challenge this linear system.  
 
2 Incineration is a wasted opportunity.  
Every time we burn something in an incinerator, or dump it in a landfill, we have to replace it. 
This means going back to all the high energy inputs, resource depletion and pollution of 
primary processing. It is precisely the enormous growth in primary processing that is giving us 
global warming.  
          In other words, it is overconsumption that is giving us both the local trash crises and 
the global crisis. It is only by reusing, recycling and reducing consumption that we can do 
anything about either. The trash bag or can is the most concrete connection each individual 
has with the global crisis.  
 
3 Forces behind overconsumption.  
At the national level the fires of overconsumption are further stoked by economies which 
measure their success in the global economy by their annual growth of their GNP and not the 
welfare of their citizens or the quality of the environment which they plunder. By and large, 
the individual has been seduced with an elaborate web of false needs woven by a very 
sophisticated advertising industry, harboured by an equally alluring and distracting host 
medium called television.  
 
4 Fighting the dominant paradigm.  
As long as the prevailing western (largely post- war American) philosophy - the more we 
consume the happier we will become - threatens to rule the world, as a species we are 
doomed. Our salvation rests on those who can show that they have become happier while 
consuming far less. As Gandhi so elegantly put it, "the world has enough for every one's need 
but not enough for every one's greed."  
 



5 Community building.  
We need to find the strength to put human relations and community building at the centre of 
our lives, instead of the TV set. Educating our citizens to reduce, reuse, recycle and compost is 
not a total solution but it is a fine beginning. On the other hand, every trash incinerator built 
delays this discussion and squanders the opportunity to move our communities and our 
species in the right direction to fight overconsumption and the global warming it spawns. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxx 
 



 
Bedford 
18 February 11 
 

Application Ref: EN010011 

Zero Waste 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta, for the following reasons: 
 

Incineration is NOT sustainable. For survival of the planet, it is important to recycle / reduce 
residual waste and NOT burn it. Bedford council do an excellent job at recycling. 
 
People need educating into recycling. Supermarkets need educating into reducing packaging 
like they do in Australia. 
 
Simple, get rid of household waste bins (or reduce size to ¼). All waste go to recycling plants 
to be cleaned and sorted. That is a MUCH BETTER method of waste management. NOT burn it. 
 
Over time, our natural recourses will no longer be plentiful. We have to look ahead at 
sustainability. Once burnt, we will NEVER EVER be able to use that material again. 
 
Mid Bedfordshire council have performed an excellent job regarding recycling (house collection 
of: garden waste compositing, food waste, paper, cans & plastics). They have local, and very 
popular, drive-in refuse centres that recycling virtually anything. Only ONE skip is available for 
residual waste (ie. refuse that cannot be recycled).  
 
Therefore we do NOT need a huge incineration plant in Bedfordshire. Covanta admitted they 
would be burning this residual waste (ie. non-recyclable waste that includes plastics).  
 
There is a much better way of dealing with refuse - modern zero waste as used 
SUCCESSFULLY in other countries. Zero waste reduces carbon emissions, increases 
employment, leads to a cleaner environment and saves tax payers money. Zero waste is COST 
EFFECTIVE and does not effect public health. 
 
Incineration is old technology and the only people benefiting from this are those gaining a 
large profit at the expense of poor air quality and contaminated water supplies.  
 
Quote from Paul Connett “Even if we made incineration safe we would never make it sensible. 
It simply does not make sense to spend so much money destroying resources we should be 
sharing with the future.” 
 
20th CENTURY - WASTE MANAGEMENT 
“How do we get rid of our waste efficiently with minimum damage to our health and the 
environment?” 
 
21st CENTURY - RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
“How do we handle our discarded resources in ways which do not deprive future generations of 
some, if not all, of their value?” 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
xxxx 



 
Bedford 
19 February 11 

 
Application Ref: EN010011 

Environmental issues 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta. 
 
The following information was obtained from Dr. Paul Connett Professor of Chemistry, St. 
Lawrence University, Canton, NY 13617 who is the worlds leading expert on waste from 
incineration plants: 
 
Incineration is a waste of energy  
 
1. Modern incinerators do produce saleable energy.  
The modern trash incinerator can be used to generate hot water, steam and/or electricity. 
Trash in industrialised countries contains enough paper and plastic for it to burn without the 
need of any (or much) auxiliary fuel. As few communities recover energy from the waste 
dumped into landfills, this energy recovery represents a net energy gain to the local 
community.  
          Long term contracts for the sale of steam to local companies, or state facilities, like 
prisons, can sometimes be secured or the sale of electricity to power utilities can be 
negotiated. In some cases state or national governments require the utilities to purchase the 
energy from incinerators. In the UK, the government even offers subsidies to trash incineration 
under its Non-Fossil Fuel Obligation (NFFO) incentive scheme to promote alternatives to fossil 
fuels for power generation.  
 
