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1. Introduction 

This human heath impact assessment outlines and assesses the potential human health impacts arising from the 

proposed development which comprises an Energy from Waste (EfW) Plant for the Production of Electricity up to 

35MW at Kirkwood Commercial Park, Inverurie, AB51 5NR. 

The facility will combust residual waste products in a controlled manner to produce heat and electricity.  The 

combustion will take place in a fluidised bed combustion chamber and flue gas will be abated by the use of a bag 

filter, flue gas condenser and ozone gas clean-up.  The flue gas will then be dispersed from a 70m stack, the 

emissions from which shall be continuously monitored. 

This report contains an objective evaluation of the potential risk of harm to human health from the proposed 

development.  

2. Potential for Harm 

All activities have the potential for causing harm to human health therefore it is important to take appropriate steps 

to assess the potential risk of harm.  This assessment of the risk to human health from the proposed development, 

has followed the guidance contained in “Environmental Legislation and Human Health – Guidance for Assessing 

Risk” (2007) as recommended by SEPA1. This requires the identification of hazards, defined as “a property or 

situation that in particular circumstances could lead to harm”.  The risk assessment then determines the likelihood 

of a defined hazard occurring, the magnitude of the consequence of the outcome and the significance of the potential 

impact.  

2.1. Identification of Hazard 

In the context of the Human Health Risk Assessment, the risk to the general public from emissions from the EfW 

plant is being assessed, whom the operator of the EfW plant has a duty of care to protect.  Working with the plant 

designer, point sources of potentially hazardous emissions have been identified, during both construction and 

operations, and the expected emission scenarios have been quantified.  

These emission scenarios will then be compared to the emission limit values which shall be set by SEPA on the 

plant as statutory controls on the emissions of the plant to the surrounding environment.   

The statutory control limits are taken to be realistic worst case scenarios for a modern EfW plant which is designed 

to comply with the Best Available Techniques (BAT) Conclusions for Waste Incineration (December 2019) under the 

Industrial Emissions Directive (2010/75/EU) and which shall operate under a Pollution Prevention and Control 

(Scotland) licence monitored by SEPA.  

Consideration has been made to other than normal operating conditions and the likelihood of a plant failure causing 

a worst-case scenario which exceeds the statutory control limits.  In our evaluation of the expected process 

contributions from the plant relative to the statutory control limits, the expected process contributions are significantly 

less than the statutory controls which shall allow the plant to ride through any other than normal operating condition 

which could be reasonably expected to occur without breaching the statutory limits.  In the event of a significant 

plant failure, this would be identified by the plant control systems and the plant quickly brought to a safe and 

controlled stop. 

The risk of the worst-case scenario hazards occurring and the magnitude and consequence of the outcomes is then 

assessed through the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process.  

 

1 Environmental Legislation and Human Health – Guidance for Assessing Risk. August 2007.  Project UKCC02 
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2.2. Risk Assessment of Hazard 

Throughout the EIA for the EfW plant, each chapter has assessed the potential for a situation to occur which could 

lead to harm and then determined a worst-case scenario for that occurrence and whether this would result in any 

likely significant effects.  These scenarios are reviewed in the context of the regulatory standards for the protection 

of human health to assess the risk of a breach of these standards occurring, and the potential for harm arising.  

In the context of the EfW plant, there will be emissions to air, land and water.  These are either controlled at source 

through embedded mitigation, for example containment of fire fighting water to avoid the potential for run-off into 

surrounding rivers.  Where emissions to the surrounding environment do occur, for example from the chimney stack, 

these are controlled by design to be less than the regulatory emission limit values. Residual dispersed emissions 

are assessed using modelling to determine the likely maximum background concentrations and the likelihood of the 

emissions from the plant combining with background pollutants to result in air quality limits being exceeded at any 

sensitive receptor.  

The EIA process has determined that the plant has the required embedded mitigation through the use of Best 

Applicable Techniques in the design of the plant to operate below the emission limit values of hazardous substances.  

It has then shown that where emissions from the plant are dispersed into air, land or water, these are below the 

regulatory exposure limit values.  The supporting detail of this statement is contained in the relevant chapters of the 

EIA. 

