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Terms of Reference 
“The development and expansion of waste-to-energy (WtE) 

infrastructure in Victoria” 
On 27 August 2025, the Legislative Council agreed to the following motion:  
That this House requires the Economy and Infrastructure Committee to inquire into, consider and 
report, by August 2026, on the development and expansion of waste-to-energy (WtE) infrastructure 
in Victoria, including —  
(1) the suitability of existing WtE infrastructure plans and policies, including – 

(a) the impact of WtE projects on residential communities and transport infrastructure;  
(b) annual caps on waste that can be used in thermal WtE processing;  
(c) the regulatory framework to establish and manage WtE facilities;  

(2) the impact of WtE, including from – 
(a) separating recycling and organic material from WtE streams;  
(b) nature and management of emissions, waste and ash byproducts;  
(c) the cost-benefit of WtE generation to consumers and businesses;  

(3) alternative waste management approaches and emerging technologies that also align with 
circular economy principles, having regard to the recommendations of the Environment and 
Planning Committee’s 2020 Inquiry into recycling and waste management and the role of 
WtE in the Victorian Government’s circular economy plan, including Victoria’s landfill 
management, capacity and strategy;  

(4) the adequacy of community consultation; and  
(5) any other related matters  
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Introduction 
Who we are 
“No Waste Incinerators in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated” (NWIIL&GG Inc.) is a not-for-profit 
volunteer community group based in Lara, Victoria, in the City of Greater Geelong. 
We have no political affiliation, and we are devoted to the protection of public health, our 
environment, and the amenity of our homes. 
We have been operational under other names since 2021, incorporating as “No Waste Incinerators 
in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated” in February 2024. 
We are concerned about waste-to-energy (WtE) incineration because the large body of scientific 
evidence strongly suggests to us that no waste incinerator can be considered “safe” (114) 
The scientific evidence also suggests to us that the toxic emissions from any waste incinerator can, 
in the long term, adversely impact every ecosystem and every population on planet Earth. 
We are dedicated to the removal of the waste incineration threat from our town, our region, and 
beyond.  In summary, we make recommendations aimed at achieving a permanent ban on the 
combustion of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW).  In addition, we make recommendations regarding 
extra requirements if the combustion of MSW is to proceed, or continue, in any form. 
We are grateful for the opportunity to lodge a submission to the “The development and expansion of 
waste-to-energy (WtE) infrastructure in Victoria” Parliamentary Inquiry (“the Inquiry”). 
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Executive Summary 
The members of “No Waste Incinerators in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated”, were presented 
in 2021 with a 1900 page proposal from Prospect Hill International vaguely describing the 
installation of a huge waste incinerator in our town of Lara. 
We found the proposal, even on the most cursory examination. to be so defective and bizarre that 
we naturally assumed it would be rejected by the authorities in short order. 
We never imagined that Lara Big Incinerator would actually receive an EPA Development Licence. 
Shortly after we found proposals for similar WtE facilities in Wollert, Sunbury, Hampton Park, with 
a more advanced proposal in Maryvale. 
We also discovered a vast and rapidly growing body of scientific evidence regarding the harms of 
waste incineration in many places around the world. 
Not since the trial of Galileo Galilei in 1633 by the Inquisition, have we seen so much good science 
so comprehensively dismissed into the dustbin of ignorance, by so many officials qualified to know 
better. 
There is something rotten in the State of Victoria. 
Our primary recommendations are: 
1. That the incineration / combustion of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) must be permanently 

stopped in Victoria and beyond, and that all policies and plans for the incineration of MSW 
must be formally and permanently halted. 
Simultaneously, Victoria must vigorously increase its implementation of Zero Waste 
Solutions, focussing on 
• Reducing consumption 
• Re-use 
• Recycling 

2. There needs to be a high-level Commonwealth Royal Commission into the waste-to-energy 
industry in Australia, with Terms of Reference including; 
a) The history of the industry 
b) The involvement of serving and former political figures 
c) Foreign involvement and investment 
d) “Regulatory capture”, and 
e) Probity 

 
There is no time to waste. 
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Scope 
Our Incorporated Association is opposed to the combustion of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) in 
waste incinerators of all types. 

Definition 
Incinerator 
When we use the term “incinerator”, it has the same meaning as “Municipal Waste Combustor” 
(MWC) as defined by the United States Environmental Protection Agency, as follows: 
“Municipal waste combustor, MWC, or municipal waste combustor unit: 
(1) Means any setting or equipment that combusts solid, liquid, or gasified MSW including, but not 

limited to, field-erected incinerators (with or without heat recovery), modular incinerators 
(starved-air or excess-air), boilers (i.e., steam-generating units), furnaces (whether 
suspension-fired, grate-fired, mass-fired, air curtain incinerators, or fluidized bed-fired), and 
pyrolysis/combustion units. Municipal waste combustors do not include pyrolysis/combustion 
units located at plastics/ rubber recycling units (as specified in § 60.50a(k) of this section). 
Municipal waste combustors do not include internal combustion engines, gas turbines, or other 
combustion devices that combust landfill gases collected by landfill gas collection systems. 

(2) The boundaries of an MWC are defined as follows. The MWC unit includes, but is not limited 
to, the MSW fuel feed system, grate system, flue gas system, bottom ash system, and the 
combustor water system. The MWC boundary starts at the MSW pit or hopper and extends 
through: 

(i) The combustor flue gas system, which ends immediately following the heat recovery 
equipment or, if there is no heat recovery equipment, immediately following the 
combustion chamber; 

(ii) The combustor bottom ash system, which ends at the truck loading station or similar ash 
handling equipment that transfer the ash to final disposal, including all ash handling 
systems that are connected to the bottom ash handling system; and 

(iii) The combustor water system, which starts at the feed water pump and ends at the piping 
exiting the steam drum or superheater. 

(3) The MWC unit does not include air pollution control equipment, the stack, water treatment 
equipment, or the turbine generator set.” (123) 
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Our response to the Terms of Reference 
That this House requires the Economy and Infrastructure Committee to inquire into, 
consider and report, by August 2026, on the development and expansion of waste-
to-energy (WtE) infrastructure in Victoria, including —  

(1) the suitability of existing WtE infrastructure plans and policies, including 
– 

(a) the impact of WtE projects on residential communities and transport 
infrastructure;  

Evidence 
Sections 

a) Performance of standard waste incinerators 
b) Dispersal of waste incinerator emissions 
c) Types of toxic particulate emissions 
d) Greenhouse gas emissions 
e) Public health impacts of waste incinerator emissions 
f) New and refurbished incinerators are safer than older ones.  Yes ? 

a) Performance of standard waste incinerators 
We have studied the scientific literature regarding waste incinerators, particularly of the moving grate 
mass combustion type often mooted for Australia, and note the following; 
The scientific evidence especially from Europe, demonstrates that these standard waste incinerators 
have been consistently contaminating adjacent landscapes and waterways with toxins, including; 

• a wide range of Persistent Organic Pollutants, as listed under the Stockholm Convention (7, 8 
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 25, 70, 72, 73, 74, 76, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 98, 99, 102, 
109, 1010, 111, 114, 116, 118, 125, 127, 132, 131, 133, 136, 143) 

• “forever chemicals” such as per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) (24, 26, 51, 53, 56), 
78, 80, 91, 112, 118, 143) 

• heavy metals such as mercury (Hg), lead (Pb), arsenic (As), and others (9, 10, 15, 16, 25, 40, 
48, 55, 74, 69, 75, 84, 114, 116, 117, 118, 127, 136, 143) 

We have yet to see evidence that combustion of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) by gasification, 
pyrolysis and other variants, are superior treatment options to moving grate mass combustion 
technologies.  Rather, we find that the evidence suggests to the contrary (21, 98, 105, 106) 
b) Dispersal of waste incinerator emissions 
Documented emissions from waste incinerators include; 

• gas emissions to atmosphere 

• ash from the bottom of the furnace (“bottom ash”) 

• airborne particulates, “fly-ash”, and “smoke” usually expressed as “PM10” and “PM2.5” 
The dispersal of incinerator emissions into the environment and communities is enabled by; 

• wind 

• water flows in the form of rivers (especially in times of flood), ocean currents (carrying 
contaminants from rivers and wastewater treatment plants), contaminated ground water, and 
irrigation with contaminated water 

• migrations of contaminated animals by land, sea and air (26, 111, 132) 
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• exports of contaminated food (114) 

• water-insoluble halogenated airborne incinerator pollutants which land on a water surface, will 
sink to the bottom because they are more dense than water and sea water.  There, they will 
enter the food chain, as benthic organisms process the sediment seeking nutrients (26, 111, 
132). 

The re-concentration of incinerator toxic emissions, especially of the fat-soluble types, is enabled 
by; 

• bioaccumulation within an organism, from consuming contaminated food (26, 73, 74, 76, 97, 
98, 101, 110, 124, 132) 

• biomagnification up the food chain (26, 111, 125) 
Logically, there can be no “safe level” of environmental toxins which tend to bioaccumulate and / or 
biomagnify. 
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Wind as a dispersant of waste incinerator pollution 
The stack (chimney) of a waste incinerator discharges a plume of gasses and particulates high into 
the atmosphere, allowing the wind to disperse the effluent over long distances. 
Wind velocity maps, wind roses and Plume Plotter computer simulations are informative. 

 
The stack of the Lara EfW facility is designed at 80 metres tall, amongst the tallest structures in 
Victoria outside the Melbourne metropolitan area (58). 
We expect that particulates from Victoria’s mooted waste incinerators would disperse on the 
breeze, and precipitate toxic particles on the surrounding landscapes and waterways over many 
kilometres, similar to the experiences of many incinerator sites in Europe and other places. 
How far can incinerator particulate emissions travel ?  A very long way, it seems. 

