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I'am a grazier living in Trewilga, approximately 40km north of Parkes. I have a Bachelor degree in
Medical Science from the University of Sydney, have worked in Manufacturing Engineering, and
for the last 8 years have become involved in agriculture.

My wife works at Parkes Christian School, which is within 6km of the proposed Parkes EfW
incinerator.

I 'am totally opposed to the Parkes EfW incinerator. While I will voice my concerns in relation to
the proposed Parkes facility, I feel they are valid for other proposals including Tarago.

Clean soil, water and air are vital to the agricultural industry in NSW. Locating an incinerator in
the midst of food and fibre production threatens a valuable industry and the health of all of those
who support it.

The proponents have acknowledged that there will be a level of pollution emitted by the facility,
but say that it will operate within EPA guidelines. My concern is around the release of toxic
pollutants and fine particulates. Thermal treatment of municipal waste has been shown by many
peer reviewed studies, to generate Persistent Organic Pollutants, such as dioxins, furans, PFAS
and PFOS as well as large quantities of particulates. The proponents have stated at their
community consultation events and in their FAQ answers that POPs and ultra fine particulates
will not be continuously monitored, but instead will be sampled at intervals which may be as little
as twice a year. When I asked a representative of the proponent about fine particulates, he told me
that the filters removed everything down to 2 micron and "anything below that you can't see, so it
wont bother you." However ultrafine particles are extremely dangerous if inhaled, and are even
capable of crossing the blood brain barrier and entering the central nervous system.

The outputs of the Parkes facility - apart from the energy, the facility also produces bottom ash,
Air Pollution Control residues(APCr) and stack emissions. The proponents Community Q&A
document states that bottom ash is Approx 20% of input weight, and APCr 4%.

At baseline operations of 600000 tonnes waste p/a this equates to 120000 tonnes of bottom ash
and 24000 tonnes of APCr annually. APCr is a hazardous material and requires treatment and
stabilising before it can be transferred to a licensed facility for responsible disposal.

During the community consultation event, I was also told that 600000tonnes waste annually was
the minimum capacity, and that the facility had the potential to handle twice that amount and more
if it was expanded.

It is difficult to understand how this proposal fits into both a circular economy and an ethos of
Reduce Reuse Recycle. The proponent is expecting the Parkes facility to have an operating life of
40 years and to expand beyond 600000 tones waste per year. This creates a demand for waste and
reduces the incentive to find more sustainable solutions.

The Parkes facility in both the media and government debate has been associated with solving
Sydney's waste crisis. Sydney has rejected EfW facilities in its vicinity, and NSW legislation has as
well, declaring four regional precincts instead as suitable. This is very inequitable and does not
seem just. It allows the main waste producers to continue as they were and not suffer the
consequences or carry the risks. There are very valid health and pollution concerns that our
communities are being told to live with. If it is not hazardous why can't it operate at the source of
the waste.

Our region produces very high quality food and fibre that supplies domestic and international
markets. Many farmers have produce that commands a premium on the market because of its
quality. Consumers are becoming more concerned about pollution and contaminants and testing
for dioxins and other POPs in agricultural produce is starting to occur in some international
markets. EfW in Australia poses tremendous economic and reputational risks to the agricultural
industry.



The community consultation thus far has been very poor. Most documentation released by State
and Local Government has had very little detail, and it feels like many decisions have been made
behind closed doors with no community input. The proponent has hosted one community
consultation event in Parkes and had a stall at the Parkes Show. The information they were able
to provide was very generic and had very little detail. Many of my questions and concerns were
unable to be addressed. Even their website documents providing answers to frequently asked
questions and Community Q&A have little detail, often deferring to the EIS which will be released
within the next 2 years. Parkes Shire Council has released very little information and seems to be
relying on people to do their own research. It is difficult to know what Parkes Shire Councils
attitude is towards the facility with only 2 councillors having made a statement.

I cannot support the Parkes EfW incinerator, it poses too many risks to the physical health of my
community, even this current debate is affecting the good mental health of many. I do not feel it
fits with the idea of a circular economy, or policies that aim to use resources in a more sustainable
and responsible way. It poses tremendous risk to the economic viability of our agricultural industry.
It does not give any incentive to the waste producers to reduce, reuse and recycle.



