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My Objection: 
This project is for the new extraction and sale of ‘unconventional’ natural gas; that is, a fossil fuel gas 
extracted from coal seams.  

 Such extraction has been shown to detrimental to biodiversity and environmental sustainability 
both in Australia and overseas. This project is located in part of the native Pilliga Forest, an 
asset of NSW that is under stress from other challenges already. 

 The economic case for the project is deliberately shrouded in commercial secrecy in the 
Assessment Report (AR) but is easily contested using public data on contaminants in the 
target gas. 

 The downstream use of the gas is for it to be burned, contributing large amounts of carbon 
emissions to the earth’s atmosphere and adding to Australia’s carbon emissions. This will 
contribute to global warming.  
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 The context of this extraction is a political construct that it is supposedly good for NSW and 
good for global warning but that is demonstrably untrue. 

 The project is characterised as stand-alone but this can be contested; the project is easily 
shown to be part of a much larger project of SANTOS and the party in government in NSW. 

 The proponent SANTOS has demonstrated it is untrustworthy in its track record and in its 
deliberate tainting of process by its political and community ‘donations’. As such it is unfit to 
deal with the State. 

For these reasons I am alarmed about the possible approval of the project and my submission sets 
out the reasons why I am alarmed and want it stopped. In addition: 

 My life, my children and grandchildren’s lives are directly threatened by global warming. Both 
the ongoing quality of our lives and the duration of our lives are threatened by this project. 

 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is my reference point for this issue. 
The IPCC has established that climate change is anthropogenic and must be stopped. Key to 
the IPCC strategies is that fossil fuel extraction must stop very soon if carbon emissions are 
to return to sustainable levels.  

 The local effects of the extraction will impact on the state’s assets in the Narrabri area, 
particularly the groundwater and the native forests to the southeast. 

I am qualified in Geology and Geophysics and I am a grandfather. I made a career in science teaching 
and educational leadership at State level. I understand the climate change evidence and have spent 
decades acting to try to mitigate and stop anthropogenic global warming. I have done so because it 
already impacts on us. It is not a future academic exercise to try to stop it; it is an urgent imperative 
to act now. 

I’ve camped in the Pilliga and in my work as a science teacher I have taken school groups there to 
experience this unique forest and the Siding Springs Observatory which is nearby. The Pilliga Forest’s 
isolation, its silence, its darkness at night, its resilience as a truly Australian, drought-resistant 
landscape is unique in scale, This Cypress and Ironbark dryland forest is a striking example of this 
continent’s unique landscapes and should be protected from further intentional destruction. 

Why does DPIE find it “difficult to reconcile... community concerns... with the 
technical advice...”? 
The AR says on page ix: 

…the Department has found it difficult to reconcile the significant community concerns about 
the Narrabri Gas Project with the technical advice from experts that the risk of any significant 
impacts occurring is generally low and can be controlled using standard engineering practice 
and imposing strict conditions on Santos. 

The truth is that the ‘community’ (ie. respondents who don’t want the NGP)  

 looks to the high strategic risks of long term irreversible negative impacts of the NGP and 
impaired intergenerational equity. 

 looks at up-to-date, comprehensive, robust data from recognised experts showing  many 
grounds for non-approval of NGP, including high scientific uncertainties about supposedly 
safe extraction practices in the Great Artesian Basin. 

 focusses on alternatives to fossil fuel in both energy and employment. 

 has not taken cash from SANTOS. 

In stark contrast, the AR’s technical advice; 

 does not establish the strategic necessity nor safety of this project, on local, State, Federal 
and international levels. 

 is in part outdated or superseded (eg Cost-Benefit Analysis done in 2016) 

 is selective and inherently partial in largely coming from the proponent and from authorities 
managed by CEOs or Ministers whose entities or parties accept cash from SANTOS. 
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When this is the truth as the community sees it, it is not hard to reconcile the depth and breadth of 
community opposition. Nor is it reasonable to condescendingly discount it as in the AR where one 
reason only for the dichotomy is given (p.ix):  

One of the reasons for this dichotomy may be the limited exposure the community has had 
to coal seam gas in NSW 

While the DPIE lives in this fantasy world of immunity from public opposition, the NGP heads for a 
battleground in Northwestern NSW. It is easily prevented and the IPC has that responsibility. 