The are some substances which the EfW plant has the potential to emit which have no exposure limit value for the 

protection of human health. These substances accumulate in the soils, food chain and can be inhaled or ingested 

over time.  For these substances an assessment of the contribution of the EfW plant to the Tolerable Daily Intake 

(TDI) is required.    

The substances are polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCCDs) and polychlorinated dibenzonfurans (PCDFs) also 

referred to as Dioxins and Furans (PCDD/Fs) associated with emissions from the main stack.  This report shall 

undertake an objective assessment of the potential for harm from these substances.  

2.3. Expert Scientific Opinion 

To ensure that the assessment of human health impact is robust, a review of scientific literature and published 

guidance has been undertaken to evaluate the potential risk to human health from EfW plants in a more general 

context.  

Health Protection Scotland2 (HPS) (2009) considered scientific studies on health effects associated with the 

incineration of waste. The joint SEPA and HPS report concluded “Any risk to human health associated with newer 

incinerators, operated within the current regulations, which are based on a precautionary approach, is likely to be 

minimal and very difficult to detect. The balance of evidence therefore suggests that a more precautionary approach 

to either the location of, or the operation of waste incinerators, is currently not recommended.” 

In 2019 Public Health England (PHE) stated “PHE’s risk assessment remains that modern, well run and regulated 

municipal waste incinerators are not a significant risk to public health. While it is not possible to rule out adverse 

health effects from these incinerators completely, any potential effect for people living close by is likely to be very 

small.”3 

 

2 Incineration of waste and reported human health effects. 28th October 2009. https://www.hps.scot.nhs.uk/web-

resources-container/incineration-of-waste-and-reported-human-health-effects/ 

3 PHE statement on modern municipal waste incinerators (MWIs) study 15th October 2019. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/municipal-waste-incinerators-emissions-impact-on-health/phe-

statement-on-modern-municipal-waste-incinerators-mwi-study 

https://www.hps.scot.nhs.uk/web-resources-container/incineration-of-waste-and-reported-human-health-effects/
https://www.hps.scot.nhs.uk/web-resources-container/incineration-of-waste-and-reported-human-health-effects/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/municipal-waste-incinerators-emissions-impact-on-health/phe-statement-on-modern-municipal-waste-incinerators-mwi-study
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/municipal-waste-incinerators-emissions-impact-on-health/phe-statement-on-modern-municipal-waste-incinerators-mwi-study
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An independent review of evidence on the health effects of municipal waste incinerators was published by DEFRA4 

in 2004. It concluded that there was no convincing link between the emissions from MSW incinerators and adverse 

effects on public health in terms of cancer, respiratory disease or birth defects. On air quality effects, the report 

concluded “Waste incinerators contribute to local air pollution. This contribution, however, is usually a small 

proportion of existing background levels which is not detectable through environmental monitoring”.  This view is 

supported by the findings of the dispersal analysis carried out in the Air Quality Impact Assessment chapter of the 

EIA. 

Policy Advice from government also points out that the minimal risk from modern incinerators. Paragraph 22 

(Chapter 5) of the Waste Strategy for England5 (2007) says that “research carried out to date has revealed no 

credible evidence of adverse health outcomes for those living near incinerators.” It points out that “the relevant health 

effects, mainly cancers, have long incubation times. But the research that is available shows an absence of 

symptoms relating to exposures twenty or more years ago when emissions from incinerators were much greater 

than is now the case.” Paragraph 30 of Planning Policy Statement 10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management6 

explains that “modern, appropriately located, well run and well-regulated waste management facilities should pose 

little risk to public health.” 

The Committee on Carcinogenicity of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the Environment (COC) issued 

a statement in 20007 which said that “any potential risk of cancer due to residency (for periods in excess of 10 years) 

near to municipal solid waste incinerators was exceedingly low and probably not measurable by the most modern 

epidemiological techniques.” In 2009, COC considered six further relevant epidemiological papers that had been 

published since the 2000 statement, and concluded that “there is no need to change the advice given in the previous 

statement in 2000 but that the situation should be kept under review”8. 

There are two reports which concluded that there was a risk of harm to human health from the incineration of waste. 

