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Submission Opposing the Proposed Waste Incinerator 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

I write to formally oppose the proposal to build a waste incinerator in our community. After careful 
consideration of the environmental, health, and economic impacts, I believe such a facility poses 
significant risks that outweigh any potential benefits. 

 

1. Health Risks to the Community 

   •   Waste incinerators release harmful pollutants, including dioxins, heavy metals, and ultrafine 
particles, all of which are linked to serious health issues such as cancer, respiratory disease, and 
developmental disorders in children. 

   •   No incinerator can operate without emissions, and even with modern technology, long-term 
exposure poses an unacceptable risk to residents, especially vulnerable groups like children, the 
elderly, and people with pre-existing conditions. 

 

2. Environmental Concerns 

   •   Incineration undermines efforts to reduce waste, recycle, and transition to a circular economy. 
It locks communities into outdated practices rather than encouraging waste reduction and resource 
recovery. 

   •   Burning waste produces greenhouse gases, contributing to climate change, while toxic ash left 
behind still requires safe disposal in landfills—simply shifting, not solving, the waste problem. 

   •   The proposed site risks contaminating nearby land, water, and air, which could harm local 
ecosystems and agriculture. 

 

3. Economic and Social Costs 

   •   Incinerators are extremely costly to build and maintain, creating a financial burden on 
ratepayers. 

   •   They require a guaranteed stream of waste to remain viable, discouraging councils and 
communities from investing in better waste reduction strategies such as composting, reuse, and 
advanced recycling. 

   •   Once built, an incinerator can tie the community into decades-long contracts, reducing 
flexibility as cleaner, safer, and more sustainable waste solutions become available. 

 

4. Better Alternatives Exist 

   •   Expanding recycling infrastructure, promoting composting of organic waste, and supporting 
circular economy initiatives are more sustainable, create more local jobs, and deliver genuine long-
term benefits. 

   •   Investment should be directed towards reducing waste generation at its source, not toward 
burning it. 

 



Conclusion 

The proposed waste incinerator is not in the best interests of our community. It would endanger 
public health, harm the environment, burden the economy, and undermine progress toward a 
sustainable future. I strongly urge decision-makers to reject this proposal and instead pursue 
modern, environmentally responsible waste management strategies. 

 

Kind regards 

 

 




