
Problems concerning abatement:

In Peel Energy’s letter to Cllr Cordingley, they included a schematic diagram of the proposed plant, and pollution 
abatement system. I would like to highlight some issues and raise some questions about this.

1) The temperature in the ‘Combustion Control’ will be set at 850oC to ‘destroy Dioxins & furans, PCBS, PAHs, and 
other organic compounds’. This temperature has consistently proved to be too low at destroying these compounds.  
This is especially the case when high levels are expected, as in the case of BREP.  The Waste Incineration Directive 
states ‘ if the biomass fuel has a chlorine content above 1%, 850oC is not suitable to destroy the dioxins’(Section 
3.24). How are Peel Energy going to prove the fuel they are burning does not have a chlorine content above 1%? Are 
they going to take a homogenous, representative sample of each batch of waste and have it tested for the chlorine 
content before incineration?  ‘ Operators whose plants cannot operate at temperatures at or above 1100oC will 
therefore have to demonstrate that will not incinerate waste’s with a chlorine content of more than 1%’ (Section 
3.24). Many plastics, which may form part of the solid recovered fuel which Peel Energy have stated they are going 
to burn at BREP, contain PVC, which has a high chlorine content.

2) In ‘Dioxin Control’ Peel Energy state ‘the boiler is designed to ensure rapid cooling of the flue gas which prevents 
dioxins forming’. What temperature are they planning to cool the gas to? If the gas temperature is above 177oC at 
this point dioxins will form. Will this temperature be constantly monitored?  They have alarms for this? What are 
their corrective actions if the temperature rises above 177oC?

3) In ‘Powdered Activated Carbon Addition’  it states ‘Powdered activated carbon is added to remove: Mercury, 
Dioxins & Furans, PCBs, PAHs....’. How much activated carbon are Peel Energy going to add to the stack? Saturation 
of the powdered carbon will not happen on a constant linear basis. Peel Energy will have no knowledge of the mass 
of pollutants in each tonne of waste they burn.  A steady stream of activated carbon may not necessarily capture all  
the pollutants, if the concentrations are higher than expected.  Also the activated carbon will not have a 100% 
absorption efficiency. What is the stated absorption efficiency of the activated carbon they will use? Has the 
activated carbon been certified to operate effectively in the expected stack conditions?  Taking into account,  
temperature, pressure, and moisture content? What will be temperature of the stack gas be when the activated 
carbon enters the gas stream? Many volatile organic compounds will not bind to activated carbon at temperatures 
above 40oC. Again, is this temperature going to be constantly monitored, with an alarm for high temperatures? What 
are Peel Energy’s corrective actions if this happens? To check that the activated carbon is constantly absorbing these 
pollutants, is a homogenous, representative sample of the activated carbon going to be taken from the APC silo on a 
daily basis for analysis of pollutants? Will this be sent to a laboratory with suitable UKAS / MCERTS accreditation? 
What are Peel Energy’s corrective actions, if the activated carbon is showing no trace of volatiles or heavy metals? 
(thereby highlighting that the abatement isn’t working).  What are Peel Energy’s corrective actions if the analysis  
shows complete saturation of the activated carbon with heavy metals and volatile compounds?(thereby highlighting 
that not enough activated carbon is being added).

Along with this, in order for many of the pollutants to be captured on the activated carbon, the stack gas has to pass 
over the carbon at a specific flow-rate in order to obtain maximum absorption. What calculations have Peel Energy 
undertaken to prove maximum absorption will occur? Sampling gas for volatile compounds under BS EN 13649 
states the maximum flow-rate of a gas onto activated carbon to be no greater than 0.5 l/ Min.

4) ‘Lime Addition’; All the questions raised in the above section apply again, to this part of the pollution abatement 
system. This system needs to stand up to scrutiny, and be certified to operate in the full range of stack conditions 
anticipated. Along with the activated carbon, a homogenised, representative sample needs to be taken and 
submitted for analysis on a daily basis. This would not need to happen if Peel Energy are planning to install a CEMS 
System that monitors both hydrogen chloride & hydrogen fluoride. Are they planning to do this?

5) ‘Particulates Removal’ As already covered previously in this letter. Peel Energy need to prove the efficiency of 
their filtration system. I believe the figures they are stating are extremely generous. There is also an additional 



danger associated with this Filtration system. A lot of the particulates they are proposing to capture are going to be 
activated carbon powder and lime powder, which could be laden with process pollutants. If these particulates pass 
through the bag filter, Peel Energy will be sending concentrated pollutants into the atmosphere. This could be 
potentially more damaging than not having the abatement in the first place.  This filtration system needs to be 
certified and verified. To publish that a ‘similar system’ has proven effective in America is vague, and certainly is not 
proof of high performance.

Peel Energy will need to provide as a minimum ‘ in the case of abnormal operating conditions, how will the dust 
emissions be controlled below 150 mg/m3’ and ‘ show how the WID emission limits will be complied with at all times 
(e.g. by showing that there are enough operating margins between predicted emissions and the ELVs’ (WID  Section 
4.4). 

Best available Technology

Having a lot of experience with this type of abatement system I believe this is not the ‘best available technology’,  
which WID states should be applied. There is peer-reviewed evidence that proves that plasma gasification is the best  
available technology. The abatement system proposed is very high maintenance and is questionable in its 
performance.