A study by Commoner et 
alia (2000) suggests that 
polychlorinated dioxin / 
furan particles could travel 
on the winds from all over 
the continental United 
States, and from as far as 
Mexico to Nunavut in the 
Canadian Arctic (32, 37). 
How far could emissions 
from Victoria go ? 
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Closer to home, here is a “Plume Plotter” computer simulation of the expected stack emissions 
from the proposed Lara Energy-from-Waste (EfW) facility, based on real wind speed and direction 
data. 
See https://plumeplotter.com  

 
Consistent with reports from Europe in particular, we expect that toxic particulates from waste 
incinerators in Victoria will contaminate nearby crops, pastures, orchards, market gardens, 
livestock, towns and cities with Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) and heavy metals (7, 8, 9, 11, 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 24, 25, 40, 61, 73, 76, 86, 93, 99, 112, 118, 125, 127, 133, 143) 
Subsequent bioaccumulation, and biomagnification of incinerator pollutants up the food chain are 
risks that must also be considered (26, 73, 74, 76, 98, 99, 102, 111, 125, 133). 
Pollution gradients 
The quantity of non-gas pollutants detected in landscapes around an incinerator has often been 
found to diminish with distance from the stack, sometimes reported as a “gradient”. 
For example, here is a map of the pollution found around the incinerator in Lausanne Switzerland, 
as reported by Vernez et alia (2023) (127). 
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c) Types of toxic particulate emissions 
Documented pollutants from standard waste incinerators include; 

• Polyhalogenated dioxins and furans (87) 

• PAH - polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (89) 

• BPA – bisphenols (130) 

• PFAS - per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances (12, 18, 24, 26, 56, 112) 

• PCB - polychlorinated biphenyls (12, 57, 97, 132) 

• Heavy metals (9, 10, 15, 16, 25, 40, 48, 55, 74, 69, 75, 84, 114, 116, 117, 118, 127, 136, 143) 

• Other particulates 
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Halogenated dioxins and furans (e.g. TCDD) 
Waste incinerators will produce polyhalogenated dioxins and furans if burning organic matter 
mixed with halogenated plastics, like the commonplace polyvinyl chloride (PVC).  What is 
debatable is the degree to which a waste incinerator can then destroy the halogenated organic 
compounds which it has made (87). 
Of the halogenated dioxins, 2,3,7,8 tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) is the most notorious, as 
the prime carcinogen and teratogen in Agent Orange (64), and the villain of the Seveso industrial 
accident of 1976 (60, 64, 70) 

“Chen, Su and Lee investigated the relationship between food consumption and blood 
dioxin concentration in 1,709 residents near 19 incinerators in Spain, finding 
significantly higher blood dioxins in those consuming locally grown food compared to 
those who did not (p<0.0001). Similar results were found in Ranzi et al. and Cordier 
et al.” (114). 

Halogenated dioxins and furans have little or no solubility in water, but are more soluble in fats and 
oils.  They are chemically “durable”, with negligible breakdown rates under ambient conditions.  
They are not “washed away” by rain, but tend to bioaccumulate in the fat of animals that eat crops 
and pastures contaminated with these substances.  This bioaccumulation can then be followed by 
biomagnification up the food chain (7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 27, 32, 51, 53, 60, 61, 70, 
72, 73, 74, 76, 85, 86, 87, 99, 100, 110, 114, 117, 118, 125, 127, 132, 133, 134, 143). 

TCDD and similar compounds interfere with the proper function of the “aryl hydrocarbon receptor”.  
The AhR is a transcription factor found in every living cell in an animal or human, involved in 
switching on and off certain genes for the production of enzymes capable of destroying toxins like 
aryl hydrocarbons and similar.  TCDD and cogeners interfere with the normal functions of AhR (60) 
The Aryl hydrocarbon Receptor has a long evolutionary history and exists in many species of 
vertebrates and invertebrates.  It is not just humans that are adversely affected by TCDD and its 
relatives.  
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PAH - polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
Various forms of PAH have been found in incinerator emissions (12, 18, 89) 
The most studied PAH is benzo(a)pyrene.  This molecule is regarded as the prime carcinogen in 
cigarette smoke.  A cancer typically grows from a single cell with genes that have been damaged. 

“Benzo[a]pyrene caused tumours in eight species, including nonhuman primates, at 
several different tissue sites, and by several different routes of exposure.” Workers in 
a range of industries including “municipal trash incinerators are exposed to PAHs” 
(89) 
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BPA - bisphenol A 

Bisphenol A (BPA) is a chemical compound primarily used in the manufacture of various plastics.  
Bisphenol A can be found in incinerator emissions (74). 
The biological effects of bisphenols can be substantial (131) 

“More than 100 human epidemiology studies have examined associations between 
BPA exposures and human diseases. Although these studies individually have 
limitations, they collectively suggest that current levels of exposure are associated 
with adverse health outcomes. Hundreds of controlled laboratory animal studies have 
also identified adverse health outcomes in mice, rats, zebrafish, non-human primates 
and other model species after exposures to BPA.  Endpoints as diverse as changes 
to the structure of the brain, behavioural and cognitive decrements, disruptions to 
metabolism and obesity, altered reproductive function (male and female), shifted age 
at pubertal onset, cardiac remodelling, and pre-cancerous and cancerous lesions in 
the mammary gland and prostate, have been reported, often following exposures 
below the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)’s reference dose of 50 
μg/kg/day” 
See Prins et alia (2018) at  https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6414289/  

Bisphenols can also bioaccumulate and biomagnify up the food chain.  
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PFAS -  per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances 
“PFAS” includes a wide range of substances all of which contain strong carbon fluorine bonds.  
These chemicals have been commonplace ingredients in fire fighting forms, non-stick cookware 
and stain resistant clothing and carpets.  PFAS do not break down in nature, so they are often 
referred to as “forever chemicals”.  PFAS have many toxic effects on many species, including 
humans (15). 
PFAS are chemically inert.  Many types of PFAS have boiling points well below the typical waste 
incinerator set point of 850 Celsius.  However, PFAS requires over 1,100 Celsius for thermal 
destruction.  This temperature must then be followed by “gas scrubbing” to prevent new types of 
PFAS spontaneously forming from the “broken pieces” (this is called “de novo synthesis”).  We 
expect that any PFAS placed in an 850 Celsius waste incinerator furnace will simply boil off, 
evading post-combustion chemical and physical removal treatments, exiting the stack and 
condensing over the landscapes and waterways around the waste incinerator (12, 18, 24, 26, 51, 
53, 56, 78, 80, 91, 111, 143) as the vapours cool. 
PFAS can also bioaccumulate and biomagnify up the food chain (15) 
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PCBs - polychlorinated biphenyls 
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are a group of very stable chlorinated aromatic hydrocarbons. 
Before 1980 they were widely used as coolants and lubricants in electrical equipment – for 
example, transformers, generators and capacitors. 
In the United States … 

“… (the) EPA estimated that people within 12 miles of commercial incinerators might 
be exposed to PCBs released to air.”  PCBs have been commonly used as electrical 
insulating fluids, and have been measured in air, water, soil, and human tissues in all 
parts of the world.  “Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are reasonably anticipated to 
be human carcinogens based on sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity from studies 
in experimental animals.” (88) 

PCBs bioaccumulate and biomagnify up the food chain (61, 88) 

 
The following map from Williams et alia (2023) shows the numbers of deceased marine mammals 
found along the British coastline and analysed for Persistent Organic Pollutants (mainly chlorinated 
hydrocarbons) in their blubber (132).  The map shows how marine mammals, as apex predators, 
bioaccumulate these fat-soluble toxins, even though these substances were never directly applied 
to the sea. 
Williams et alia have “identified exposure to PCBs as the greatest risk to health” of the marine 
mammals that they have studied, compromising their ability to breed (132). 
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Heavy metals 
Tait et alia (114) reported the following heavy metals are associated with waste incinerator 
emissions; 

• mercury (Hg) 

• lead (Pb) 

• arsenic (As) 
In addition, Arkenbout & Bouman (2925) found nickel (Ni) and cadmium (Cd) associated with the 
Ivry-Paris XIII waste incinerator (17). 
Di Ciaula et alia (2020) took toenail clippings from a total of 220 children volunteers.  Sixty two of 
the children were living within three kilometres of two waste incinerators.  The remaining children 
(controls) were living outside that 3km radius.  Di Ciaula and colleagues found that the children 
living within 3km of the incinerators had significantly higher levels of the metals Barium (Ba), 
Manganese (Mn), Copper (Cu), and Vanadium (V) in their toenail clippings (40). 
Di Ciaula concluded; 

“The present study employed the concentration of metals in toenails as an expression 
of long-term body accumulation of a wide panel of metals, demonstrating, in children 
living close to waste incinerators, an increased concentration of specific metals (in 
particular Ba, Mn, Cu, and V) potentially leading to an increased health risk.” (40) 

Jovan et alia (2024) found an incinerator in rural Oregon USA that appeared to be emitting 
compounds of exotic metals such as gadolinium (Gd) and europium (Eu), possibly as a result of 
incinerating medical waste (75). 
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Particulates 
Particulates are tiny particles of solid (or liquid) emitted from the waste incinerator stack, or dust 
from incinerator operations. 
Particulates are often reported in micrograms (μg) per cubic metre, and classified by size as 

• PM10 - particles of approximately ten micrometres (“microns” or μm) or less in diameter 

• PM2.5 - particles of approximately 2.5 micrometres or less in diameter  
Such small particles are often perceived as “smoke”.  PM2.5 are so small that they can invade the 
tiniest air sacs in the lungs called “alveoli” and enter the bloodstream directly. 

The image shows 
volunteers with the 
“Airbeam 3”, a personal air 
quality monitor which 
measures particulates in 
the air, recording the 
relevant data. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

See https://www.habitatmap.org/airbeam  
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d) Greenhouse gas emissions 
As products of combustion, the emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) and nitrous oxide (N2O) from 
waste incinerators contribute to global warming (23, 62, 109), 
Affecting all of us, global warming is a factor in weather extremes, droughts, floods, bushfires, crop 
failures, biological migrations and extinctions, with direct public health effects such as increased 
incidences of heat stroke.  Extreme weather events also contribute to damage to transport 
infrastructure: floods and fires damage roads, bridges and railways. 
See CSIRO / BOM (2024) “State of the Climate” at 
https://www.csiro.au/en/news/All/Articles/2024/November/State-of-the-Climate-2024  
The waste incineration industry claims that the global warming impact of emissions of greenhouse 
gasses from waste incinerators is less than the impact of emissions from landfills (58). 
This assertion is false, with respect to landfills which are constructed according to modern 
standards for methane capture and disposal.  Logically, all the policy and legislation built on that 
falsehood is also false. (38, 41, 30, 38, 58, 59, 90. 130) 
Old style landfills, receiving significant percentages of biological wastes (sometimes referred to as 
“FOGO” or Food Organics & Garden Organics), will emit methane (CH4) due to underground 
microbiological degradation in a low oxygen environment.  Methane is a far more potent 
greenhouse gas than CO2.  Methane should never be released directly to atmosphere. 
However, modern waste management practice is to divert biological wastes including FOGO away 
from landfill to processes such as composting, anaerobic digestion, and “farming” of invertebrates 
such as annelids and arthropods (worms and insects).  These treatments produce more CO2 and 
less CH4.  Where CH4 is produced in (say) modern well-engineered anaerobic digestion facilities, 
that methane is not released to the atmosphere, but rather captured in closed vessels, then used 
as fuel in an engine, turbine or boiler recovering mechanical energy and converting the CH4 to the 
less harmful CO2. 
Many landfills and some waste water treatment ponds are now “covered and tapped” to capture 
the CH4. which may then be used as fuel, or flared off. 
Comparing greenhouse gas emissions from waste incineration to modern landfill practice, is a 
false comparison. 
The current methods of calculation of greenhouse gas emissions from waste management facilities 
are so complex, and reliant on so many dubious assumptions, that we consider the objective to be 
obfuscation (90). 
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Clarity can be achieved via two simple postulates; 

• If the carbon in the emitted CO2 came from a modern biological source, it is part to the grand 
biological carbon cycle and should NOT be counted as contributing to global warming, even 
if it went through a methane phase along the way.  The biological carbon cycle is a true 
“circular economy” powered by sunlight and photosynthesis. 
See NOAA (2025) “Carbon cycle” at https://www.noaa.gov/education/resource-
collections/climate/carbon-cycle  

• If the carbon in the CO2 came from underground (e.g. coal / petroleum oil / petroleum gas) it 
is certainly contributing to global warming.  This “fossil carbon” based CO2 is not part of any 
“circular economy” concept (23, 90). 