2 Reality versus Public relations.  
While, the claim that the modern trash incinerator is a "waste-to-energy" facility makes for 
good public relations, the reality is that they produce very little energy and energy 
production certainly doesn't justify the huge costs involved in building them. For example, the 
1500 ton per day facility built in North Andover (Massachusetts) at a cost of $190 million, 
receives trash from about half a million people, but only provides enough electricity to power 
28,000 homes.  
          All of Japan's 193 waste-to-energy incinerators combined produce less energy than one 
nuclear power station and if the United States burned all its municipal waste it would 
contribute less than 1% of the country's energy needs.  
 
2.1 Consider these simple points:  
1) A trash incinerator is the only kind of power station which gets paid to accept the fuel it 
burns.  
2) The costs of generating electricity increases significantly, as the fuel gets dirtier and trash is 
the dirtiest fuel burned in any "power station". Enormous amounts of money have to go into 
air pollution control and ash disposal, if these are done properly.  
3) A trash incinerator has to run for several years before there is a net production of energy. 
Large quantities of energy have to go into building; operating, maintaining and dismantling it 
after its life is over.  
4) The economics of paying for the building and running of an incinerator revolve around the 
tipping fee paid by communities to use the facility. The income from electricity sales is a minor 
contributor. For example a facility I visited in Poggibonzi, Italy, in 1998, was receiving 10 
times more money from tipping fees than they were obtaining from the sale of electricity.  
 



3 Recycling saves more energy than incineration yields.  
The most telling argument against the waste-to-energy promotion comes from two studies 
performed in the US which show that if the currently marketable recyclable material, which is 
typically burned in a modern trash incinerator, was recycled instead, some 3-5 times as much 
energy would be saved compared to that produced from it being burned. The reason for this 
big difference is that incineration can only recover the some of the calorific value contained in 
the trash. It cannot recover any of the energy invested in the extraction, processing, 
fabrication and chemical synthesis involved in the manufacture of the objects and materials in 
the waste stream. Reuse and recycling can.  
 
4 A larger vision is needed.  
From a national or global perspective, an incinerator is a "waste-of-energy" facility not a 
"waste-to-energy" facility. Unfortunately, this is often lost on the local decision-maker, who 
sees a net local production of energy compared to land filling.  
          A larger vision is needed to see the loss of energy that incineration represents. Simply 
put, every time a local community burns something the larger community has to replace it 
with all the huge energy costs of primary processing and fabrication. It is only reuse; recycling 
and composting that allows us to partially reduce the energy (and pollution) costs of primary 
processing and fabrication.  
  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxx 
 
 



 
Bedford 
20 February 11 

 
Application Ref: EN010011 

Public Opposition  

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 
 
1. In the US incineration is the most unpopular technology since nuclear power.  
Since 1985, in the US, over 300 trash incinerators have been defeated or put on hold.  
In 1985, California had plans for 35 incinerators, only 3 were built, the rest were cancelled. In 
1985, New Jersey had plans for 22 trash incinerators, only 5 have been built. A sixth planned 
for Mercer County was finally defeated after many years of struggle, in November 1996. Since 
1994, more incinerators have been closed down than those that have gone on line.  
 
2 US development at a standstill.  
As of this writing (October 1998) there is not one active proposal to build a trash incinerator of 
any significant size (i.e. above 40 tons per day) in the US. The last proposal considered was 
one by Foster Wheeler in the town of Pennsville, NJ. Not only did the County Commissioners 
reject this proposal, but Foster Wheeler has announced since this defeat and a humiliating 
debacle with the fluidised bed incinerator which it built in Robbins, Illinois, that it is getting out 
of the Waste- to-energy incineration business in the US (35).     Several other large 
engineering firms have pulled out of the incinerator business in the US, including Combustion 
Engineering, Blount, Dravo, Westinghouse, General Electric and Ebasco.  
          This leaves only three major players: Ogden Martin, Wheelabrator and American Refuel. 
Two of these are owned by major waste companies (WMI and BFI) which can cover their loss 
on the incinerator front with developments in other areas of their waste business.  
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxx 
 



 

Bedford 
20 February 11 
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Environmental issues 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I appose the building of the Energy from Waste Plant, Covanta, for the following reasons: 
 

 
Traffic 
High concern regarding heavy goods vehicles using the overused A421 and other routes in the 
area. These will increase traffic jams and add noise pollution. The increase in diesel fumes will 
add to the pollution in the Vale.  
 
Concern that once the plant has been commissioned, Covanta will have to expand the 
collection area in order to feed the massive incinerator. This will result in more traffic on our 
already overloaded road system. Vehicle movements: 900/day (18 hrs) approx 50 per hour! 
 
Environmental 
The Millennium centre is an amazing wildlife area offering superb walks and an escape for 
nature lovers. Building the proposed Covanta plant next to it will dramatically spoil the area 
and dramatically reduce visitors to the area.  
 
This incinerator will change the character of the landscape for ever. Throughout Bedfordshire 
are superb views across the Vale but this will change if this eyesore gets built. This will result 
in a serious negative impact on wildlife habitat and visitors to the area. 
 
Financial 
We are currently experiencing falling house prices. If this incinerator is built, there is a high 
concern that house prices will drop even further.  
 
Astronomy 
The proposed plant would be operating 24hrs a day, 7 days a week. We will loose a dark site 
for astronomy purposes. This will effect myself too (I am a keen astronomer).  
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
xxxxxxx 
 


