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Dear Committee Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission to this important inquiry.
My name is , and | have lived in the Parkes area all my life, sixty years. | am a mixed farmer,
producing sheep/wool and crops.

I strongly oppose the proposed Energy-from-Waste (EfW) incinerator in Parkes.

| wish to address the following Terms of Reference:

Agriculture and Market Access (TOR e)

Parkes is a strong agricultural town, and farming supports the entire community. If contamination is found
in years to come, whether in livestock, wool, or grain, our market access will be destroyed. Farmers work
hard to uphold Australia’s clean and green reputation, but one incident of contamination — or even the
perception of it — would be enough for export markets to shut us out. This is not a risk our industry or
town can afford to take.

Land Values (TOR j — other related matters)

An incinerator will inevitably reduce land values. For many farming families, the land is their main asset and
the foundation of their livelihoods. To have that value undermined by an unwanted industrial waste facility
is unacceptable.

Compensation and Accountability (TOR j — other related matters)

If contamination occurs, as has been seen in overseas cases such as the lvry-sur-Seine incinerator in France,
who will pay compensation to the farmers who lose their way of making a living? These questions remain
unanswered. The risk is being placed entirely on our community, while private companies stand to profit.

Precautionary Principle (TOR b, ¢, d, e)

The precautionary principle must apply. If there is uncertainty about the safety of this facility — and there
clearly is — the project should not proceed. The potential for long-term harm to agriculture, human health,
and the environment outweighs any claimed short-term benefits.

Eligibility of Parkes and Lack of Agricultural Studies (TOR a, e, f)

| also ask: what studies were actually completed that made Parkes “eligible” for this facility, apart from the
Inland Rail connection? Was any agricultural study undertaken? Was any assessment made of how this
facility would affect farming families, market access, or the long-term sustainability of our agricultural
sector? If not, then agriculture has been completely overlooked in this process.



Alternative Solutions (TOR i)
Instead of burning waste, safer and more sustainable solutions should be prioritised. These include:
¢ Waste reduction and reuse programs that cut down on the volume of waste created in the first
place.
e Recycling infrastructure to recover plastics, metals, and glass, turning waste into resources rather
than emissions.
e Organics recycling through composting and anaerobic digestion, which can produce soil
conditioners and renewable energy while returning nutrients to the land.
e Regional recycling hubs that create local jobs and keep the economic value of waste in country
towns like Parkes instead of sending it away to be burned.
These approaches are better aligned with a circular economy, pose no threat to agriculture, and strengthen
communities rather than divide them.

Conclusion

The proposed EfW incinerator in Parkes poses unacceptable risks to agriculture, land values, and the future
of farming families. It undermines the very industry that sustains our town. With no clear safeguards, no
proper agricultural studies, and no compensation framework, this proposal fails to protect the community.
There are safer and more effective alternatives available, and these should be the Government’s priority. |
urge the Committee to reject the Parkes Energy-from-Waste incinerator.

Thank you again for the opportunity to contribute to this inquiry.

Sincerely,