Is it possible to tell the difference between biogenic carbon and fossil carbon ? Yes, modern 
biogenic carbon contains a tiny trace of the radioactive isotope “carbon14”, but fossil carbon 
contains none. 
See HowStuffWorks (2023) “How carbon dating works” at 
https://science.howstuffworks.com/environmental/earth/geology/carbon-14.htm  
e) Public health impacts of waste incinerator emissions 
Allsopp 
The harms of waste incinerator emissions have been documented in the scientific literature for 
over 20 years. For example, Allsopp et alia (2001) found; 

“Experimental data confirm that incinerators release toxic substances and that 
humans are exposed as a consequence. Studies on workers at incinerator plants, and 
populations residing near to incinerators, have identified a wide range of associated 
health impacts. These studies give rise to great concerns about possible health 
impacts from incinerators even though the number of studies (particularly those that 
have been conducted to appropriately rigorous scientific standards) is highly limited. 
These should be seen, however, as strongly indicative that incinerators are potentially 
very damaging to human health.” (9) 

Allsopp provides a list of some of the scientific evidence of the health effects of waste incinerator 
emissions. 
In summary; 

• Elevated mutagens in urine 

• Elevated levels of PAH markers (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) in urine. 

• Proteinuria and hypertension. 

• Chloracne (possibly due to dioxin exposure). 

• 44% increase in soft tissue sarcoma (cancer) and 27% non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma. 

• 6.7 fold increase in likelihood of mortality from lung cancer. 

• Increased respiratory symptoms, including 9-times increase in reporting of wheezing or 
cough. 

• Adverse impacts on lung function of children. 

• Lower thyroid hormone levels in children. 

• Increased allergies, increased incidence of common cold, increased complaints about health 
in general, increased use of medication in school children (9). 
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Tait 
More recently, Dr. P. W.Tait et alia (2020) of the Australian National University performed a 
systematic review of the existing scientific literature regarding emissions from waste incinerators.  
Tait found the following health effects; 

“A range of adverse health effects were identified, including significant associations 
with some neoplasia (cancers), congenital anomalies (birth defects), infant deaths 
and miscarriage, but not for other diseases. Ingestion (eating contaminated food) was 
the dominant exposure pathway for the public.  Newer incinerator technologies may 
reduce exposure.” (114) 

Tait concluded as follows; 
“Older incinerator technology and infrequent maintenance schedules have been 
strongly linked with adverse health effects. More recent incinerators have fewer 
reported ill effects, perhaps because of inadequate time for adverse effects to emerge.  
A precautionary approach is required. Waste minimisation is essential.” (114) 

also …… 

• “New incinerators should be located away from areas of food production.” 

• “Food grown near an incinerator should be avoided.”, and 

• “…based on a precautionary principle there is insufficient evidence to conclude that any 
incinerator is safe.” (114) 

There are many versions of the Precautionary Principle.  Here is one. 
“The precautionary principle is a strategy used to prevent harm to the public or the 
environment when scientific knowledge is incomplete. It suggests taking preventive 
action in the face of uncertainty, rather than waiting for conclusive evidence of harm.” 

We question the practicality of “avoiding food grown near an incinerator”.  How would the 
consumer know ?  Should that information be printed on the packaging ? 
Due to the interconnectedness of Earth’s ecosystems, we contend that the entire surface of the 
earth (with the possible exception of the interior of the Antarctic continent, but including all the 
oceans) consists of “areas of food production”. 
And who would want to burn trash at the South Pole anyway ? 
Accepting the truth of Tait’s three postulates, there can be no place on the surface of the Earth 
which is a suitable location for a waste incinerator. 
The application of the Precautionary Principle logically precludes waste incineration. 
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Eskenazi - TCDD 
The carcinogen “TCDD” or 2,3,7,8, tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin is a notorious component of waste 
incinerator emissions.  In 1976 an explosion liberated between 15 and 30 kilograms of TCDD over 
the town of Seveso Italy and environs. 
TCDD interferes with the proper functioning of the Aryl hydrocarbon Receptor (AhR). 
In a major review of the medical research on the Seveso TCDD accident, Eskenazi at alia 
summarised as follows.  

“Clearly, TCDD exposure resulted in 
chloracne, and children were most 
susceptible. The results of Seveso 
studies also suggest that early-life 
exposure to relatively high doses of 
TCDD may have effects on both male 
and female fertility. However, some of 
the most compelling evidence is that 
TCDD exposure increases risk for 
cancer, and within women, potentially 
breast cancer. There may be other 
individual cancers that are increased 
such as thyroid and blood cancers, but 
these results are limited by sample size 
or exposure assessment. TCDD 
seems to also affect cardiometabolic 
outcomes including metabolic 
syndrome, but results on diabetes are 
conflicting.” (60) 

Eskenazi only comments on the human 
impacts of the Seveso accident. 
Worthy of consideration however, are the 
additional implications of TCDD incinerator 
pollution on agricultural livestock and 
wildlife.  Most forms of animal life appear to 
have the Aryl hydrocarbon Receptor (AhR) 
which is especially impacted by TCDD (60). 
Arkenbout & Bouman (2025) state; 

“Heavy metals like lead, mercury, cadmium, and arsenic are associated with 
developmental problems, especially neurodevelopmental disorders such as autism 
spectrum disorder (ASD) and ADHD. They can impair cognitive, motor, language, and 
behavioural development.  Exposure during prenatal and early childhood stages is 
particularly harmful, as it disrupts brain development via mechanisms like oxidative 
stress and mitochondrial damage.” (18) 
“There is no safe level for particles matter (PM) exposure or no safe limits for heavy 
metals in air dust. Long-term evidence of heavy metals exposure shows measurable 
impacts on children’s cognitive development.” (18) 
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Leathersich - in vitro fertilisation 
More recently, Leathersich at alia (2024) found a negative relationship between particulate air 
pollution and the success rate of in vitro fertilisation (IVF). 
By analysis of historical data, and without experimentation, Leathersich et alia found; 

“Increased PM2.5 exposure in the 3 months prior to oocyte (human egg)  retrieval 
was associated with decreased odds of live birth (linear trend P¼0.011); the odds of 
live birth when PM2.5 concentrations were in the highest quartile were reduced by 
34% (OR 0.66, 95% CI 0.47–0.92) when compared to the lowest quartile. A consistent 
direction of effect was seen across other exposure periods prior to oocyte retrieval, 
with an apparent dose-dependent relationship. Increased exposure to PM10 
particulate matter in the 2 weeks prior to oocyte retrieval was associated with 
decreased odds of live birth (linear trend P¼0.009); the odds of live birth were 
decreased by 38% (OR 0.62, 95% CI 0.43–0.89, P¼0.010) when PM10 
concentrations were in the highest quartile compared with the lowest quartile. 
Consistent trends were not seen across other exposure periods. None of the gaseous 
pollutants had consistent effects, prior to either oocyte retrieval or embryo transfer.” 
(77) 

The findings of Leathersich et alia are consistent with the findings of Fei Li et alia (2025) who 
concluded; 

“The study complements existing evidence that exposure to PM2.5 can lead to 
decreased success rates of pregnancy and live births, as well as significantly impact 
the outcomes of ART (Assisted Reproductive Technologies) (79) 

Questions which logically arise …: 

• Whilst a negative statistical relationship has been found, what is the “cause and effect 
mechanism”, if any ? 

• What is the chemical composition of the particulates in question ? 

• Are these particulates coming from waste incinerators ? 

• Would these particulates have similar effects on natural human conception ? 

• Would these particulates have some effect on conception / fertilisation by domestic animals, 
agricultural livestock, aquaculture, or wildlife ? 

We need to know. 
And until we know, the Precautionary Principle must apply. 
Brunn - PFAS 
PFAS is an acronym for “per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances”. 
PFAS is a large class of chemicals, all of which contain carbon-fluorine bonds; amongst the 
strongest known to science. 
We are not aware of any organisms capable of breaking carbon-fluorine bonds by metabolism, so 
they are not “biodegradable”. 
PFAS have been used since the 1950s in the production of non-stick cookware, fire fighting foams, 
and stain resistant carpets. 
A standard waste incinerator operating at 850 Celsius is not capable of destroying PFAS (26).  
Some 1,100 degrees Celsius is required for that, immediately followed by “scrubbing” of the 
exhaust gas to prevent the liberated fluorine atoms from forming new PFAS molecules: a process 
known as “de novo synthesis” (26). 
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PFAS for which we have seen the data, have boiling points between 110 and 250 Celsius. 
Therefore, we expect that any PFAS loaded into a standard waste incinerator furnace will simply 
boil off.  Being chemically inert, a fraction of the PFAS will evade attempts to remove them by 
physical and chemical means, thus some will emerge from the stack to condense over the 
landscapes and waterways around the incinerator.  At 850 Celsius some PFAS will be modified, 
but not destroyed (24). 
Up to the time of Tait’s systematic review (2020) very little was documented regarding the public 
health and environmental impacts of PFAS.  More recently, Brunn et alia (2023) and others (24,51) 
have provided comprehensive reports on PFAS, including biological effects on humans.  Brunn 
(26) lists reports of effects of PFAS on humans such as; 

• immune system impairment 

• reduced birth weight 

• non-alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD) 

• chronic kidney disease (CKD) 

• cancers of the liver, kidneys, testes, prostate and breast 

• thyroid and sex hormone impairment (endocrine disruption) 

• abnormal organ development in children (genitals, liver, kidney, brain) 

• metabolic disorders in the mother, such as gestational diabetes (26) 
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Eggs 
Tait et alia (2020) and other researchers are of the view that the main route by which people 
become contaminated with waste incinerator toxins is by consuming polluted food. 

