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Background: -

Our names are of Parkes, NSW. Our property is
located about 4.4Km NNW of the proposed facility. We invested in this property in 2012 with a view
to retiring peacefully in our hometown and are now confronted with this diabolical proposed

project.

Let us say from the outset that we TOTALLY OBIJECT to the establishment of this project in Parkes or
anywhere else in regional NSW, it is not an acceptable management mechanism for dealing with
people’s waste. Parkes doesn’t want Sydney’s garbage especially since this proposal was rejected in
Sydney due health and environmental concerns.

By way of introduction, whilst | am now retired | have been involved in the mining industry for over
40 years across most states of Australia. My experience is specifically in the Management of the
Environment and Safety and additionally in Community and Government Relations.

During this time, | have prepared and lodged three extensive and detailed Environmental Impact
Statements for mining projects, one in Victoria and two in the NT and additionally prepared
numerous mining approval documents in a number of states. Gaining approvals for these and other
project has included extensive community and government consultations. | also have extensive
environmental monitoring and reporting experience and in dealing with the oversight by
government regulators including EPA departments in Vic, WA, NT and Qld, so | believe | am very well
qualified to comment on this proposed project. | have also been very involved in community and
government consultation for many projects.

Our objections and concerns regarding this project are as follows: -

1. Poor Consultation

The community consultation that has taken place to date is a farce. | have never seen such a
lack of communication, there is NO transparency nor reasonable engagement with our
community. There is information that has been made available by proponents, regulators
and government but if you review this there are many conflicts in the statements made and
continuing to be made, which is disconcerting and raises suspicions and doubts. It appears
that secrecy is a factor that people don’t want to discuss or answer the hard questions in an
open and honest way (especially proponents and supporters). Sadly, the NSW EPA appears
to also be involved in not responding to questions. This is very disconcerting given their
regulatory role in the approval process and proposed ongoing monitoring role if the project



were approved. This is not the way to gain community support. | can assure you that if this
were a mining project it would NEVER get approved with this level of consultation or
accurate communication and lack of appropriate studies to date.

Project Location

This project is surrounded by prime agricultural land used for livestock and cropping
production. There is absolutely no guarantee that the project will run at 100% efficiency,
100% of the time and therefore it will inevitably emit pollutants that will impact surrounding
farming practices. There is substantial evidence available from plants around the world
today, even very modern ones that pollutants are emitted. Given farmers are increasingly
required to certify that their produce and stock have come from land that is not impacted
(contaminated). We cannot see how this will be possible with such a facility adjoining or
located nearby to their properties.

2.1 Question: Will all land within a certain radius be routinely monitored?

2.2 Question: What will happen if pollutants are detected, who will compensate and
how will contamination be rectified?

2.3 Question: Why a location so close to a population centre?

Nearly all of the potential emissions including particulates are bio accumulators, so they will
ultimately destroy the lands viability and people’s health and futures.

The town is located close to the project, nearest dwellings (within 4.5Km) and these are
downwind of the project for a fair part of the year. Wind roses for Parkes show that in
winter the predominant winds blow from the west and south so the town is in a direct
downwind path from this facility so any resultant emissions will inevitably impact the town
and the potential health and wellbeing of residents.

Question: What will landholders do with livestock and cropped grain if they can’t certify
them? How will they generate income?

Water Supplies

Personally, we have grave concerns for our water supply. We, like many others near us, rely
on rainwater for domestic purposes in our homes. Pollutants emitted by this project will
inevitably land on our roofs.

3.1 Question: What guarantees do we have that that our domestic water supplies will
be safe from this contamination?

Given its close proximity and the strong winds that are prevalent around the region. | have a
reasonable understanding of emission distribution by wind and know that the information
that has been provided on emissions distribution is flawed and misleading.

Additionally, many near us also rely on groundwater bores and | know from my own
extensive experience, that pollutants get into groundwater, so again there are NO
GUARANTEES ON WATER SECURITY.



3.2 Question: What groundwater protections will be in place?

4. Waste Ash Residue Management

4.1 Question: Where will the solid wastes (ash) be deposited that we know are
produced by waste incineration?

4.2 Question: How will these ash solids be encapsulated to ensure they are do not
present a huge future issue to the environment and our groundwater?

| am very aware how difficult it is to manage waste material from industrial processes; they
decompose and leach contaminants over time. We have reviewed data from other facilities
around the world where this issue is a major ongoing long-term management problem.