Seven good reasons to reject the Narrabri Gas Project 
1.Fundamental self-contradictions in the DPIE’s case for the need for NGP 

2.SANTOS: not a fit proponent? 

3.Emissions: The Narrabri Gas Project goes counter to the Australian Government’s Paris 
Agreement targets. 

4.Waste GHGs: Crucial game-changer, likely high so won’t help reduce emissions transitioning from 
coal.. 

5.AR statements that the NGP is critical for energy security are outdated  

6.The AR doesn’t explore alternatives to gas in saying gas is necessary to transition. 

7.Biodiversity Impacts are understated, particularly Fragmentation of Forest 

 

1.Fundamental self-contradictions in the DPIE’s case for the need for NGP 
The contradictions begin at the start of the Assessment Report (page xix) 

The Narrabri Gas Project is critical for energy security and reliability in NSW as it would 
deliver up to 200 TJ of gas a day to the domestic gas market for a period of at least 20 years, 
addressing any forecast shortfalls in gas supply from 2024 and putting downward pressure 
on gas prices.  

In contrast to this clear statement of supposed strategic necessity DPIE Executive Director David Kitto 
said 20 July to the IPC Panel: 

Commonwealth Government is – is – is – you know, has still got a mechanism where they 
can reserve certain – a certain proportion of gas production for domestic – domestic use.  
So there are a number of levers available. 

and 

we’re certainly not saying in our assessment that that – the Narrabri Gas Project will reduce 
gas prices.  I mean, when you look at it, it – you know, it will produce a small amount of gas 
in – in relation to the whole of the market, the whole of the domestic gas market. 

Is this not a fundamental confusion which negates the AR’s proposition that NGP is critical for energy 
security? This is not true, by Kitto’s own words. So the heart of the argument that the NGP is 
necessary is gone. If the DPIE executive Director can so happily contradict his own AR on the basis 
of the project’s need, why is it presented as strategically necessary? 

He repeated this contradiction of the AR when talking to the IPC on 1 August, and in doing so he 
exposed the additional flaw in the argument for strategic need. This is that the gas being sent offshore 
by SANTOS now could be diverted back to domestic markets by the stroke of a Government pen. 

there’s more than enough gas being produced in Australia for domestic use.  fundamentally 
the east coast market has changed.  companies are required to send gas offshore otherwise 
they face significant penalties  So in a simple sense, we could – you know, you could not 
send it  overseas and you could use it in New South Wales, so I think that’s a possibility.      
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And the Commonwealth Government has the levers to require that to be done  through the 
– you know, they’ve got special powers that they can invoke to make  sure that there’s 
enough gas for the domestic market.   

I think what everyone is saying from AEMO and the Commonwealth Government  and 
ACCC, and ..... is we need to increase supply and we need to increase the  efficiency of the 
transport …and we need to increase competition and we certainly agree with all of that.  In 
terms of the – you know, the –  you know, we can just get it from somewhere else.  I think 
what AEMO is saying is  that there – you know, the southern supply, which New South 
Wales has relied on  - - -     - you know, there’s a real risk of shortfalls from 2024 and that’s 
put  for two reasons:  is declining production in Victoria and some of Santos’ gas from  
Moomba will be sent overseas based on long-term contracts and so on.   

So Kitto wants the panel to decide to take away a commercial operator’s risk (SANTOS’ inability to fill 
its international contracts) by providing SANTOS with a new supply in another area, at the cost of the  
the State of NSW. He also attributes need to other vague imperatives (“the Commonwealth 
Government”, “the ACCC”) into account to approve this as a strategic project in NSW, but will not 
bring into consideration the wants of other government agencies and objectors to the project, to 
reduce the downstream effects of carbon emissions and so on, in order to reject. 

AR para 526.  