“Ingestion (eating contaminated food) was the dominant exposure pathway for the 
public.” (114) 

What food ? 
One of the most studied foods with respect to Persistent Organic Pollutants is chicken eggs, an 
important source of nutrition especially in developing nations. 
Chickens are smarter than we think.  They detoxify themselves by cleverly disposing of their 
ingested poisons into their eggs ! 
With 20 years of data, Petrlik et alia have found high levels of POPs including TCDD in chicken 
eggs, from chickens kept near waste incinerators and other industrial facilities (98). 

“Persistent organic pollutants (POPs) such as polychlorinated dibenzo-para-dioxins 
and dibenzofurans (PCDD/Fs) or polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) elicit toxic effects 
including e.g. adverse reproductive effects, neurodevelopmental impairment, damage 
to the immune system, and endocrine disruption as well as cancer.” (98). 
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Eggs Parisienne 
In 2023 the French health authority confirmed the findings of ToxicWatch that high levels of 
Persistent Organic Pollutants are found in backyard chicken eggs from central Paris (7, 8, 11, 13, 
17) 

“There is "ubiquitous [widespread] contamination of soil and eggs from domestic 
chicken farms in Paris and the inner suburbs by persistent organic pollutants `POPs]" 
such as dioxins, furans, polychlorinated biphenyls and per- and polyfluoroalkyl 
substances (known as PFAS or forever chemicals), the agency explains in a press 
release.”  EuroNews (61) 

French health authorities have reiterated warnings to millions of residents not to eat eggs from 
domestic coops in the Île de France (Central Paris) region. (7, 61)  

The warning from the 
French health 
authority “covers the 
410 municipalities 
which make up the 
urban area of Paris. 
This includes Paris, all 
the municipalities of 
Seine-Saint-Denis, 
Hauts-de-Seine, Val-
de-Marne, certain 
municipalities of 
Seine-et-Marne, 
Yvelines, Essonne and 
Val-d’Oise.” (61) 
We understand that 
the French warning 
about backyard 
chicken eggs affects a 
population of some 12 
million people (61). 

From many locations around the world, here is a summary of the findings of Petrlik et alia (2022) 
regarding contamination of chicken eggs with polychlorinated dibenzo dioxins / furans (98), with 
polybrominated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans also implicated (99). 
Most of the locations documented by Petrlik would be in breach of current European Union limits 
for POPs in chicken eggs. 
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Such is the fate of Lara, Sunbury, Wollert, Dandenong South and Maryvale ? 
Doctors for the Environment Australia (2021) 
In 2021, Doctors for the Environment Australia submitted to the Parliament of Victoria as follows; 

“PM10 and PM2.5 are emitted during the combustion of solid and liquid fuels, such 
as occurs during power generation, within vehicle engines, from wood heaters and 
from industrial processes. In addition to these direct emissions, PM can also be 
formed from the chemical reactions of gases such as sulphur dioxide and nitrogen 
oxides (NOx: nitric oxide plus nitrogen dioxide). Measures to reduce the emissions of 
these precursor gases are therefore often beneficial in reducing overall levels of 
particulate matter. 
Short-term exposure to PM10 has been associated with worsening of respiratory 
diseases including asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, leading to 
hospitalisations and emergency department visits. Longer term exposure has been 
linked to chronic cardiorespiratory conditions and metabolic disorders. No safe 
threshold for PM10 exposure has been identified. 
PM2.5 exposure is recognised as one of the leading causes of global mortality and 
morbidity. Short-term exposure has been associated with respiratory symptoms, acute 
and chronic bronchitis, asthma attacks, emergency room visits, increased hospital 
admissions due to cardiorespiratory conditions and premature mortality. Longer term 
exposure has been linked to chronic cardiac and respiratory disease, neurological 
disorders kidney diseases, diabetes, infertility, increased risk of miscarriage and pre-
term birth, low-birth weight and reduced lung function in children. 
Similar to PM10, there is no evidence for a safe threshold for PM2.5 exposure.” 
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See Doctors for the Environment “Submission to the Inquiry into the Health Impacts of Air 
Pollution in Victoria” April 2021, pages 18 - 19 (37). 

See also Motley, Bilal (2024) “Trash & Burn” produced by Bilal Motley. 
See the video at https://vimeo.com/906867851/a98760ca76 
New and refurbished incinerators are safer than older ones.  Yes ? 
We find that the evidence suggests to the contrary. 
A 2025 study by the independent ToxicoWatch Foundation, reported serious pollution around three 
modern and modernised European waste incinerators (143); 

• Ivry-Paris XIII - France - built 1969, and rebuilt many times since 

• Harlingen - Netherlands - built 2011 

• Zubieta - Basque Country, Spain - built 2019 
ToxicoWatch found; 

“The studies, conducted near WtE facilities in Paris, Harlingen, and Zubieta, revealed 
widespread and dangerous levels of contamination in soil, water, vegetation, and even 
food such as farm eggs. Dioxin levels in moss, soil, and backyard chicken eggs 
exceeded EU limits at all three sites, with serious concerns for one sample site in 
Paris’ Ivry-sur-Seine district, a schoolyard playground. In Harlingen, PFAS 
concentrations in water were recorded at 138 times the Dutch legal drinking water 
threshold, while in Zubieta, a backyard egg sample from Hernani showed the highest 
dioxin levels found by the ToxicoWatch Foundation in Europe over the past 13 years. 
Heavy metals including lead, mercury, and arsenic were also detected in areas close 
to homes, parks, and schools.” (143) 

As these waste incinerators are all in Europe, they are supposed to be compliant with the 
European Union’s EC 2019 BREF waste incineration standards (47).  And perhaps they are !  
This and many other recent studies give us profound cause to doubt the proposition that “newer 
incinerator technologies may reduce exposure” (114). 
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Our conclusions 
• The scientific evidence demonstrates that waste incinerators are implicated in the 

contamination of surrounding landscapes and biota, placing environmental and public health 
at risk (142) 

• The scientific evidence demonstrates that the imposition of “strict controls” on waste 
incinerators such as the European BAT (Best Available Technology) requirements in EC 2019 
BREF (47) has not been effective in preventing landscape scale contamination with toxic 
pollutants. 

• We have therefore concluded that EC 2019 BREF (47) is “not fit for purpose”; its principal 
deficiency being a lack of requirements for verification of effectiveness by testing the environs 
and biota around the waste incinerators for deposited and ingested pollutants. 

• Standard waste incinerators are also contaminating the atmosphere with greenhouse gasses, 
especially carbon dioxide.  For every tonne of fossil carbon incinerated (mainly originating as 
plastic made from fossil fuels) about three tonnes of NET carbon dioxide (CO2) is added to 
the atmospheric burden of greenhouse gasses, exacerbating global warming (23, 62, 90, 109, 
116, 135, 141) 

• The assertion that standard waste incinerators have lower greenhouse gas emission 
equivalents than modern landfills is false (62, 90, 121, 140). 

• The assertion that waste incineration is part of any “circular economy” concept is false (74, 
123, 130, 136).  Waste incineration negates a circular economy. 

• The assertion that waste incinerators are “harmless” is false (74). 

• All the legislation built on the false claims of waste incineration harmlessness, is also false 
(74). 

• Based on the extensive and growing body of scientific evidence, we expect the proposed 
Lara WtE facility, and similar facilities in “Melbourne’s “Ring of Fire”, will adversely affect our 
communities with respect to health, environment, business/employment, property, pets, 
gardens, crops, pastures, livestock, air quality, recreation, odour, food quality, water quality, 
transport amenity, road safety and other aspects of our lives (74, 118, 119, 125, 127). 
The evidence suggests that women and children are the most vulnerable demographic (25, 
27, 32, 50, 60, 76, 77, 79, 93, 100, 114, 119, 133). 
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(1) the suitability of existing WtE infrastructure plans and policies, including – 
(c) the regulatory framework to establish and manage WtE facilities;  

Evidence 
Victorian authorities such as the EPA often cite the well-intended European EC 2019 BREF waste 
incineration standards (BATs) as suitably protective of public health and environment from the 
harms of waste incineration (47). 
However, evidence of widespread incinerator toxic pollution has been found in the landscapes and 
biota around the following locations, where strenuous efforts are made to comply with BREF….. 
o Beringen, Belgium (14) 
o Harlingen, Netherlands (16) 
o Kaunas, Lithuania (12) 
o Madrid, Spain (12) 
o Paris, France (10, 13, 18) 
o Pilsen, Czech Republic (12) 
o Turňa nad Bodvou, Slovakia (15) 
o Zubieta, Basque Country, Spain (143) 
o Various – See Jelinek et alia (2022) (73) 
Given similar WtE technologies and feedstocks proposed for Victoria, we expect the same 
landscape-scale toxic contamination to happen around Lara, Sunbury, Wollert, Dandenong South, 
Maryvale, and every other similar WtE installation in Victoria. 
The oft-heard mantra “strict controls”, “strict controls”, “strict controls” obviously does not apply to 
the composition of the mixed garbage feedstock of the proposed Victorian waste incinerators. 
With uncontrolled inputs, European experience has been that attempting to control the outputs has 
been fraught. 
Simply, “garbage in = garbage out”. 
The problem with EC 2019 BREF is that it does not require verification of effectiveness (47). 
Our Incorporated Association is firmly of the opinion that EC 2019 BREF is “not fit for purpose” and 
should not be relied upon as the foundation of Victoria’s WtE regulatory framework (38,47). 
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(2) the impact of WtE, including from – 
(a) separating recycling and organic material from WtE streams;  

Evidence 
Biological wastes 
The first step in waste management reform is to separate biological (organic) wastes from all other 
wastes. 
The separate treatment of biological wastes improves the quality and value of all waste streams. 
Dumping of biological wastes directly into landfill is an irresponsible practice, resulting in the 
production and release of methane (CH4) to atmosphere, along with objectionable odours possibly 
including deadly hydrogen sulphide (H2S) gas.  Methane is a much more potent greenhouse gas 
than carbon dioxide (CO2).  Both CH4 and H2S are highly flammable. 
Responsible treatment options for biological wastes include: 

• Food – for arthropods (e.g. black soldier flies), annelids (e.g. worms), fish (e.g. farmed trout), 
farm livestock (e.g. pigs) and fungi (e.g. mushrooms)  

• Composting – involving aerobic (with oxygen) fermentation 

• Anaerobic digestion – fermentation in “low or no oxygen” sealed vessels which capture the 
methane produced 

• Pre-treatment – using some aerobic fermentation prior to anaerobic fermentation, with 
methane capture. 