Greenpeace (Allsopp et al 2005) and the British Society for Ecological Medicine (Thompson & Anthony 2005).  

However the 2009 Health Protection Scotland report “Incineration of Waste and Reported Human Health Effects”9 

concluded that  “the findings of these two particular reports were not peer-reviewed in the conventional sense and 

were criticised by others for methodological flaws and lack of justification for their conclusions. Their findings should 

therefore be interpreted with caution.” 

This review of the published expert scientific opinion and the official guidance from Health Protection Scotland and 

Health Protection England, leads us to agree with the conclusion of both public bodies that while it is not possible to 

completely rule out adverse health effects from modern, well-regulated municipal waste incinerators with complete 

certainty, any potential damage to the health of those living close-by is likely to be very small, if detectable” 

 

4 Defra (2004): Review of Environmental and Health Effects of Waste Management: Municipal Solid Waste and Similar 

Wastes. Internet: http://www.defra.gov.uk/publications/files/pb9052a-health-report040325.pdf 

5 Waste Strategy for England 2007. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/waste-strategy-for-england-2007 

6 Planning Policy Statement 10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/11443/1876202.pd

f 

7 CoC Cancer incidence near municipal solid waste incinerators on Great Britain 

https://cot.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cot/cotcomcocrep_coc.pdf 

8 Committee on Carcinogenicity. Update Statement on the Review of Cancer Incidence near Municipal Solid Waste 

Incinerators. CIC statement COC/09/S2, March 2009 https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/committee-on-

carcinogenicity-of-chemicals-in-food-consumer-products-and-the-environment-coc 

9 Incineration of waste and reported human health effects. 28th October 2009. https://www.hps.scot.nhs.uk/web-

resources-container/incineration-of-waste-and-reported-human-health-effects/ 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/publications/files/pb9052a-health-report040325.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/waste-strategy-for-england-2007
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/11443/1876202.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/11443/1876202.pdf
https://cot.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cot/cotcomcocrep_coc.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/committee-on-carcinogenicity-of-chemicals-in-food-consumer-products-and-the-environment-coc
https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/committee-on-carcinogenicity-of-chemicals-in-food-consumer-products-and-the-environment-coc
https://www.hps.scot.nhs.uk/web-resources-container/incineration-of-waste-and-reported-human-health-effects/
https://www.hps.scot.nhs.uk/web-resources-container/incineration-of-waste-and-reported-human-health-effects/
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3. Assessment of Risk 

In order to be objective and robust in the assessment of human health risk from the proposed development is it 

required to quantify the risk associated with the emissions of PCDD/F, for which no airborne exposure limit applies, 

and a different assessment method is required.  

The Committee on Toxicity of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the Environment (COT), recommends 

the Tolerable Daily Intake (TDI) approach. The TDI is the amount of a substance that can be ingested daily over a 

lifetime without appreciable health risk. It is expressed in relation to bodyweight in order to allow for different body 

size, such as for children of different ages. In the UK, the COT has set a TDI for dioxins, furans and dioxin like PCB’s 

of 2 picograms WHO-TEQ/Kg-body weight/day10.   

In the impact assessment of TDI we have followed the source – pathway – receptor model as recommended by 

SNIFFER UKCCO2: Environmental Legislation and Human Health – Guidance for Assessing Risk (2007).  

Source: SNIFFER UKCCO2 

 

Figure 3.1: Source – Pathway – Receptor Model. 

 

The approach to assessing the risk posed to human health due to PCDD/F emissions from the EfW plant follows the 

methodologies contained within the HMIP’s ‘Risk Assessment of Dioxin Releases from Municipal Waste Incineration 

Processes’ (HMIP, 1996) and the US EPA’s ‘Human Health Risk Assessment Protocol (HHRAP) for Hazardous 

Waste Combustion Facilities’ (US EPA, 2005). 

The results of the predicted process contribution of PCDD/F to the TDI of hypothetically exposed individual are 

assessed against the COT limit value to evaluate the risk to human health. 

 

3.1. Sources 

The sources of PCDD/F are the process contributions arising from the combustion of waste in the EfW facility and 

the existing background concentrations. 

