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Introduction 

My name is Tony Milgate, and I am a resident of Parkes, New South Wales. I operate a mixed farming 

enterprise involving cropping, livestock, and wool production, a property that has been in my family for 

more than 150 years. 

 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Energy-from-Waste (EfW) development in 

Parkes. This submission addresses serious concerns about inequities in the regulatory framework, the lack 

of genuine community consultation, misleading public relations and advertising tactics, and the significant 

risks posed by this project to agriculture, air quality, and the environment. 

 

This proposal represents the greatest threat to agriculture in the history of our region. If an EfW incinerator 

was deemed too unsafe for Sydney, why should Parkes residents be treated any differently? It is 

unacceptable that our community and farmland are now being considered as the dumping ground for 

Sydney’s waste. 

 

1. Inequity in the NSW Energy-from-Waste Framework 

(ToR Reference: Alternative solutions to reduce and manage residual waste – (i)) 

The NSW Energy-from-Waste Infrastructure Plan and regulations prohibit new incineration projects in most 

parts of the state due to recognised health and environmental risks. Yet Parkes is excluded. This selective 

regulation exposes a small number of regional communities to risks deemed unacceptable elsewhere. 

Communities like Parkes deserve the same protections as residents of Sydney, the Central Coast, or the 

Blue Mountains. The “strategic industrial zone” justification appears to exploit rural areas where public 

resistance is perceived as weaker, and regulatory oversight is less visible. 

 

2. Lack of Consultation and Absence of Social Licence 

(ToR Reference: Any other related matters – (j)) 

In Parkes, meaningful consultation has been minimal. Many residents only became aware of proposals after 

critical decisions had already been made. Subsequent public meetings have often been controlled 

environments, offering limited opportunity for independent expert input or open questioning. 

There is no social licence for these projects. Opposition from residents, farmers, business owners, and local 

organisations is strong and growing. Decisions appear to prioritise corporate timelines over public health 

and interest. 

A transparent, inclusive consultation process and proper community consultation from the start is 

essential, commencing before site selection and including independent health, agricultural, and 

environmental assessments. 

 

3. Concerns About Technology, Emissions, and Health 

(ToR References: (a), (b), (c), (d), (h)) 

The Parkes EfW proposal is being presented as “modern technology,” yet it has never been tested or proven 

safe in any agricultural region in Australia. Similar plants overseas have shown that even with advanced 

filters, toxic pollutants and ultrafine particles still escape into the environment. The proponents themselves 



concede that anything smaller than 0.02 microns cannot be captured, meaning the most harmful and 

persistent pollutants will spread across our farms and communities. 

Key concerns include: 

• Emissions and air quality: Potential spread and toxicity of emissions threaten human health, soil, 

rainwater harvesting, and local drinking water. 

• Agricultural impacts: There is risk of contamination affecting crops, livestock, and wool production, which 

underpin Parkes’ economy. Completion of National Vendor Declarations (NVDs) for livestock is key to 

safeguarding our local and international markets and consumers. The focus is on reporting exposure to 

contaminants — a requirement that could be severely compromised if pollution from the incinerator enters 

the agricultural supply chain. 

• Emission monitoring: Existing methodologies may be inadequate to fully detect or prevent exposure to 

toxic compounds. 

 

4. Misleading Advertising and Public Relations Tactics 

(ToR References: Any other related matters – (j)) 

Promotional material presents EfW as “clean,” “renewable,” and “safe,” despite scientific evidence to the 

contrary. Terms like “recycling” and “recovery” misrepresent these facilities as circular economy solutions, 

when they are largely waste burners reliant on mixed waste streams. 

The facility in Parkes has been touted as an energy producer, with claims such as “enough to power 80,000 

homes.” In reality, none of this energy will be supplied to local households; it will be used by businesses 

within the Special Activation Precinct (SAP). These claims are misleading and serve only to justify 

construction under the guise of renewable power. 

Government agencies must ensure that all public communications are truthful, evidence-based, and 

independently verified. 

 

5. Recommendations 

Based on international experience and the risks outlined above, I urge the Inquiry to recommend: 

 

• No Energy-from-Waste facilities should be constructed anywhere in Australia, as international 

evidence shows these technologies pose unacceptable health, environmental, and agricultural risks; 

 

• Revoke any regional exemptions under the Energy-from-Waste Infrastructure Plan that would allow 

incinerators to bypass protections applied elsewhere in NSW; 

 

• Recognise that overseas jurisdictions are moving away from these technologies, rejecting or 

decommissioning similar facilities due to demonstrated health and environmental impacts; 

 

• Focus on genuine circular economy solutions, including reduction, reuse, composting, and industrial  

 

Yours sincerely, 

Tony Milgate 

Parkes, NSW 


