
To: Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) 
<RookerySouth@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk> 

 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
I would like to submit my detailed reasons for oppossing the proposed Covanta 
Incinerator in Stewartby, Bedfordshire.   These submissions come under the following 
headings: 

 The negative impact on the health of the residents of Bedfordshire, especially 
those living near the site 

 The effect on the air quality throughout the whole of Bedfordshire  
 The probable release of carcinogenic substances 
 The effect on an area, which has been developing as a centre for wild life, 

tourism and recreation, which would be spoilt, possibly to the point of 
destruction, if this project should go ahead  

 We should be consuming less and recycling more, thus rendering incineration 
unnecessary. 

 The negative impact on jobs in the area  
 The fact that Covanta have a record of not obeying the law regarding 

excessive toxic emissions in the USA.  As recently as 2010 there have been 
newspaper reports of legal action against the company for infringments of this 
type.  If Covanta behave like this in the USA, what reason have we to expect 
they will behave any better here in the United Kingdom?  

Each of the above matters is deal with in detail below.  The headings do not match 
exactly.  For example: Although I have listed Recycling as a lower priority than 
health in the above list, I have dealt with it first, below.  This is simply because the 
recyling concept is easiest to deal with.  With regard to may of the other items in the 
above list, I have, where appropriate, listed some of them under one single heading, 
below. 
 

Recycling  
I 
(

will deal with this matter first, since it is the simplest.  As Professor Paul Connett 
http://www.stlawu.edu/faculty/profiles/connett.html) has said on numerous 

occassions: We treat this planet and its resources as though we had another p
go to when all of this planet's resources have been used up.  Professor Connett has 
pointed out, again and again, that we can no longer afford to use resources in the wa
we have in the past, where we mine the raw material, manufacture the products we 
require using those materials and then dispose of them via incineration or 
landfill.  Professor Connett has pointed out again and again that we need to
our used products so that the materials we need are kept in circulation. 
 
T
whether it be "just in time" disposal of surplus supermarket food, just prior to it
by date to homeless shelters and, just following its sell by date to animal feed, or 
recycling of paper, glass, plastic and metal.   Many of the products currently going
land fill and incineration could be recycled.  To quote Professor Connett once again, 

lanet to 
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 recycle 

here are all manner of recycling initiatives going on in the world at this time, 
s sell 

 to 
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landfill and incineration are an indication we are doing something wrong.  To build an 
incinerator in Stewartby and thus to commit to another 25 years of incineration would 
be to commit to another 25 years of doing something wrong.  It would therefore be a 
mistake. 
 

Toxic Emissions, Air Quality and Health: 
 
On the subject of toxic emissions, air quality and the negative impact on the health of 
the people of Bedfordshire, I would once again like to draw your attention to the work 
of Professor Paul Connett in this area.  Professor Connett is Professor Emeritus of 
Environmental Chemistry at St. Lawrence University, Canton, NY 13617.  Professor 
Connett has made numerous presentations on the subject of incinerators.  There is an 
online copy of one of these available at web address: 
http://www.cank.org.uk/connett1.html.  However, because the internet is a notoriously 
volatile medium, I have taken the precaution of copying the text of this web page to a 
document in Microsoft Word format, which I have attached it to this e-mail with the 
filename: "Municipal waste incineration - Professor Paul Connett.doc". 
 
I would like to draw your attention, in particular, to what professor Connett has to say 
about Toxic emissions from waste incinerators.  This is as follows: 
 
=============================================================
=============================================================
========================================= 
 
1. 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.  
1.1 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.  
1.2 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 
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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.  
1.3 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.  
1.3.1 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?  
1.4 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.  
1.4.1 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 

http://www.cank.org.uk/newsbytesjan2000.html#Independant


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.  
1.4.2 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.  
1.4.3 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.  
1.4.4 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.  
1.4.5 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).  
 
=============================================================
=============================================================
========================================= 
 

Legal Action Against Covanta in the USA:  
W
Register for Tuesday, August 24, 2010 detailing the fact that State Attorney Gener
Richard Blumenthal was suing the operator of a Wallingford trash-to-energy plant for
emitting excessive levels of a carcinogen for the second time in three years.  The 
article went on to state:  
 
'Blum
behalf of the state Department of Environmental Protection. The plant that Covan
operates burns garbage from Cheshire, Hamden, Meriden, North Haven and 
Wallingford. 
 
“
toxic dioxin,” Blumenthal said in a statement.' 
 
A

ith regard to legal action against Covanta, there was a report in the New Haven 
al 

 

enthal filed the suit Wednesday against Covanta Energy of New Jersey on 
ta 

Our legal action follows a repeat environmental violation — excessive emissions of 

t the time of writing, this report can be viewed at web address: 
anta0819082410.txthttp://www.nhregister.com/articles/2010/08/24/business/cc1_conv . 

http://www.nhregister.com/articles/2010/08/24/business/cc1_convanta0819082410.txt


 
If
they will not do exactly the same thing here. 
 

 Covanta is routinely flouting the law in the USA we have absolutely no guarantee 

The value of this area as a beauty spot, haven for wild 
life and centre for recreation and tourism:  
With regard to the beauty of this area, I was present at the demonstrat
in
of the area during your initial visit.  However, if you were to cross the level crossing, 
outside the entrance to the site you visited, you would find, on the other side of the 
railway line, a large lake to rival anything Cumbria, the English Lake District, has to 
offer.  The lake provides a vast and beautiful expanse of water, which rivals even su
lakes as Lake Windermere or Coniston Water.  There is already a sailing club which 
makes good use of this lake.  On the other side of the lake, sandwiched between it and 
another, slightly smaller lake one can find the Forest Centre & Millennium Country 
Park (see: 

ion during your 
itial visit to the site on 4 February.  I am aware you may not have noticed the beauty 

ch 

http://www.marstonvale.org/index.html).  This is a beautiful conservation 
area where you will find wetlands, a large variety wild birds, especially water fowl 
such as large numbers of cormorants, dragonflies and damselflies together with 
numerous hides for birdwatching. 
 
The view over this wonderful valle
a
was a giant incinerator in the middle of it. 
 
 

T

y, from the top of the hill in Ampthill park is 
bsolutely breath taking.  It would be spoilt beyond all measure and repair, if there 

he negative impact on Jobs in the area 
us occassions that 

f the beauty and wild 
fe of the area, central Bedfordshire has marvellous potential for tourism as well as 

 

f this 
urism and to kill off all of the wonderful opportunities for jobs and renewal that this 

 

 
Mid Bedfordshire MP, Nadine Dorries has pointed out on numero
she wishes to bring tourism into central Bedfordshire.  Because o
li
for any activity dealing with recreation, rejuvenation and spiritual regeneration of the
individual.  All of these activities could bring much needed jobs into the area. 
 
If the Covanta incinerator is build at Stewartby, with its negative impact on the view, 
the environment and the air quality of central Bedfordshire it is likely to kill of
to
tourism implies.  The incinerator will not bring any significant number of jobs into the
area to replace those jobs lost to tourism.  In addition, any jobs it does supply will be 
soul destroying menial work, which will be of much less value to the local community 
than the wonderful job opportunities which increased tourism could offer. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
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