PCDD/Fs are a group of compounds containing two benzine rings, connected by oxygen atoms and containing one 

or more chlorine atoms.  There are 75 PCDD and 135 PCDF variations, termed congeners. Each congener has a 

similar, but differing level of magnitude of toxicity.  The most toxic of congeners is given a Toxic Equivalent Factor 

(TEF) of 1 and all other remaining congeners assigned a lower number relative to their TEF.  When assessing the 

toxicity of a group of congeners, the TEFs are summed to arrive at a Toxic Equivalent Quotient (TEQ).  It is the TEQ 

 

10 COT Annual Report 2006 https://cot.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cot/cotsection06.pdf 

https://cot.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cot/cotsection06.pdf
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which is expressed as the emissions limit value in the IED and not the physical mass of the compound to account 

for the variance in the toxicity of the congeners.  

There are two toxicity rating schemes and the IED references both in the Waste Incineration BAT.  One scheme is 

the NATO Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society (NATO/CCMS, 1988), under which the TEFs are known 

as international TEFs (I-TEFs). An alternative scheme adopted in the UK, and various other countries, is that 

proposed by the WHO, under which the TEFs are known as WHO-TEF. 

3.1.1. Process Contributions.  

The worst-case scenarios for the point source emissions of PCDD/F are taken from the emission limit values defined 

in the BAT and controlled by statutory regulations in the environmental permitting of the plant.   The 2019 update to 

the Waste Incineration BAT has set the following limits on PCDD/F. It should be noted that the emission limit values 

in the 2019 update to the Waste Incineration directive are a reduction from 0.1ng WHO-TEQ/Nm3 to 0.08ng WHO-

TEQ/Nm3.  The emission limit values are more stringent than the limits set by the UK Health Protection Agency of 

0.1 ng TEQ/Nm3. 

Source: Waste Incineration BAT 

 

Figure 3.2: Emission Limit Values 

The normalised emission limit values are converted to g/s using the physical properties of the stack as described in 

the AQIA chapter 9 of the EIA to provide the emission rates below.  

Table 3.1: Normalised Mass Emission Rate 

Pollutant 

Volume 

Flow 

(m3/s) 

Temp 

(Kelvin) 

Moisture 

Content 

(%) 

Actual 

Oxygen 

(%) 

Normalised 

Volume 

Flow 

(Nm3/s) 

BAT AEL 

Emission 

Conc.   

Normalised 

Mass Emission 

Rate  

PCDD/F 26.7 330 1.4 5.9 33.0 0.06  

(ng I-

TEQ/Nm3) 

2 

(ng I-TEQ/s) 
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Pollutant 

Volume 

Flow 

(m3/s) 

Temp 

(Kelvin) 

Moisture 

Content 

(%) 

Actual 

Oxygen 

(%) 

Normalised 

Volume 

Flow 

(Nm3/s) 

BAT AEL 

Emission 

Conc.   

Normalised 

Mass Emission 

Rate  

PCDD/F 

& dioxin-

like PCBs 

26.7 330 1.4 5.9 33.0 0.08 

(ng WHO-

TEQ/Nm3) 

2.6 

(ng WHO-TEQ/s) 

Source: AQIA 

The possibility of potentially elevated levels of PCDD/F during start-up and shut down were considered and a study 

by the AEA, Investigation of Waste Incinerator Dioxins During start-up and shutdown operating phases (2008) 

identified a maximum concentration of 0.58ng TEQ/Nm3 at any point during the start-up and shut-down process.  

Assuming 60 hours of shut down and start-up over the year, taken as an annual average this increased the maximum 

normalised process contributions to 2.7ng WHO-TEQ/s. 

The approach to modelling the atmospheric dispersal of emissions from the plant are discussed in more detail in the 

AQIA chapter 9 of the EIA.   

Table 9.21 of the EIA chapter 9 presents the results of the dispersion modelling of Dioxins, Furans and Dioxin-like 

PCB emissions as maximum ground level concentrations and at the specific human receiver locations.   

Table 3.21: Process contribution from Predicted Dioxins, Furans and Dioxin-like PCB maximum ground level 
concentrations and concentrations at the specific human receiver locations. 

