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Formal Submission Objecting to the Proposed Parkes Energy-from-Waste Facility
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a lifelong resident of Parkes, NSW, and a member of the Wiradjuri community. My large family
was born and raised here, maintaining a strong, cultural connection to this Country. | currently own
property in the area and have a deep commitment to ensuring a safe, clean future for our town.

I strongly object to the proposed Energy-from-Waste (EfW) facility (incinerator) in the Parkes Special
Activation Precinct (SAP). | believe this proposal is not the way forward for our waste management,
and the risks it poses to our community, environment, and economy are unacceptable. The approval of
this facility would compel me to sell my property and leave my home, as | refuse to live around a 24/7
toxic waste burner.

My key arguments against the proposal are as follows:
1. Unacceptable Public Health and Environmental Risks

The potential for pollution, regardless of technology, poses an irreversible threat to the health of the
community and the natural environment we are culturally bound to protect.

» Toxic Air Emissions: Even with "state-of-the-art" technology, the facility risks releasing Persistent
Organic Pollutants (POPs) such as dioxins, furans, heavy metals (e.g., lead, mercury), and fine
particulate matter \bm{PM_{2.5}}) into our air. These emissions pose a long-term risk to respiratory
health and overall well-being, particularly for children and vulnerable residents with pre-existing
conditions.

+ Contamination of Prime Agricultural Land and Water: Placing a large-scale incinerator in the middle
of the Parkes region, a significant Australian food bowl, is an extreme risk. Airborne pollutants will
inevitably lead to the contamination of soil and crops, negatively affecting food quality, livestock
health, and our region's reputation. This also creates a high risk of toxins leaching into waterways,
surface, and ground water sources.

» Hazardous Ash Disposal: The incinerator produces a large volume of hazardous ash (fly ash and
bottom ash). This facility merely shifts the waste problem, converting it into a large, long-term
environmental liability for the region that will require specific, safe, and costly disposal for decades.

* Inadequate Regulatory Standards: The risk to the community is unacceptably high given the proposed
scale of the facility (processing up to 1.2 million tonnes of waste annually). Australia’s EPA emission
standards are widely viewed as less stringent than those in Europe, providing insufficient protection for
the Parkes community.

2. Severe Economic and Agricultural Detriment

The project's economic narrative is deeply flawed and is overshadowed by the potential for catastrophic
losses in the established agricultural sector.

* Threat to Agriculture and Regional Reputation: The mere perception of contamination is enough to
devalue agricultural land and jeopardise market access for local produce, severely damaging the entire
regional brand.

* Reputational and Social Damage: The presence of a waste incinerator will damage Parkes’s reputation
as a clean, desirable regional centre, which could drive away essential professionals such as doctors and
teachers, undermining future community growth.

* Parkes as a "Dumping Ground": The majority of the waste (up to 600,000 tonnes per annum) will be
transported by rail from Sydney. This project unjustly positions Parkes as the solution and the "dumping
ground" for metropolitan waste, while the host city reaps the benefits.

* Undermining Circular Economy Goals: The long-term contracts (often 30+ years) required to finance
the incinerator create a perverse incentive to maintain high levels of waste generation. This directly
undermines the principles of waste reduction, reuse, and recycling. We must reuse our waste and turn
it into usable products—not burn it.



3. Issues of Transparency and Social Equity

* Lack of Social Licence: This project fundamentally lacks genuine community support. Residents feel
their concerns have not been adequately addressed by the proponent or the government, leading to a
strong sense of distrust.

» Regional Equity: I pose the ethical question: Why is such a controversial industrial facility, often
restricted or banned in major cities, deemed acceptable for a regional community like Parkes? This
suggests a lower value is placed on the health and future of rural populations.

* Insufficient Monitoring: We require the highest level of assurance. The proposed frequency of
emissions monitoring (e.g., yearly after the first year) is unacceptable. We demand 24/7 continuous
monitoring to protect the public.

Conclusion:

This proposal represents a grave and irreversible risk to the health of my family and community, the
integrity of our agricultural land, and the future prosperity of Parkes. | urge you to uphold the
precautionary principle, respect the strong connection of our community (including my Wiradjuri
family) to this Country, and reject the proposed Energy-from-Waste facility in its entirety.

I respectfully request a written response acknowledging and addressing the specific concerns outlined
in this submission.