4.3 Question: Why hasn’t THE WHOLE REGION AND THE PARKES COMMUNITY been
informed about these risks associated with this material?

5. Project and Process Monitoring

5.1 Question: What monitoring will be in place to ensure the facility runs efficiently at
all times?
5.2 Question: How will all potential contaminants be monitored in real time?

If this is not the case then the risk of releases of pollutants is totally unacceptable. The
monitoring that can be done must be real time and must be made readily available to the
community. Based on my own experience | have never seen a large industrial complex that
runs at 100% efficiency all the time.

5.3 Question: What are the proposed safeguards to prevent pollution?

One major real issue is that dioxins, furans and heavy metals in particulates which are known

major potential emissions and contaminants. These cannot currently be accurately

monitored in real time. To properly analyse these, they require detailed laboratory analysis

to measure pollutant outputs which is a significant major concern, because its after

emission.

5.4 Question: How good will their proposed monitoring be and how accurate will it be?
IF YOU CAN’T MEASURE IT, YOU CAN’'T MANAGE IT.

6. Regulatory Oversight

The proposed monitoring by NSW EPA twice a year is a joke. EPAs are historically
reactionary agencies; they are not proactive. For the monitoring at this facility to take place
twice a year, no doubt with advanced prior notice, will ensure the project proponents will
have it running like clockwork for the visit. The reality is - this won’t be representative of the
real daily operational performance. Nothing runs at 100% efficiency - all the time.
Additionally, the proposed performance criteria for this project that we have seen DO NOT
REPRESENT CURRENT WORLD BEST PRACTICE for such facilities and they must.
6.1 Question: Why isn’t the NSW government mandating that this proposed facility be
operated to the highest international standard for emissions?
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7. Pest Management

Stockpiling of waste on site for incineration will undoubtedly be problematic.

Waste attracts and generates pests like insects, flies, mice and rats and | have never seen a
solution that will or can prevent this from occurring. These pests will attract predators like
cats, foxes, crows and hawks.

7.1 Question: How will the proponent manage the pest and predator issue?

8. Smell and Potential Waste Breakdown and Liquid Leakage

Additionally, there will be a smell associated with the waste, garbage stinks. Unfortunately,
people are lazy and our research has shown that already Sydney has significant issues with
what people put in their bins. We understand there will be no sorting of waste so whatever
is thrown out in the red bin comes to this facility. It will smell and we expect that the town
will get unpleasant odours from the waste.

8.1 Question: How will smell odours be managed to minimise smell issues?

Waste breaks down and this starts relatively quickly and we are sure that with the agitation
from transport, heat from containment and weather conditions this will add to or accelerate
this process.

8.2 Question: How sealed are the containers containing the waste?

8.3 Question: What will prevent liquid leakage from these containers during
transportation, at the facility and while travelling through the residential areas in the town
of Parkes and ALL other towns enroute from Sydney.

We also understand that some may be trucked, so again issues with safety, smell and
leakage security of this waste material during transportation by road.

9. Approval Process

This project must be subjected to the most rigorous and thorough approval process which
includes extensive environmental impact studies and community consultation. To date,
little of this has occurred and the NSW Government’s behaviour and approach in this is area
is indefensible. No project - which has the potential to impact people’s wellbeing (physical
and mental) and cause potential long term environmental damage, like this one, should be
approved without a very rigorous assessment and consultative process being completed.
The proponents of the project originally wanted to build it in Sydney close to the source of
the waste. Ironically, the now Minister campaigned rigorously against this and won so the
problem was no longer in her backyard (see reported quotes by Minister at end).h. How can
this technology be deemed so unsafe for Sydney and then regulations and laws modified to
prevent it being used in NSW and in particular Sydney where the waste is produced but it’s
now acceptable in parts of Regional NSW.

9.1 Question: How is it that we are subjected to the inequity in regulation that prohibits
this type of technology across NSW and in particular Sydney. Why are we not afforded the
same regulatory protections?

9.2 Question: Why is the NSW Government not subjecting this project to a full-blown
assessment, it seems they are cutting corners, why?
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This approach is unacceptable and must not be allowed. No private individual or company
would be allowed to operate in this manner, so why is the NSW Government allowed to
operate this way.

9.3 Question: How can a project that was rejected in Western Sydney “DUE TO HEALTH
and ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS” be approved in regional NSW in very close proximity to a
thriving town and prime agricultural land?

Are we country people of lesser status than city people? Are the agricultural products we
produce less important? Is the FOOD THAT IS SUPPLIED TO THE CITY not valuable? Typical
“us and them mentality” and arrogance by government.

