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Waste to Energy. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission regarding the waste to energy inquiry. 
 
Firstly I am totally opposed to the idea, concept or reality of any incineration process in the 
State of New South Wales. In particular I am totally opposed to the proposal of a toxic 
incinerator being built in the Special Activation Precinct located in Parkes. This proposal  is 
an inappropriate development for this location, and in fact anywhere in NSW 
 
Parkes is an area of agricultural significance. Much of the area is dedicated to the provision 
of outstanding quality food and fibre products that nourish and clothe the population of our 
State and indeed Australia and the many parts of the globe. 
 
Well regarded evidence from overseas demonstrates that these types of facilities emit toxic 
chemicals such as dioxins, furans,  persistent organic pollutants risking our prime agricultural 
lands. These types of chemicals do not readily break down therefore remaining in our soil 
and waterways for very long times. These chemicals are also known to be bio-accumulative, 
thereby representing a risk to public health. Additionally the risk of micro and nano particles 
entering our food chain is well documented. 
 
Regardless of the claims by proponents that this ‘newest’ technology is safe, overseas 
evidence points to another view. These plants are toxic! Overseas evidence suggests that 
sovereign nations are winding back and withdrawing from municipal solid waste (Waste to 
Energy) facilities like the one proposed for the Parkes SAP. 
 
If this proposal is to go ahead there will be a significant risk to our agricultural production, 
through the risk of contamination from bi-products such as toxic fly and bottom ash, carbon 
dioxide, methane and acid gases from this dirty, toxic, expensive, and somewhat threatening 
proposal.  
 
The direct threat to agriculture should not be looked at in isolation as there will be a negative 
effect on the agricultural service sector. This important service sector will also be impacted 
as there will be less demand for services and products because of the unusable 
contaminated lands, both near and far. Loss of jobs, loss of customers, loss of income, these 
are just a few areas where this proposal will decimate our sovereign primary production 
areas. 
 
This proposal should not be a solution for Sydney’s waste so called crisis. 
There are many alternatives available for the effective reduction of municipal solid waste. 
In the first instance adoption of the five R’s principle is a great place to start. Refuse, 
reduce, reuse, repurpose and then as a last result recycle. 
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Proper and effective sorting of glass, paper, plastics and metals at transfer stations will 
reduce the reliance on incineration and landfill strategies. A point to ponder here is that 
recycling employs more that 3 times more people than landfill operations. 
 
Effective composting of bio-mass waste and harnessing the energy to produce electric 
energy. 
 
Incinerators do not eliminate the need for land fill. Incineration ‘reduces’ the amount of 
physical municipal waste, however, the resultant fly and bottom ash are extremely 
hazardous and require specialised disposal areas. Given this proposal is estimated to 
process six hundred thousand (6000 000) tonnes of MSW per annum represents 
approximately one hundred and fifty thousand (150 000) p.a.of residual highly toxic fly and 
bottom ash in total. This is worrying, given the proposed project is expected to run for 30-40 
years.  
 
This proposed project comes with significant risks and accordingly there must be a Baseline 
Environmental study (BEA) conducted before any works commence. 
 
I ask the committee to hold the NSW Government to account, apply the ‘Precautionary 
Principle’, and remind the government of their duty of care in line with the World court of 
Justice.  
 
After all, the UN subscribes that access to  fresh air, clean drinking water and a safe 
environment are human rights. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Jeffery Powter. 
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