Where methane (along with a little H2S ?) is captured, it is a responsible option to recover energy 
from the gas by burning it in an engine, boiler, gas turbine, or space heater.  The exhaust of these 
burners will contain CO2 instead of CH4, and the (traces of) H2S will become sulphur dioxide 
(SO2) – a less pungent compound ! 
Further separation of non-organic wastes into “purified streams” further improves the quality and 
value of all waste streams. 
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(2) the impact of WtE, including from – 
(b) nature and management of emissions, waste and ash byproducts;  

Evidence 
In earlier sections of this submission we dealt with waste incinerator emissions to atmosphere and 
the consequences for landscapes, waterways, biota including food production, environmental, and 
public health impacts. 
In this section we will focus on the captured and contained incinerator wastes such as fly-ash 
captured in cyclones and filter bags, and the residue left in the furnace called “incinerator bottom 
ash” or “IBA”. 
Contrary to the advice of Abbas et alia (1,2) the quantity of “ash” generated from combustion of 
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) is not 1% (w/w) as claimed, but in the range of 20% to 30%(70).  For 
convenience, we will assume a figure of 25% (w/w). 
If Victoria was to incinerate the current “cap” quantity of 2.5 million tonnes of trash per annum, we 
can expect about 2,500,000 x 25% = 625 kilotonnes of ash residues will need to go “somewhere” 
each year. 
Due to combustion of halogenated plastics mixed with organic matter, these incinerator ashes 
contain some of the most toxic compounds known to science, including polyhalogenated dioxins 
and furans, along with some PFAS, and heavy metals (69,70). 
At the moment, there is only one facility in Victoria with a licence to accept ash with this level of 
toxicity.  That is, the “Earthsure” Ventia Veolia Joint Venture site in Taylors Road, Dandenong 
South (44,45).  Earthsure does not have the capacity to subject 625 kilotonnes of anything to 
“thermal treatment”, (45) and we doubt Earthsure has any kind of “thermal treatment” that could 
render these incinerator ashes “harmless” (26). 

“We (Jindrich Petrlik and Lee Bell for IPEN 2020) reviewed almost 300 major studies 
and articles focused on WI (waste incinerator) residues, and we found that fly ash is 
used in different ways as a construction material for roads, in river or sea 
embankments, in cement or bricks and even as amendment to soil in agriculture. All 
these uses, described in Chapter 5 of this report, result in high risk of dioxin and other 
POPs (Persistent Organic Pollutants, banned under the Stockholm Convention) 
releases into the environment and contamination of food chains.” (70) 

We have read about the “stabilisation” of incinerator residues by mixing them into concrete and 
road asphalt for example.  Whilst it is true that these long-lived materials are durable, they are not 
indestructible.  Indeed, concrete and roadways remain stable only until the inevitable “demolition”, 
whereupon their chemistry can be released into the environment (69, 72) 
Is this what “Earthsure” and the Victorian government have in mind regarding the fate of incinerator 
residues” ?  Does the Victorian government have anything in mind ? 
On the bright side there are suggestions that some metals could be recovered from incinerator 
ashes.  This is easy regarding iron and some types of steel which can be removed by 
electromagnetic separation. 
However, we have yet to see any details regarding the removal of other metals from incinerator 
ashes.  How will that be done ?  What physics and chemistries are involved ?  Will these metals 
removal processes carry with them new sets of environmental and public health risks ? 
We need to know. 
Ominously, EPA Victoria seems tolerant of a wide range of uses for incinerator bottom ash. 

“It must be treated to be suitable for use. After IBA has been treated to remove 
contaminants, it is sometimes called incinerator bottom ash aggregate (IBAA).” (55) 

“After IBA has been treated to remove contaminants ……” 
What does that mean ?  How would the contaminants be removed ? Removed to where ? 
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Transportation of incinerator residues 
The Earthsure ash disposal facility is near the mooted Dandenong South WtE facility, but far from 
all the others in Melbourne’s “Ring of Fire”. 

 
We estimate that it is a 109 km journey from the proposed Lara Energy from Waste facility to 
Earthsure, via the shortest road route. 
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However, given the toxic hazardous nature of these ash residues, we anticipate that VicRoads may 
object. 
VicRoads might say “you have to transport the ash residues on roads with less risks to the public.” 
That is, via a longer route.” 
Or, VicRoads might just say “No”, having regard to insurance and legal liabilities if there was to be 
a “truck rollover accident” involving release of highly toxic incinerator ashes. 
VicRoads needs to know. 
We need to know. 
  



No Waste Incinerators in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated 

Page 37 of 85 Not copyright 

(2) the impact of WtE, including from – 
(c) the cost-benefit of WtE generation to consumers and businesses;  

Evidence 
Economics and Regulatory Capture 
The prime motivation for waste incineration has nothing to do with “running out of landfill”. 
This is nonsense. 
Rather it has everything to do with “money”. 
How much money ? 
The Manila Times recently published an article (which we were probably not supposed to see) 
listing the world’s top ten waste incineration engineering companies and their installed capacities, 
in “tonnes per annum” (83, 103). 
It is a simple matter to multiply those tonnages by a typical incineration fee of (say) $200 per tonne 
to get a useful guesstimate of the industry’s potential cashflow.  
At a $200 per tonne incineration fee, we estimate the top ten incinerator operators could potentially 
have an annual cashflow over $114,000,000,000. 

 
The gravitational pull of that much money is enough to distort every kind of administrative, 
regulatory and political process.  And we see this in the grovelling willingness of certain authorities 
to ignore the copious scientific evidence of waste incineration harms, pretending that this evidence 
does not exist. 
The polite term for this behaviour is “Regulatory Capture”. 
See for example Wendy Y. Lee (2023) at https://academic.oup.com/ser/article-
abstract/21/2/1217/7030814?redirectedFrom=fulltext&login=false  
We now understand why it is so very difficult for the Europeans and Americans to get out of waste 
incineration, try as they might. 
The European Union’s official position is as follows; 

“The EU has decided that WTE incineration should be excluded from financial support 
since it is now recognized that it opposes the transition towards a carbon-neutral and 
circular economy. Instead, higher environmental performance waste management 
solutions that embrace the zero waste goal, such as waste prevention, reuse and 
recycling are now encouraged and being financed.” (134) 

Despite the good intentions, some waste incinerators in Europe and USA are being rebuilt and 
replaced, regardless. 
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Meanwhile, the Americans are making some progress (49, 50, 63)  
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Tait at alia (2025) have prepared an economic analysis of waste incineration as relevant to the 
Australian context (115).  Tait concludes; 

• “WtE-I (Waste to Energy Incineration) should not be relied upon as a significant and enduring 
component of the energy supply and waste management in the Australian context. Instead, 
Australian governments need to pursue waste minimisation and diversion policies 
aggressively; 

• Australian state/territory and local governments should more proactively involve communities 
in waste management planning across the spectrum from reducing to disposal; 

• More progressive waste management strategies should be adopted to facilitate the move 
towards renewable energy and waste minimisation, which have proven to be effective in 
other settings; 

• In particular, governments should much more proactively engage with communities where 
waste management facilities are to be sited and be much more responsive to the concerns 
these communities may have; 

• Where facilities are built, monitoring of health, social, and environmental impacts is 
essential.” (114) 

We agree ! 
We need the power !  Yes ? 
One of the most attractive features of waste-to-energy is the “energy”. 
We studied the claimed electrical output of fifteen existing and (mostly) proposed waste-to-energy 
facilities mooted for Australia. 
We found that the average claimed electrical output from the fifteen facilities was just under 96 
watts per tonne of feedstock incinerated. 
The “cap” on waste tonnage that can be incinerated in Victoria is currently set at 2.5 million tonnes 
per annum (tpa). 
At 96 watts per tonne, and 2.5 million tpa incinerated. we calculated that the expected total output 
would be about 239 megawatts, which is just under one percent of the planned generating capacity 
of the State Electricity Commission (SEC), by the year 2035 (107). 
By the year 2035, the SEC should be generating most of its power from renewable energy sources 
with little or no greenhouse gas emissions (e.g. wind, hydro-electric, and solar photovoltaic).  
Adding electrical power from waste incinerators to the SEC grid, runs contrary to Victorian 
government policy to reduce net greenhouse gas emissions to zero by the year 2040 (39). 
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Incinerwatts 

 
But it gets worse …….. 
Waste incineration facilities, especially of the waste gasification type, are well known for their 
frequent shutdowns due to planned and unplanned maintenance.  Rollinson (2018) reports that 
waste gasification plants are notorious for fires, explosions, and other misadventures (104, 105) 
During these outages, we can expect the WtE electrical power production to be zero. 
Rather than humming “baseload power” we expect that waste incinerator power generation would 
be intermittent or just plain “unreliable”.  Does the SEC want this connected to its grid ? 
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The language around this subject is also interesting. 
Most of the WtE proposals we have seen make the claim that “the facility will produce enough 
electricity to power XX,000 homes”.  But they do not say that the WtE facility will actually power 
XX,000 homes. 
Consider Lara.  The proponents of the Lara EfW plant, Prospect Hill International (PHI), claim that 
the Lara EfW facility will produce 35 megawatts, “enough to power up to 50,000 homes” (58). 
Strangely, the Lara documentation includes no details about how those 35 megawatts would be 
supplied to those 50,000 homes …….. or any homes. 
A theory which we find plausible is that there never was any intention “to supply 35 megawatts to 
50,000 homes”, because the Lara EfW facility might consume … about 35 megawatts itself.  We 
don’t know that, but the documentation we have seen from PHI does not clarify this question (58). 
Why publish plans to spend millions on poles and wires when they are not going to be used ? 
Why declare a “relationship” between a WtE facility and an electricity wholesaler when there was 
never any intention to supply power to any wholesaler ? 
Despite the very small potential contribution of incinerwatts to the SEC grid , we seriously doubt 
that any significant proportion of the electrical power generated would actually be made available 
for consumption by the consumers off the incinerator site. 
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(3) alternative waste management approaches and emerging technologies that 
also align with circular economy principles, having regard to the 
recommendations of the Environment and Planning Committee’s 2020 Inquiry 
into recycling and waste management and the role of WtE in the Victorian 
Government’s circular economy plan, including Victoria’s landfill management, 
capacity and strategy;  

Evidence 
The “We are running out of landfill” confected crisis 

“The Victorian State Government, through Recycling Victoria, has established a 
clear policy that no new landfills will be permitted. The intention is for residual waste 
to be transferred to EfW facilities, as part of the transition to a circular economy.” 
(30) 

