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A study on “The health impacts of waste incineration: a systematic review’ (tait et al., 2023)
precludes statements that incinerators are safe. They are not, even newer apparent ‘state of the art’
facilities will pollute the countryside and its people for generations. These incinerators are not
renewable, they reduce the impetus and drive to a circular economy while making regional NSW
residents the test bed for the carcinogenic outcomes. I strongly object to the proposed incinerators,
they will destroy livelihoods, the environment and the people living around them.

I've prepared a detailed objection document addressing all aspects of the parliamentary inquiry's
terms of reference regarding the toxic emissions from the proposed Tarago and Parkes waste-to-
energy incinerators and their impacts on local communities and young families.

Technology Performance (Point a)

The document addresses that these technologies are untested on Australia's Eastern seaboard, with
the reference facility in Staffordshire accepted only due to lack of alternatives—not applicable to
NSW. Even "state-of-the-art" facilities acknowledge potential harm to human health.

Toxic Emissions Profile (Point b)
Comprehensive evidence shows incinerators emit multiple dangerous pollutants:

* Heavy metals (arsenic, mercury, cadmium, lead) linked to cancer, developmental disorders, and
neurological damage

* Dioxins and furans - most toxic man-made substances, increasing breast cancer risk by 18% in
highest exposure areas

* PFAS - "forever chemicals" that don't break down, contaminating water and soil

* Particulate matter causing cardiovascular and respiratory disease

Health Impact Comparison (Point c)

Epidemiological evidence demonstrates serious health risks:

* Increased laryngeal cancer in females (82% higher risk)

¢ Cardiovascular disease and respiratory problems

* Children's developmental delays and learning disabilities

* Limited evidence on newer facilities due to insufficient time for chronic disease emergence
Water, Soil and Agricultural Contamination (Points d & ¢)

Critical threats identified:

* Drinking water: Tarago facility threatens Sydney Water Catchment serving millions

* Rainwater harvesting: Rural communities dependent on tanks face inevitable contamination with
no alternative water supply

* Soil contamination: Heavy metals persist for decades, accumulating in agricultural land

* Livestock impacts: Contaminated feed and pasture cause heavy metal accumulation in meat and
milk, threatening food safety and agricultural markets

Veolia's Environmental Record
Documented EPA breaches demonstrate poor environmental management:

* Multiple $30,000 fines for leachate management failures



e PFAS and PFOS contamination of Crisp's Creek and Mulwaree Ponds at Sydney Water
Catchment headwaters

* Repeated violations at existing Tarago operations

Regional Burden and Environmental Justice (Points f & g)

Tarago already handles 40% of Sydney's waste. Adding incineration creates:

* Cumulative environmental burden over decades

* Regional discrimination - banned near Western Sydney but permitted in regional areas
* Contradiction of Parkes SAP's circular economy vision

Monitoring Inadequacy (Point h)

Current monitoring cannot ensure safety:

* Many toxic compounds lack continuous monitoring technology

* Stack measurements don't reflect ground-level exposure

¢ Self-monitoring creates conflicts of interest

* "Hidden emissions" during startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions

Superior Alternatives (Point i)

Comprehensive alternatives exist without health risks:

* Waste avoidance through packaging laws and producer responsibility

* Expanded FOGO (food/garden organics) collection diverting 30-40% of waste
 Advanced materials recovery and recycling infrastructure

¢ True circular economy creating 10-30x more jobs than incineration

* Available landfill capacity contrary to "crisis" claims

In Conclusion

The evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates these incinerators pose unacceptable risks to young
families and children who are most vulnerable to toxic emissions. The "state-of-the-art"
technology claims cannot eliminate toxic emissions of dioxins, PFAS, heavy metals, and
particulates that bioaccumulate in the environment and human bodies.

For young families specifically:

* Children's developing bodies are most susceptible to neurological damage from heavy metal
exposure

* Breastfeeding mothers concentrate fat-soluble toxins like dioxins in milk, exposing infants to 6x
higher doses

* Rainwater contamination threatens drinking water for children in rural areas with no alternatives
* Agricultural contamination affects food safety for growing children
* Decades of continuous emissions create lifetime exposure starting from birth

The document provides comprehensive evidence supporting rejection of both proposals in favor
of genuine waste reduction, recycling expansion, and circular economy solutions that protect
community health while creating more employment and economic benefit.