10.A Better Way

We have completed significant research on these types of facilities around the world in
many countries. What we have found is that these are being phased out because they are
deemed unsafe. They have been proven to be polluting and causing significant long-term
health problems and environmental impacts. Whilst technology continues to improve, there
are no 100% guarantees nor safeguards. This is a very short sighed solution being proposed
by the NSW Government and there appears to be little concern for the regional people in
their approach to date.

10.1 Question: Why is a more proactive solution not being sought which focusses on
educating people and recycling waste like is used in Korea?

The waste to energy ‘gimmick’ being put forward - is predicated on generating energy, but
this proposal is a very poor solution to waste management and energy production. This
process is inefficient when compared to other energy producing existing technologies.

11.Conclusions

In closing we wish to again state our UNEQUIVOCAL OBJECTION to the building of this
project. As stated, the work and consultation by the NSW Government to date has been
second rate and very poorly done from the outset because it’s not being built in Sydney.
Consultation and transparency have been absolutely abysmal to date. A cynic could say that
this is a deliberate tactic by NSW Government, to try and avoid another groundswell of
opposition like the Western Sydney proposal attracted. The proposed approval process is in
our view substandard and does not meet acceptable nor established project approval
standards.

11.1 Question: How will we get a safe water supply if pollution occurs?
11.2 Question: How can we decontaminate our land and groundwater if its needed?
11.3 Question: What happens if our property devalues as a consequence of the project?

11.4 Question: There has been nothing spoken nor written about in this regard to
answer these questions, who will pay, the operator or will the Government pay?

11.5 Question: Who will pay and what compensation will be available if this project goes
ahead and causes what we believe will be inevitable impacts?



11.6 Question: What about long term management of the solid waste, who does that
and what happens if this fails?

We would like answers to our questions.

Sadly, if the project proceeds, we won’t be staying in Parkes. We will be selling our beautiful home
and land that we worked hard all our life to acquire. We will be moving with our animals to a safer
cleaner place. It will be a place where these types of projects are banned by governments.

e Banned so they can’t jeopardise or ruin community safety.
e Banned so people’s wellbeing isn’t compromised.
e Banned so the environment isn’t irreparably damaged.

Why is it that the NSW Government is too lazy to put in place proper safe sustainable long-term
waste management practices. This town and district deserve better; we are speaking up against this
project and our voices are growing louder. Our community and district don’t want this project and
we respectfully request that this inquiry notes our total collective opposition to this project. Please
make the NSW Government listen.

Manage Sydney’s waste in Sydney.

NO ENERGY from WASTE FACILITY in Parkes or any other regional centre in NSW, there are better
ways.

Reported Quotes from Minister:

Penny Sharpe has spoken against building an energy-from-waste incinerator, particularly
regarding a 2018 proposal in Western Sydney, with statements appearing in the media and
parliamentary records

In March 2018, as the Shadow Environment Minister, she said, "This project shouldn't be
going ahead and the government should stop it now," according to 9News. She continued to
express concerns about incineration projects more generally in March 2025, Parliament of
NSW reported.

e March 2018: As the shadow environment minister, Penny Sharpe stated that a proposed
waste-to-energy incinerator in Western Sydney "shouldn't be going ahead" and that the
government should "stop it now".

e April 2018: Media reports mentioned that plans for the Western Sydney incinerator were
set to be rejected, and quotes from Sharpe were included.

e March 2025: In a Legislative Council Hansard, she reiterated her concerns about waste
incineration, particularly asking why such a facility would be acceptable in a regional area
but not a city like Sydney.

The height of hypocrisy:

When Energy from Waste (EfW) was proposed in Penny Sharpe’s own backyard, she was
vehemently opposed. She backed an urgent Upper House inquiry, demanded scrutiny, and



stood with concerned residents. But now she’s the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change, it’s a different story.

Suddenly, EfW is not only acceptable-it’s being fast-tracked. But not in Sydney. Not near
her. In regional NSW, in our communities.

She once said:

e  “The community deserves full transparency and a genuine say in proposals that affect
their health and environment.”

Now she says:

e  “NSW has ignored the crisis for landfill capacity for too long. We cannot kick the can
down the road any longer.”

So instead of kicking the can, she’s kicking the waste-into regional towns.

What wasn’t safe in Sydney is now good enough for us? Our health, environment, and
voices matter too. The double standard is crystal clear-and completely unacceptable.