So reads page 49 of the minutes of the Geelong City Council meeting of 09 December 2025 (30). 
In fact, there is no “prohibition” on the establishment of new landfills in Victoria, but the Victorian 
government has made it more difficult to establish new landfills. 
So, are we running out of landfill sites ? 
Most landfills in Victoria begin as disused quarries. 
So, are we running out of quarries ? 
Certainly not.  According to Geoscience Australia there are 193 active quarries in Victoria. 
Over time, every one of those active quarries will become inactive, as the mined resource is 
depleted, or becomes uneconomic to mine. 
In addition, there are plenty more old disused quarries, but we do not have data on the numbers of 
those. 
To put it plainly, our Incorporated Association is firmly of the opinion that there is no “landfill crisis”: 
that the so-called “landfill crisis” was entirely confected to funnel as much waste into WtE facilities 
as soon as possible, for reasons we believe are unlikely to survive any test of probity. 
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The Europeans have put considerable effort into Zero Waste solutions.  In their 2023 publication, 
“The winning formula for cities” (139), Zero Waste Europe (ZWE) says … 

“D2D = Door to door collection. Within European waste management today, it is clear 
that collection models which operate by collecting several separated waste streams 
from the doorstops of households and businesses deliver the best results. Separate 
collection is mandated by European Union law and includes the collection of 
separated paper/cardboard, plastics/metals/drinking containers, glass and waste oils 
– with the last two often collected in street containers or at specific collection points, 
rather than from the household for operational reasons. From 2024, it will be 
mandatory to collect organic waste separately and from 2025, textiles and hazardous 
waste will also be required to be separately collected. 
We have vast amounts of evidence from our Zero Waste Cities built over the last 15 
years, that door-to-door (D2D) collection models bring the best performance in terms 
of the quantity and quality of recyclable material collected. As our recent research has 
shown, these models also deliver the best results for organics specifically, which in 
turn have a positive knock-on effect on the wider system. 
With effective door-to-door collection of these materials, supported by some 
educational awareness activities, municipalities can establish a system to easily 
surpass the minimum required targets for recycling – 55% by 2025, 60% by 2030, and 
65% by 2035.” (139) 

ZWE goes on to say that other demonstrably effective waste management strategies include; 

• PAYT or “Pay-As-You-Throw” 

• DRS or “Deposit Return Systems”, and 

• MSW or “Mixed Waste Sorting” (139) 
“No time to waste” (36) 
Our Incorporated Association is firmly of the opinion that the lead authority on the management of 
wastes throughout Australia should be the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, 
Environment and Water (Com. DCCEEW), assisted by the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial 
Research Organisation (CSIRO) (34,35,36). 
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(4) the adequacy of community consultation; 
Evidence 
EPA calls for submissions from the public regarding the Lara Big Incinerator proposal. 
For the Lara EfW project, the Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA) three times called for 
written submissions from the public (52, 58). 
 And ignored them all (54). 
First round 

 
Second round 
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Third round 
The EPA called for a third round of public submissions in mid-June 2023. 

 
Up to this point, concerned citizens and organisations expected that the Lara Big Incinerator 
proposal would die a natural death under the weight of its own stupidity. 
Stupidity ?  The land purchased for the Lara Big Incinerator site is on the eastern side of McManus 
Road, Lara ……. on the western side is the huge Viva LPG gas terminal containing thousands of 
tonnes of liquified petroleum gas. 

Incinerator ?  Gas terminal ? 
What could possibly go wrong ! 
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See https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NXs0Ptyn-Es  
Based on this fact alone, the EPA should have dismissed the PHI application for a Development 
Licence, without doubt. 
However ...... 
It was the EPA’s call for a third round of submissions which set off the alarms in our communities. 
“Why is the EPA still thinking about this nonsense ?” 
The EPA provided a little more documentation for this third round.  With its lack of remedial actions 
regarding the vast majority of community concerns already raised, we formed the opinion that 
neither Prospect Hill International, nor the EPA had taken our concerns seriously.  Our perception 
was that the proposal itself hardly changed between inception and round three, despite a vast 
multitude of obvious deficiencies, which we had reported. 
“Why is the EPA still thinking about this nonsense ?” 
That question dominated community sentiment until 06 December 2023, when the EPA granted the 
Lara Big Incinerator proposal Development Licence DL000300041. 
 
The community was outraged. 
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Wednesday 12 December 2023, EPA officials convened a community meeting at the Lara Golf 
Club to explain their licence approval decision. 
Speakers for the EPA were: 

• Con Lolis, who signed the Development Licence, and 

• Professor Mark Patrick Taylor, then Chief Scientist of EPA Victoria 
There were no personnel from Prospect Hill International present at this community meeting. 
We considered the absence of PHI a disgrace. 
The EPA was left to “carry the can” alone. 
Our perception ?  The audience was even more angry at the end of this session than at the 
beginning. 
The EPA did get one thing right, though.  The EPA stated that all our submissions were “lucid”. 
Conference of Interested Persons 13 July 2021 at Lara 
After the first round of submissions (and the obvious great weight of community opposition), the 
EPA convened an “s236 Conference of Interested Persons” 13 July 2021, at the Lara Masonic Hall 
(52). 
Fifty nine members of the public attended (not more, because of COVID 19 restrictions on public 
meetings.) The event was “moderated” by consulting firm “Capire”.  A report on the conduct of the 
event was published by Capire 27 July 2021 – available from the EPA on request.  We call this “the 
Capire report” (52). 
Capire organised brainstorming with butcher’s paper to record community concerns. 
Capire then summarised the concerns and put them to the PHI consultants “Jacobs” for 
responses. 
Jacobs then explained the responses to the audience.  The audience was asked to vote to indicate 
their approval of the responses from Jacobs. 
We have taken Capire’s data and expressed it in graphical form as follows: 
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The data also show that about half the attendees did not vote.  We suggest that this reluctance to 
vote could be due to a lack of detailed knowledge about what was being proposed, and the 
technically complex nature of the subject. 
None of the officials of Prospect Hill International spoke to the audience, except for one of the 
(then) PHI Directors, Kenneth Maurice Smith, formerly Speaker of the Victorian Legislative 
Assembly. 
Lack of detail ?  Our quick examination of the 1900 page Prospect Hill International proposal easily 
uncovered 25 instances of the expression “The design of the facility will be developed during the 
detailed design phase” and similar expressions (58). 
Without a completed design, the EPA still granted the proposal a Development Licence, 06 
December 2023 ……………… albeit with thirteen pages of “conditions”. 
What did the EPA approve ?  We don’t know.  We believe the EPA does not know. 
PHI Lara EfW Community Q&A in small groups 29 May 2024 at Lara 
Wednesday 29 May 2024, Lara EfW proponents Prospect Hill International conducted a series of 
short “community information sessions” for small groups of citizens. 

 
Afterwards, we interviewed many of the attendees and recorded comments as follows: 

• No management level PHI staff were present, so no decisions could be made. 

• The PHI consultants “Jacobs” provided information, and answers to all questions. 

• There were “observers” with unknown credentials present at each session. 

• Some of the questions were not answered. 

• Some of the answers provided by “Jacobs” were not consistent with the published scientific 
evidence that we have seen. 

Of the attendees we interviewed, none were satisfied. 
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These Q&A sessions were a public relations disaster for PHI.  But PHI could still go to government 
and claim “we did community consultation”. 
 
Meanwhile, the protest 
we were running a 
hundred metres away 
on Elcho Road outside 
the Golf Club, was loud 
enough to intrude into 
these “PHI Q&A 
sessions”, causing 
distraction inside. 
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Beyond Lara ……… 
“No waste incinerators in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated” has also attended many “community 
consultations” regarding waste incinerators proposed for Wollert and Sunbury and other places.  We 
also contribute to their campaigns.  All the other campaigns contribute to our campaigns.  Thank you 
everyone. 
We are in constant communication with anti-incinerator groups throughout Australia, and often attend 
workshops and webinars provided by international experts, usually organised by Toxics Free 
Australia.  Thank you TFA. 
We can confidently state that NONE of the communities we work with are satisfied by the quantity 
or quality of community consultations offered by the commercial interests, nor the authorities, 
involved in those waste-to-energy facilities and proposals. 
On the contrary, we all share a sense of dread. 
Conclusions 
• Somebody is driving this. 

Who ? 
And why ? 

• Never since the trial of Galileo Galilei in 1633 at the hands of the Inquisition, have we seen 
so much good science dismissed into the dustbin of ignorance, by so many in authority with 
sufficient education to know better 

• “Regulatory Capture” is blatant. 
See for example Wendy Y. Lee (2023) at https://academic.oup.com/ser/article-
abstract/21/2/1217/7030814?redirectedFrom=fulltext&login=false  

• “Community consultation” regarding WtE in Victoria is a shambles and a disgrace. 

• The deficiencies with community consultation alone are more than sufficient to warrant an 
investigation of waste-to-energy policy and practice in Victoria, by a Commonwealth Royal 
Commission.  How did we get to this point ? 
“Probity” should be a prominent feature of the Royal Commission’s Terms of Reference. 

• What’s that awful smell ? 
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(5) any other related matters  
Evidence 
Greenwashing 
Waste incineration is not, and never has been, a form of recycling, not renewable energy, nor a 
component of any “circular economy” concept, because incineration destroys the waste resource 
forever (1,2). 
Regrettably, some parliaments and Councils have enshrined these “circular economy” myths into 
policy and statutes (30, 38, 41, 59, 90, 130).  The policies need to be reversed and the laws 
repealed. 
Waste incineration is not a “transition” technology either.  We need to go straight to “reduce, re-use 
and recycle”.  
“Transition” is not required (1,2). 
See the Senate Inquiry into Greenwashing (94) 
Litigation 
The warning signs started in Paris, when the French health authority effectively declared eggs from 
Paris backyard chooks “unfit for human consumption” (7, 8, 61) 
So far we have not encountered any “legal consequences” for this declaration. 
Not yet. 
Currently, the French can get their eggs “POP-free” from further afield. 
N.B.  The French health authority banned the eggs rather than the incinerator(s) implicated in their 
contamination.  Interesting ! 

But we know that export food markets can be “sensitive to suggestions” that the produce is 
somehow “tainted“ or “unfit”. 
It takes little imagination to forecast the consequences in Lara and further afield of reports 
(domestic or international) of crops, pastures, orchards, market gardens and livestock being 
contaminated with; 

• Halogenated dioxins and furans 

• PAH - polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 

• BPA - bisphenol A 

• PFAS - per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances 

• PCB - polychlorinated biphenyls, and / or 

• Heavy metals 
… from the local waste incinerator ! 