Pollutant 

Annual Mean PCDD Conc   

ug I-TEQ/m3 

Annual Mean PCB Conc 

  ug WHO-TEQ/m3 

Maximum GLC 0.000000000624 0.000000000811 

Maximum at Human Receiver Location 0.000000000581 0.000000000755 

3.1.2. Background Concentrations 

Following the introduction of stringent emission limit values for PCDD/Fs in the IED, the contributions to background 

concentrations of PCDD/Fs from EfW plants has fallen sharply.   According to a report by DEFRA “Review and 

Update of the UK Source Inventories of Dioxins, Dioxin-Like Polychlorinated Biphenyls and Hexachlorobenzene for 

Emissions to Air, Water and Land. AEA Technology Report for the Department for Environment, Food and Rural 

Affairs” the contribution from EfW has dropped from 51% to 4.6% of total UK PCDD/F emissions.  The largest 

contributor to total UK emissions of PCDD/Fs is now uncontrolled domestic waste burning, bonfires and other 

accidental fires, accounting for more than 62% of total UK emissions in 2006. 

In the UK, Defra’s Toxic Organic Micropollutants Survey (TOMPS) is the principal source of data on the measured 

concentrations of PCDD/Fs, dioxin-like PCBs and PAHs in ambient air at five locations (one urban background site, 

and four rural background sites). The closest monitoring station to the proposed development site is the rural 

background station at Auchencorth Moss. The most recent (201011) annual mean PCDD/F TEQ data measured at 

the Auchencorth Moss monitoring location is 5.01 fgTEQ/m3. 

Using Auchencorth Moss, the worst case increase in background concentration arising from the process 

contributions from the proposed development is detailed below. (note the change in measurement from micrograms 

(ug) to Femtograms (fg) which are a billion times smaller) 

 

11 https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/data/tomps-data 

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/data/tomps-data
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Predicted process increase to environmental concentrations arising from the process contributions 

Pollutant 

Period 

Average 

Ambient 

Conc. (AC) 

(fg/m3) 

Predicted Process 

Contribution (PC) 

(fg/m3) 

Predicted Env. 

Conc. (PEC) 

(fg/m3) 

%age increase 

in Env. Conc. 

PCDD/F  Annual Mean  5.01 0.624 5.634 11.08% 

PCB Annual Mean  5.01 0.811 5.821 13.93% 

 

The nearest urban background monitoring location is in Manchester. The most recent (2010) annual mean dioxin 

PCDD/F data measured at the Manchester monitoring location is 48.7 fgTEQ/m3. In line with decreasing PCDD/F 

emissions since 1990, data from the TOMPS survey has shown corresponding decreases in ambient concentrations 

of PCDD/Fs in urban locations since the early 1990s. 

The plant location is classified as Urban by the Scottish Government, however the air quality environment is 

generally good and more akin to Auchencorth Moss than central Manchester.  In the assessment of risk to human 

health from the emissions of PCDD/F, we have taken the worst case potential human health impact and determined 

the background concentration of PCDD/F to be 48.7fg I-TEQ/m3. 

3.2. Pathways 

The HMIP methodology considers several pathways for PCDD/Fs to come into contact with the receptor, these are 

illustrated below.  

Source: Adapted from NRC 1991a12 

 

 
12 National Research Council (US) Committee on Health Effects of Waste Incineration. 
Washington (DC): National Academies Press (US); 2000.  Accessed 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK233615/ 

 

http://www.nap.edu/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK233615/
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Figure 3.3: Environmental exposure pathways for emissions of substances to human exposure.  

 

The HMIP methodology lists 8 potential pathways which are outlined below.  

• Inhalation of air; 

• Ingestion of soil; 

• Ingestion of surface water; 

• Ingestion of vegetable produce and fruits; 

• Ingestion of animal meats and other animal food products; 

• Ingestion of milk and milk products; 

• Ingestion of fish reared in a closed water body such as a reservoir; and 

• Ingestion of mother’s breast milk. 

