Independent Planning Commission 

Level 3/201 Elizabeth Street

Sydney NSW 2100

Santos Proposal for Unconventional Gas Extraction in the Pilliga State Forest

Dear Commissioners,

I write to let you know that I am totally opposed to the Santos proposal to extract unconventional gas in the Pilliga State Forest.

My opposition stems from both the inherent risks to our environment and from the economic fog that seems to blind us to the real global challenges and opportunities facing us.  

INHEREST RISKS

1. Mining Process


Santos proposes that the IPC approve its plans to drill for gas in the Pilliga State 
Forest and says it can do this without fracking. The Assessment Report repeats 
the ‘no fracking’ status of the proposal.


Do I believe that this will be the end to the discussion? No. 


Time and time again mining companies ask government to vary the conditions of 
the original agreement, as, due to unforeseen circumstances, they are unable to 
make a profit under the initial agreement. 


Almost without exception those requests involve a waiver of environmental 
clauses put it place to preserve the surrounding countryside. And more often than 
not they are granted. This time we are also talking about the Great Artesian Basin 
and its recharge zones.


Do I think this a risk worth taking? No.


Furthermore, as we have seen in the Sydney Basin, even without fracking, mining 
risks include the cross contamination of water supply with gas and/or the 
fracturing of recharge zones or reservoirs. Any possibility that the GAB may be 
breached in any way must surely be a red flag to any Independent Panel and 
should trigger a far more stringent and principled assessment of the Proposal.

2.
Alienation of land


This proposal comes at a time when we are starting to understand the complex 
and interwoven demands of a healthy landscape.  The industrial scale intrusion of 
this proposal will alienate and bisect culturally important indigenous country, 
private property, and agriculturally productive land for the provision of gas 
pipelines and wells. When the wells become uneconomic Santos will leave dead 
land and scarred landscapes beyond repair. While the mining is obviously 
beneficial to Santos what benefit does it bring to the community? Obviously not 
an environmental one. 

3.
Jobs Jobs Jobs


The Proposal’s claim with regard to the creation of jobs is also in doubt as 
commentators have suggested the actual number of jobs would be less than the 
jobs currently associated with farming.

Are any of these arguments above sufficient reason to refuse the application? 
The 
answer probably depends on the importance of the project to the country. 


And so we come to the Economic Fog
ECONOMIC FOG
1. Net Zero Emissions


Gas is a fossil fuel returning carbon to the atmosphere. While the NSW 
Government has set a goal for Net Zero emissions by 2050, the current Santos 
company plan is to lift their gas production by 60 per cent by 2025. Not only is 
this totally out of step with the NSW Government goal, it is also out of step with 
many of its 
global peers, and may well be out of step very soon with its market. 


Another concern is the Santos view of Scope 3 emissions that could be 
characterised as ‘not my baby’. This is an issue that seems certain to reverberate 
more widely in coming years with imposts mooted for Scope 3 emissions in the 
international marketplace.


We should not be enabling any company with a plan for a substantial increase in
fossil fuel emissions, nor rewarding them for a myopic and harmful stance on a 
global issue. 

Sadly the Assessment Report does not address the impact of the Santos proposal 
on the NSW Net Zero Emissions goal.

2.
Transition Fuel


Experts tell us gas is needed during the transition of our fossil fuel based economy 
to one based on renewable energy sources such as wind, solar and hydro. 


Do we already have enough gas to do this? Apparently the answer is yes we do. 
While the current energy forecast is for a shortfall in gas supplies the problem is 
not with our existing reserves. This is an outcome driven by preferencing LNG 
exports over domestic supply. 


What is more important for us as a nation? Export dollars or Net Zero by 2050? It 
is understandable, given the financial returns, that Energy Producers would be 
unanimous in their view that exports must continue, however, it is 
incomprehensible that an Independent assessment of the Santos Proposal would 
not support the broader and more beneficial goal of Net Zero by 2050 and call 
instead for a domestic reservation policy to be put in place to met any short-fall. 

3
Way Forward


Others will no doubt reference the country’s response to Covid 19 and beg the 
Commission to call for a similar turbocharged Government+ Scientist led 
approach to led the country through the rapid transformation needed to achieve 
our transition to renewable energy


I recognise that effecting a transformation of this kind is beyond the remit of the 
Independent Planning Commission. But it is not beyond the Commissions’ remit 
to add its voice to the need for a transformational decade towards renewable 
energy and the need for national leadership and national goals to achieve this.


Furthermore, given the importance of prioritising our Net Zero Emissions goal 
and, given the fact that this proposal is NOT essential to our transition to 
renewable energy, 
we should not be giving the Santos Proposal or any other non-
essential proposal planning permission to mine these fossil fuel reserves.

And it is within the remit of the IPA to do just that.


The choices we make right now will shape our society for years, if not decades 
to come.
Best wishes
Lesley Stevens

