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I 'am opposed to the proposed 'waste to energy' incinerator at Tarago.

I live just a few kilometres north of the proposed site, and at a higher altitude than the top of the
waste stack. Wind will carry the plume straight at me and my neighbours depositing toxins on the
roof and land around our dams.

We rely on dams for our livestock. We rely on our roof for all our household water. It is the water
we drink, our pets drink, that our hens drink. It is the water that waters our vegetables and fruit
trees. It has taken us many years to establish our garden and as retires we rely on it for a significant
portion of our food.

I understand the community in Staffordshire where there is another Veolia site had to implement
additional water purification systems to their town water supply. This is not possible with tank
water. The home purification systems that remove PFAS and like toxins only work effectively with
town supplied mains water. They work by discarding up to 50% of the water that passes through
as a means of removing toxins.

This is not a viable solution for those of us dependent on roof top water catchment. We will be
forced to consume toxins or abandon our homes for lack of water.

Veolia is a multinational based in France not Australia. The inequity in this proposal is huge. We
have no legal mechanisms available to fight them for any impact from their business operations.
They don't exist here. They have no funds here that can be quarantined or held by the Government
as security for compensation.

The EPA may issue fines. They do already. The stench from the Veolia bioreactor is horrendous
at times, so bad that I have vomited on walking outside.

Veolia has been fined. And fined. And fined. And the smell continues and the 'remediation' work
'continues', but is never resolved.

And we have no recourse. For years we have had no recourse. Veolia is fined over and over. They
haven't been shut down. Governments won't do that. Once a system of this type is up and running
its free to pollute and poison and simply pay fines. Oh, and bribe the community with 'grants'.
Here's some compensation, apply for a grant.

Grants don't clean the air or remove toxins. They should not be the mechanism by which
Governments absolve their responsibility for the health and well-being of a community. If a
business breaches the conditions, shut them down. Make it clear that the build must comply or
will be a sunk cost worth nothing. After all, if there are no toxins, that should be a condition all
parties are willing to accept. Surely?



But that won't happen, will it. Toxic incinerators not safe enough for Sydney will be imposed on
us rural communities. We will be treated by others as their third world, just another dumping
ground for pollution. They will walk their bin out to the side of the road where it will be collected
for them and shipped all the way to Tarago to be burned. Meanwhile we will keep loading up our
trailer, driving 40 minutes each way to the LGA tip and pay to dispose of our rubbish. On our
drive we will drive past Veolia's Woodlawn site. We will see it, smell it. We will dodge the
horrendous potholes in the road caused by all the truck movements to and from the site.
Sometimes we will hit a pothole and add damage to our vehicles. We will dodge the trucks, breathe
deeply to calm ourselves when they drive so closely behind us we can't see their plates, brake
sharply when they pull out of the Veolia site onto Collector Rd without looking.

And we will have to keep driving our rubbish to the tip as the truck numbers increase with sharply
with the proposed incinerator.

Inequity. It's a word that just keeps coming up.

This community has voted overwhelmingly to oppose the waste incinerator. The State
Government conditions initially imposed required the community to be in support of the
incinerator for it to proceed. There was overwhelming community opposition in the submissions
to the original consultation process. It should have stopped there, according to the rules.

But no. Oops! We didn't actually mean the community could participate in the decision. Better
change that rule now that the local population has been proven capable of thinking, of engaging,
of saying NO.

We had the right to decide. Now we only have the right to oppose and be ignored.

Inequity.

Again.