 

3.3. Receptor 

The impact assessment of PCDD/F toxicity from the proposed EfW plant considers a Hypothetically Maximally 

Exposed Individual (HMEI).  This approach determines the worst-case scenario and assumes that the individual will: 

• Live for their entire life at the location of maximum predicted ground level PCDD/F concentration; 

• Breathes the air at the maximum concentration for their entire life; 

• Drinks water exposed to the maximum deposition of PCDD/F for their entire life; 

• Eats crops grown in the soil at the location of maximum deposition of PCDD/F for their entire life; 

• Eats meat and produce from animals grazing on vegetation grown in the soil at the location of maximum 

deposition of PCDD/F for their entire life; and 

• Eats fish that have grown in a closed water body (such as a reservoir) exposed to the maximum deposition of 

PCDD/F for their entire life. 

The HMEI shall be modelled as an adult human, as the HMIP methodology concludes that with equivalent 

environmental exposure, the adult will have a higher PCDD/F intake when compared to a child.  

The exposure functions used to assess the HMEI exposure follow the guidance of HMIP and are summarised as 

follows.  The dietary intake follows the guidance of HMIP. 

Table 3.2: Exposure Functions for Worst-Case Estimation HMEI 

Description Value 

Inhalation rate (m3/h) 0.7 

Body weight (kg) 70 

Exposure frequency (days/y)  365 

Exposure duration (y) 75 

Lifetime (days) 27,375 

Averaging time (days) 27,375 

Source: HMIP 1996 

 

This approach to modelling the HMEI results in an exposure to PCDD/F which is unnaturally high, representing an 

extreme worst case scenario.  
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The Tolerable Daily Intake (TDI) value for an adult human of 2 pg WHO-TEQ kg-1 bw/day was set by the UK 

Committee on Toxicology of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the Environment13 and in line with 

current tolerable intakes derived by the WHO Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations Joint Expert 

Committee on Food Additives14.  

The assessment of the deposition rate of PCDD/F arising from the proposed development have used the range of 

individual congeners defined in the typical emissions profile of HMIP. Deposition velocities used are the default 

values of the HMIP (0.2 cm/s for all congeners).  

The assessment uses the approach detailed in the original HMIP guidance, as updated  by the latest parameters 

recommended by the HHRAP, to quantify the daily  intake of PCDD/F based on the predicated  maximum ground 

level concentrations  as modelled by the Air Dispersal Study detailed in chapter 9 of the EIA.  Additional met data 

for mean wind speed and rainfall annual mean values over the last 5 years is taken from Aberdeen (Dyce) Airport.  

 

3.4. HMEI Exposure 

The results of the risk assessment are detailed below.  

Table 3.3: HMEI exposure 

Parameter Value % of Tolerable Daily Intake 

Tolerable Daily Intake 

(pg WHO-TEQ/kg body weight/day) 

2 N/A 

Background Intake 

(pg WHO-TEQ/kg body weight/day) 

0.41 20.5% 

Increase in intake resulting from process contributions 

(pg WHO-TEQ/kg body weight/day) 

0.01 0.5% 

Total Intake 

(pg WHO-TEQ/kg body weight/day) 

0.42 21.0% 

 

The Tolerable Daily Intake (TDI) value is the level at which the risk of an impact to human health may start to arise, 

below this limit the risk to human health is low or effectively zero. Using worst case data from the Manchester TOMPS 

surveying location and an extreme model of human exposure, the background intake is below the TDI level. The 

process contributions from the proposed development corresponding to a worst case emissions from the plant at 

maximum ground level concentrations could result in a 0.5% increase to the extreme HMEI.   

Both the current background intake and the process contributions are therefore below the level at which an impact 

on human health has the potential to arise. 

The impact of human health arising from emissions of PCDD/F from the proposed development can be 

assessed to be low or effectively zero.  

 

 

13 COT. 2001. Statement on the tolerable daily intake for dioxins and dioxin-like polychlorinated biphenyls Committee on 

Toxicology of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the Environment 

14 JEFCA. 2001. Joint FAO/WHO Expert Committee on Food Additives, 57th meeting, Rome, 5-14 June 2001 
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4. Conclusions 

The review of  published literature and official guidance on the risk to human health from Energy from Waste 

combined with the EIA assessment of process contributions from the plant where emission limit values are defined  

and  the findings of this assessment of the risk from PCDD/F contributions concludes that the risk of harm to 

human health from the proposed development can be categorised as low or effectively zero. 



 

 

 


