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Re: Submission to the Inquiry into Proposed Energy-from-Waste Facilities in Regional NSW
Dear Committee Members,

I write as a resident and farmer in Parkes, New South Wales, to express my strong opposition to the
proposed Energy-from-Waste (EfW) facility within the Parkes Special Activation Precinct (SAP)
and other regional areas in NSW. As both a farmer and father of two young children, I am deeply
concerned about the potential risks these projects pose to our community, agricultural economy, and
local environment.

This submission addresses the Committee’s Terms of Reference, in particular:

(a) the performance and appropriateness of the proposed technology for the Parkes site;
(b) the spread and quality of predicted emissions;

(d) impacts on human health, including on air, water, and soil;

(e) impacts on agriculture locally and across the wider region;

(f) alterations to the Parkes Special Activation Precinct; and

(1) alternative solutions for managing Greater Sydney’s residual wast

1. Lack of Consultation and Social Licence in Parkes

There has been no genuine consultation with the Parkes community, farmers, or neighbouring
landholders. The community has not granted a social licence for this type of industrial development.
The process has caused significant division and distrust within Parkes, damaging public confidence
in both the local Council and the State Government. Such projects should not proceed in small
regional communities without open dialogue, transparency, and informed consent.

2. No Independent Scientific Evidence Supporting Safety

There is no independent scientific research or evidence demonstrating that energy-from-waste
incineration is safe to operate within the Parkes Special Activation Precinct.

This is especially concerning given that EfW is banned in metropolitan NSW, including Sydney.
If the technology is truly safe and beneficial, why is it not being built near the source of waste in
Sydney, rather than hundreds of kilometres away in a regional food-producing area?

Furthermore, the waste being transported and burned is unsorted. There is no reliable way to
determine the exact composition of materials entering the incinerator. Without knowing what is
being burned, it is impossible to provide accurate data on expected emissions.

Any Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) produced under these conditions is based on
assumptions rather than measurable facts, making it little more than an educated guess at best.

This raises serious doubts about the validity of the EIS process and the credibility of any assurances
made about safety or emissions performance.

3. Transport Risks and Public Safety Concerns

The proposal would require transporting large volumes of waste from Sydney to Parkes, introducing
unnecessary rail and freight risks to the public. Moving waste long distances increases the
likelihood of accidents, derailments, and rubbish fires, particularly during dry and hot seasons.

It also contradicts the State’s own waste hierarchy, which promotes managing waste as close as
possible to where it is generated.

4. Greenwashing and Misleading Community Messaging



Project proponents have made inaccurate and misleading claims, presenting EfW as a “clean”
solution while downplaying the risks of emissions and toxic by-products. These messages have
been used to reassure vulnerable residents, including the elderly, without transparent or evidence-
based information. This amounts to greenwashing and undermines public trust.

5. EPA Oversight and Conflicts of Interest

The NSW EPA’s regulatory approach is reactive, relying heavily on self-reporting by operators
rather than independent, real-time monitoring. This approach does not protect public health or the
environment. Further, conflicts of interest, including the involvement of Professor Ali Abbas, who
has links to both industry and advisory roles, completely undermine the credibility of the process.
The community deserves an independent review of emissions modelling and site selection.

6. Impacts on Agriculture and Market Confidence

Parkes and its surrounding districts are known for their productive agricultural land, clean air, and
safe food production. No assessment has adequately addressed how an EfW facility might affect
soil health, crop quality, or local water systems. Even the perception of contamination could lead to
market stigma, making it harder for local farmers to sell produce both domestically and
internationally. Agriculture underpins the Parkes economy and should not be compromised for a
project that primarily serves Sydney’s waste problem.

7. Alterations to the Parkes Special Activation Precinct (SAP)

The Parkes SAP was promoted as a “Clean Tech” and “Circular Economy” precinct, yet an
incinerator directly contradicts these goals. The inclusion of an EfW facility changes the original
vision and risks deterring other genuine clean industries from investing in the region. Residents
were not consulted about this change, and it does not align with the original environmental
commitments made to the community.

8. Western Australian Experience and Poor Precedents

The Western Australian EfW facility has struggled with operational, environmental, and community
issues. Using that model as justification for Parkes is misguided. It demonstrates that even newer
technology cannot guarantee safety or success.

9. Better Waste Solutions Exist

Instead of transporting waste from Sydney to Parkes, the State Government should invest in local
recycling, composting, and waste-reduction strategies. Modern solutions that genuinely support the
circular economy, such as advanced material recovery and bioenergy, would create sustainable
regional jobs without health or environmental risks. Energy-from-waste incineration is not
compatible with Parkes’ clean, agricultural, and family-oriented community. There has been no
consultation, no proven safety data, and no independent review.

I respectfully urge the Committee to:

1. Halt the current proposal for the Parkes Energy-from-Waste facility;



2. Commission an independent scientific review of the potential environmental, health, and
agricultural impacts; and

3. Require genuine, transparent community consultation before any further action is taken.

Parkes families, farmers, and businesses deserve the same environmental protections and respect
afforded to metropolitan communities.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this submission.

Sincerely,
Jeromie Fitzpatrick