Little prompting would be needed for major domestic retailers to stop purchasing, and importing 
countries to ban our produce.  It has happened before. 
“SCANDAL” hardly begins to describe it. 
Expensive Class Actions are almost guaranteed. 
And following extensive and expensive remedial action, when would nations and major local 
buyers lift the bans and start buying again ? 
Just closing the incinerator will not be enough. 
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Medical consequences 
Although the evidence shows that people can suffer dire medical consequences from waste 
incinerator pollution, and legally they may be entitled to redress, actually proving a case in Court 
could be well-nigh impossible. 
Why ? 
Because of the difficulty of proving where the harm actually came from; not to mention the difficulty 
of finding a responsible “fit and proper person” who is actually a human being, rather than a sheet 
of paper. 
So, “Joe and Jo Public” are sickened by waste incinerator pollution and get to “suffer in silence” 
(61). 
Meanwhile the “medical costs” that should accrue to the polluters are actually paid by citizens and 
Medicare; another subsidy for waste incineration, this time from the Commonwealth. 
We also need to think seriously about “who” will be medically harmed by waste incinerator 
pollution.  Jo and Joe Public are not harmed equally. 
Tait et alia (2020) describe the health impacts of waste incineration beginning with; 

“A range of adverse health effects were identified, including significant associations 
with some neoplasia (cancers), congenital anomalies (birth defects), infant deaths 
and miscarriage.” (114) 

Whilst cancer can affect any person at any age (27), only women and their babies suffer directly 
from miscarriage, infant deaths, and congenital abnormalities (114). 
It is also women who suffer personally from failed IVF treatments, related to particulate air pollution 
(64, 77, 79). 
It is eminently arguable that waste incinerator pollution is a “women’s rights issue”. 
Malfeasance 
It is wrong that any Environment Protection Authority define “tolerable levels” of pollution for toxins 
which tend to bioaccumulate and biomagnify, especially those which are genotoxic. 
An unchanging concentration in the environment of a bioaccumulative pollutant will cause ever 
increasing contamination of the absorptive species. Including humans and cetaceans (26,132). 
Rather than giving “permission to pollute”, with the implication that “we do nothing until the limit is 
breached”, EPAs everywhere should be approving plans for the elimination of pollutants, ensuring 
that those plans are implemented effectively. 
To do otherwise is, we submit, malfeasance. 

Commonwealth DCCEEW targets 
We note with some satisfaction that the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, 
Environment and Water (Com DCCEEW) has set a target of 80% of all waste to be re-used or 
recycled by the year 2035 - double the current rate (34, 36) 
At 80%, we expect that waste incinerators will receive so little feedstock that they will become 
unviable. 
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Both landfill and waste incineration are unacceptable solutions to the waste management 
challenge. 
The Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water (Com 
DCCEEW) has done a great deal of work on plans to manage our waste streams without resorting 
to incineration, at the same time reducing reliance on landfill. (34, 36) 
The Com DCCEEW strategy is to double the rates of re-use and recycling, whilst also reducing 
consumption (34). 
This is the right way to go. 
We strongly recommend that the government develops and implements an action plan for waste 
management, strongly aligned with Com DCCEEW ambitions (34, 36) 
Having achieved re-use and recycling rates of 80% in accordance with DCCEEW targets, whilst 
also reducing consumption, will ensure that there would be almost nothing left to burn. 
So be it. 
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We choose to go to the moon 
We accept the argument that “recycling has its limitations”. 
However, where we run into those limitations, the correct response we suggest, is to invent new 
methods of reducing consumption, re-use and recycling. 
Such inventions create employment, economic activity and improved quality of life, whilst 
improving the environment. 
Given the existence of CSIRO and a plethora of university departments of engineering, invention 
itself is limited only by imagination and political will. 
The recycling and re-use of some wastes will be hard. 
Achieving Com. DCCEEW,s ambition of 80% of waste re-used and recycled by 2035 will be as 
hard as going to the moon. 

 
“We choose to go to the moon.” 

“We choose to go to the moon in this decade and do the other things, not because 
they are easy, but because they are hard, because that goal will serve to organize 
and measure the best of our energies and skills, because that challenge is one that 
we are willing to accept, one we are unwilling to postpone, and one which we intend 
to win, and the others, too.” 

President John F. Kennedy at Rice University 12 September 1962. 
See https://www.rice.edu/jfk-speech  
  



No Waste Incinerators in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated 

Page 64 of 85 Not copyright 

Recommendations 
1. Our primary recommendations are that the incineration / combustion of Municipal Solid 

Waste (MSW) must be permanently stopped in Victoria and beyond, and all enabling policies 
and plans permanently halted. 
Simultaneously, Victoria must vigorously increase its implementation of Zero Waste 
Solutions, focussing on 

• Reducing consumption 

• Re-use of materials and energy. and 

• Recycling 
2. There needs to be a high-level Commonwealth Royal Commission into the waste-to-energy 

industry in Australia, with Terms of Reference including; 

• The history of the industry 

• The involvement of serving and former political figures 

• Foreign involvement and investment 

• “Regulatory capture”, and 

• Probity 
Alternatively, 
If incineration of Municipal Solid Waste (with or without mixed in industrial / commercial 
waste) is to commence or continue, then it must comply with ALL the strictures stated in our 
remaining Recommendations. 

3. The most important guiding principle in the preparation of new waste management 
regulations, and project approvals, must be the “Precautionary Principle”; 

“The precautionary principle is a strategy used to prevent harm to the public or 
the environment when scientific knowledge is incomplete. It suggests taking 
preventive action in the face of uncertainty, rather than waiting for conclusive 
evidence of harm.” 

4. All levels of government to preference 

• reducing consumption, then  

• re-use of wastes”, then 

• recycling of wastes, in that order. 
5. Government to place “incineration” (in all its guises) at the very bottom of the waste 

management hierarchy, with a view to elimination.  Waste incineration, in all its forms, should 
be below landfill in the “waste management hierarchy”. 

6. The lead authority in the development of new waste management statutes must be the 
Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water (Com. 
DCCEEW). 

7. Government to recognise that waste incineration (including waste gasification, waste 
pyrolysis and related technologies) are linear processes, incompatible with any concept of 
circularity. Waste incineration destroys the waste resource forever and negates a circular 
economy. Accordingly, all governments at Commonwealth, State and Local levels to repeal 
all waste management legislation, with a view to replacing these laws which statutes that 
embody true circularity.  The current regulations are so contaminated with false concepts that 
they are unrepairable. 
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8. To ensure that we understand the risks associated with waste management projects on 

residential communities and transport infrastructure we demand a comprehensive and 
independent Environmental Effects Statement (EES) for every waste management project, 
including all WtE projects. No exemptions.  No exceptions. All waste management projects, 
including WtE, must be “referred” for an EES without exception. Responsibility for referral 
must reside with government (e.g. DEECA), not with the proponent.  EES laws and 
regulations to be amended accordingly. 

9. Every EES report must be released to the public, with reasonable time for public review and 
submissions. 

10. The energy production potential of a proposed WtE facility must not exempt that facility from 
assessment against all the other relevant public health and environmental requirements. 

11. Government must establish criteria for the automatic and formal rejection of waste 
management projects which are devoid of social licence.  Bullying local government and 
citizens into accepting or acquiescing to waste management proposals is completely 
unacceptable. 

12. Waste incineration, in all its guises, should not become embedded in the waste management 
systems of Victoria. 

13. There is no need for “caps” on thermal treatment of wastes which do not contribute to global 
warming or environmental contamination when burned, e.g. biological methane, or bagasse. 

14. Government to establish a long-term program of reducing any waste incineration “caps” 
based on planned and actual improvements in the rates of; 

• prevention of waste 

• re-use of waste, and 

• recycling. 
15. If the cap licence system is to continue, the process for the award of each “cap licence” to be 

made public, including the licence applications, assessment criteria, assumptions and 
calculations. 

16. All Australian jurisdictions to have a co-ordinated waste management system, under the 
direction of the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment 
and Water (Com. DCCEEW). 

17. Government to recognise that the oft quoted EC 2019 BREF European standards for the 
operation of waste incinerators are “not fit for purpose” because BREF does not require 
verification of effectiveness in preventing pollution of landscapes and waterways around the 
incinerator. 

18. Government to cease reliance on all incinerator “standards” which lack verification 
requirements. 

19. Government to stop broadcasting the falsehood that “we are running out of landfill” (sites). 
20. Government to stop broadcasting the falsehood that waste incineration is a component of a 

“circular economy”.  WtE negates circularity. 
21. Government to stop the broadcasting, by both authorities and commercial interests, of the 

falsehood that waste incinerators have lower greenhouse gas emissions than landfill.  Such 
claims are not correct in relation to modern landfills which are designed to capture methane 
emissions. 
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22. With regard to WtE projects, Councils should also be decision-making authorities.   

Government to restore the powers of local Councils as decision-making authorities with 
respect to all waste management facilities.  Councils should not be just “referral authorities”.  
Government to repeal the current Clause 72.01 of the Planning Scheme in all jurisdictions in 
Victoria. 

23. Government to require WtE project proponents to demonstrate with evidence, and 
government to verify, that every waste management proposal (including WtE) is compliant 
with the Stockholm Convention, the Basel Convention, and the Minimata Convention.  
Otherwise reject the proposal. 

24. Government to stop the Environment Protection Authority from issuing Development 
Licences “with conditions”. 
The proposal either complies with the EPA requirements, or it is rejected. 
N.B. Consider how the practice of EPA issuing “licences with (copious) conditions” forces the 
EPA into the iniquitous position of being “de facto consultants” to the proponents, whilst also 
trying to be the regulatory authority.  This conflict of interest cannot continue. 
N.B. Consider how issuing licences “with conditions” leaves the proponent and the regulator 
open to actual or perceived corruption, debasing the social licence of both. 

25. Government to enforce the requirement in the Waste-to-Energy Framework for each 
proposal to be accompanied by an independent Business Case.  Each BC to be made 
public.  The absence of a published BC should automatically result in “no approval”.  The BC 
to be prepared and published in a manner which would satisfy the standards of the 
Department of Treasury and Finance. 
The publication of a “whole-of-industry” WtE economic study does not satisfy this 
recommendation.  There should be an individual BC for each and every waste management 
proposal. 

26. Government to establish minimum conditions of contract (a “pro-forma contract”) between a 
waste-to-energy feedstock supplier (e.g. a Council) and the WtE owners and operators.  
Contracts must not “lock in” feedstock suppliers to long term contracts which discourage 
enlightened waste management practices such as  

• Reducing consumption 

• Re-using materials and energy 

• Recycling 
This “pro-forma contract” to be made public. 
Contracts between government bodies (e.g. Councils) and WtE providers to be made public, 
and exempted from the customary “commercial-in-confidence” conventions. 

27. Government to require that every waste-to-energy project approval to include the deposition 
of a substantial financial guarantee (a “bond”) with government, to be at least equal to the 
capital value of the proposed WtE asset.  Government to direct that the bond is to be drawn 
upon in the event of financial failure, technical failure, significant contamination events, and 
orders from the authorities and Courts for swift contamination cleanups, compensation, and 
other penalties and restitution.  The bond is to be drawn upon for the costs of demolition of 
the WtE facility and site cleanup, if funding for this is not readily provided from other sources. 

28. Government to establish effective systems for the prevention, detection and apprehension of 
illegal and corrupt conduct regarding waste management.  (A waste incinerator can be a very 
efficient tool for the destruction of evidence !) 

29. Where no system currently exists for the re-use and recycling of higher priority waste 
materials, government to establish, or contribute to research projects aimed at inventing new 
techniques for managing these wastes. 
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30. Government to establish and implement a program of bans on the addition of halogenated 
materials into disposable consumer products e.g. ban the use of PVC (polyvinyl chloride) and 
PFAS (polyfluorinated alkyl substances) from all consumer packaging, to prevent these 
materials from ending up in the waste stream and polluting the environment via incinerator 
emissions and other routes. 

31. Government (Commonwealth) to ensure that Medicare records are routinely analysed to 
detect statistically significant changes in the occurrences of potentially pollution-related 
medical conditions e.g. “clusters“ of cancers, asthma and miscarriages in areas around 
waste management facilities.  This task to be automated using computer software, with 
significant findings further reviewed by medical professionals. 

32. Governments to take prompt remedial action where such clusters are detected, and ensure 
that facility closures, demolitions, prosecutions and compensation are enacted. 

33. Government to recognise that separation of organic (biological) materials from waste 
streams, improves the quality and value of all waste streams. 

34. Government to increase the number and effectiveness of separations of wastes into purified 
streams. 

35. Government to provide more opportunities, education and incentives for the public to deposit 
wastes into purified streams, including upgrading the scope and scale of the Container 
Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

36. Government to ensure the maximum possible quantity of organic wastes to be diverted to 
biological treatments, which do not permit the escape of methane to atmosphere. 

37. Government to take more effective actions to prevent the disposal of organic wastes to 
landfill. 

38. Government to establish a program of increasing targets for efficient capture of methane and 
other greenhouse gasses from landfills, wastewater treatment plants and other waste 
processing facilities. 

39. Government to ensure that the proponent publishes lists of expected species and quantities 
of emissions from each proposed waste management facility (including all WtE facilities). 
Government to review and verify. 
These lists to be made public, including where applicable; 

• greenhouse gasses such as carbon dioxide (CO2) and nitrous oxide (N2O) 

• Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs), 

• PFAS, 

• heavy metals, 

• oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 

• oxides of sulphur (SOx), 

• carbon monoxide (CO), 

• hydrogen chloride 

• hydrogen fluoride 

• particulates, as PM10 and PM2.5, and 

• ionizing radiation (i.e. alpha, beta, gamma and neutron), as a minimum. 
40. Where any of the estimated quantities or concentrations exceed limits set by regulation, 

government to ensure that the project does not proceed. 
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41. Government to stop the Environment Protection Authority (and any other authority) from 

issuing permits for emissions which tend to bioaccumulate and/or biomagnify up the food 
chain e.g. halogenated dioxins / furans, polyhalogenated biphenyls, and polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons and others. 
N.B.  The notion that there are “tolerable limits” for exposure to these substances is false.  

42. Where there are existing permits for the emission of bioaccumulative and/or biomagnifying 
pollutants, government agencies to require the operators to lodge and implement programs 
for elimination of these pollutants, with periodic reports on progress. 

43. Government to review the scientific literature regarding the proposed incorporation of ash 
(fly-ash, bottom ash or “IBA”, and any other ash) into products (e.g. road making materials 
and concrete), and the risks to environment and public health associated with this practice 
when those products are disposed of at end-of-life.  Report with recommendations to be 
made public. 

44. Government to prohibit the addition of incinerator wastes (e.g. fly-ash and bottom ash) into 
food or stockfeed, or any ingredients which could be added to food or stockfeed. 

45. In addition to process controls with recording, government to require that the WtE facility 
operator cause the taking of regular “environmental samples” of air, soil, water and biota in 
the area around the facility (at least five kilometre radius): those samples to be tested for 
Persistent Organic Pollutants, heavy metals, PFAS, noxious gasses and other pollutants.  
Sampling and testing to be done by independent testing authorities, in conformance with ISO 
17025.  Frequency of sampling to be at least quarterly, beginning with “baseline sampling” 
before the facility commences operations.  Government to ensure that the data are analysed 
for trends.  Summary reports to be made public.  

46. Government to require each waste management facility operator to report at least quarterly 
on actual emissions of greenhouse gasses from the facility.  These reports to be made 
public. 

47. Government to ensure that there are quarterly reports on the amounts of electrical energy 
(and any other forms of energy) exported off the WtE facility site. 

48. The productivity of waste to energy facilities (watts per tonne of feedstock) to be published 
quarterly. 

49. The actual costs of producing energy from waste ($ per megawatt hour) to be published 
quarterly. 

50. Government to review the productivity and cost/benefits associated with making energy from 
waste, and compare these with other forms of energy production.  Reports to be published 
quarterly. 

51. Com. DCCEEW and CSIRO in partnership to continually develop new techniques for  

• Reducing consumption 

• Re-using materials” and 

• Recycling 
Com. DCCEEW to ensure that new waste management developments are published, 
advising all State governments regarding progress. 

52. Primarily due to public health and environmental concerns, WtE incineration (in all its forms) 
must be placed at the very bottom of the Waste Management Hierarchy; that is, below 
landfill. 
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53. Government to replace the recommendations in the Environment and Planning Committee’s 

2020 Inquiry report with the recommendations from this 2026 WtE Inquiry.  As a minimum, 
consent to recommendations 34, 37, 39 and 40 in the Environment and Planning 
Committee’s 2020 Inquiry report must be annulled. 

54. Government to recognise that “community consultation” regarding WtE has been a charade 
and a disgrace, resulting in profound mistrust. 
The “greenwashing” of WtE is blatant, as is the “regulatory capture” of the responsible 
authorities.  Greenwashing and “regulatory capture” are fuelling the widely held community 
opinion that WtE is steeped in corruption. 
Government to recognise that “Community consultation” has been a scandal. 

55. Government to take responsibility for ensuring the community is provided with correct, timely 
and scientifically defensible information regarding WtE. 

56. Government to take responsibility for WtE “mythbusting”: that is, replacing false claims and 
missing information with facts. 

57. Government to take responsibility for ensuring that requests for WtE information under 
“Freedom of Information”, “Parliamentary Orders for the Production of Documents” and 
letters to Ministers are actually answered, and in reasonable time. 

58. The high level of community suspicion regarding WtE certainly justifies a Commonwealth 
Royal Commission into the probity of the entire WtE industry in Australia.  Significant feeders 
of this suspicion include; 

• the absence of WtE Environmental Effects Statements in Victoria, 

• the absence of WtE Business Cases, 

• non-answers from proponents and authorities regarding legitimate questions, with 
some questions actually ruled “inadmissible”. 

• false claims such as “we are running out of landfill”, and “WtE is part of a circular 
economy”, and “WtE is harmless”, 

• obvious “Regulatory Capture”, 

• reports in the reputable press of senior Australian political figures promoting WtE, with 
the possibility of commercial involvement. 
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•  
59. Government to deeply consider the legalities of WtE, including the following potential 

liabilities; 

• Food products, including export food products, having been contaminated by 
emissions from waste-to-energy facilities, being declared “unfit for human 
consumption” and banned by any jurisdiction.  The producers and merchants of that 
food then having recourse at law against waste incinerator operators and government, 
potentially under “class action”. 

• Citizens, in any jurisdiction, claiming damages for medical harms (e.g. cancer, 
miscarriage, birth defects, infant deaths, respiratory illness and others) allegedly 
attributable to WtE emissions. 

• WtE facility operators and owners “knowingly, and recklessly” contaminating 
communities, food and the environment with carcinogens, mutagens and teratogens, 
endocrine disrupters and heavy metals via WtE emissions. Could such behaviour be 
considered “crimes against humanity” ? 

• By permitting WtE and its emissions, is Australia breaching its obligations under the 
Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants, and other International 
Conventions ? 

• Failure to list WtE facilities on real estate “Section 32 Vendor Statements”, as 
applicable to properties in the vicinity of WtE facilities. 

• The Commonwealth to stop WtE projects supported by inappropriate foreign 
investments using “Australia’s Foreign Relations (State and Territory Arrangements) Act 
2020”, and similar. 

Government to prosecute those who have broken the law, and also tighten up laws which 
have allowed practices contrary to the public interest to flourish. 

60. Finally, we want to know ……. “What’s that awful smell ?” 
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Conclusions 
The harms of waste incineration are numerous, serious and well documented. 
And ignored. 
We find a strange reluctance by the authorities to take this intelligence into consideration. 
The scientific evidence provides no justification for having an industry in Victoria which relies on 
the combustion of wastes such as Municipal Solid Waste. 
Government must stop it.  Without delay. 
That waste incineration has come to the point of project approvals (e.g. Lara) tells us that 
something has gone very wrong with our regulatory and political processes: indeed, so wrong that 
it certainly warrants a Commonwealth Royal Commission which prominently includes “probity” in 
its Terms of Reference. 
What’s that awful smell ? 
 
Please keep us advised regarding the progress of this Parliamentary Inquiry. 
We will be pleased to provide further assistance to the Inquiry, as required. 
Address for correspondence; 
Charles (Chaz) Street 

 
Secretary and Science Advisor 
No Waste Incinerators in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated 

 
 

 
www: https://nowasteincinerators.org/ 
FB: https://www.facebook.com/groups/saynolarabigincinerator 
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Terminology 
Baseline = a system of assessment in which the first measurements are taken before 

the project has commenced. 
Bisinella = Bisinella Developments Pty. Ltd. 
CoGG = City of Greater Geelong 
DCCEEW = Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment 

and Water 
DEECA = Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action - Victoria 
EfW = Energy from Waste = WtE 
EPA = Environment Protection Authority Victoria 
MWC = Municipal Waste Combustor = incinerator 
NWIIL&GG Inc. = No Waste Incinerators in Lara & Greater Geelong Incorporated. 
PHI = Prospect Hill International Pty. Ltd. 
VCAT = Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal 
WRRF = Waste and Resource Recovery Facility = “Transfer station” 
WtE = Waste to Energy = EfW 
WTS = Waste Transfer Station = WRRF 
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