As indicated in the table, the direct (Scope 1) GHG emissions from the project are small in 
comparison to total Australian emissions, representing up to 0.22% of Australia’s energy 
sector emissions and up to 0.18% of total Australian emissions.   527. Total project-related 
GHG emissions (Scopes 1 to 3) emissions are also low relative to Australian emissions, at 
approximately 0.9% of the nation’s total emissions. 

What is incredible in the AR’s misrepresentation of the climate change implications of the project. Any 
emissions will damage the nation’s signed contributions to the Paris agreement and blow our carbon 
budget.by releasing new fossil fuels emissions, Kitto says 

but it may have, you know, benefits in  terms of using gas in Asian countries and throughout 
the world in terms of helping  to, you know, transition to a low emission economy.    

Kitto represents the project as contributing minimal emissions, so its emissions can be ignored 

The same minimising logic applied to this project’s effect on domestic gas is that since it will be only 
a very small proportion of Australia’s total domestic gas market (including the gas sent overseas by 
SANTOS), its contribution to supply can also be ignored. Kitto does not make the link and use the 
same logic for both arguments. 

In terms of the projects importance in the transition to renewables, the contradiction is clear: 

AR page xvi 

peaking-gas fired power stations are likely to play a significant role in providing dispatchable 
energy to the NEM assuring a reliable and reasonably-priced supply of gas – such as the 
Narrabri Gas Project – can be secured. 

which is contradicted by Kitto on 20 July: 

transition of the national electricity market will take several – will take several years and 
require significant investment particularly in transmission infrastructure, but also 
dispatchable energy to smooth out the intermittency of – of renewables.  Now, that can be 
done in a number of ways, and it’s not clear that gas is the – you know, gas is just one of 
the choices that could be made to do that. 

So by Kitto’s own words gas is just one choice for dispatchable energy; it is not critical that gas is 
used. The AR is contradicted by DPIE, on need. 
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The Ar does not canvass this issue of ‘critical ‘ need; it is blind to the fact that  firmed renewables are 
being built and incorporated in grids around the world as those grids phase out their fossil fuel power 
stations. 

2.SANTOS: not a fit proponent? 

The Assessment Report is unaware that ironically, the proponent SANTOS is devaluing its gas, and has 
deceived this IPC hearing about this! 
SANTOS second quarter 2020 release to market Tuesday 21 July 2020, Impairment charges AUD 1 
billion in the 2020 half-year results 

... due to revised oil price assumptions ... Impairment of exploration assets... 

Santos has reduced its long-term price assumption by over 10% while also forecasting a 
slower recovery in the short to medium term. 

This IPC Panel, had a live demonstration by its CEO, of SANTOS dishonesty. 
The NGP Assessment Report’s strategic context statement, updated 9 months ago by SANTOS, says 
gas prices are increasing and SANTOS NGP can help with gas shortfalls, as a justification of this 
project. This assertion was repeated uncritically by DPIE in its address to the IPC Panel Monday 
morning 20 July. 

Later at the hearing on Monday 20 July the SANTOS CEO presented to this panel and failed to update 
the panel with explicit numbers, on SANTOS’ view on the value of gas;  

He even stated  

LNG prices will always be higher than domestic prices; 

The next day, Tuesday, this CEO announced to the market significant impairments to its gas assets 
of around a billion Australian dollars; he also gave SANTOS’ precise reductions in dollars on oil price 
estimates; he told the market SANTOS believes lower prices will have a slower recovery in the short 
to medium term. 

He certainly knew on Monday that SANTOS is writing down gas, massively, but he chose to not tell 
the panel. Any reasonable observer would say that was a lie by omission to this panel about an 
extremely critical factor in assessing the value of this gas project. It seems clear that the SANTOS 
CEO deliberately misinformed the panel. 

It is true that SANTOS is unclear or dishonest about its intentions. 

More of Monday’s SANTOS dishonesty 
Turning to the supposed gas shortages in NSW; what did the SANTOS CEO say to the panel on 
Monday 20 July, in response to a question about the viability of NGP gas in the NSW gas market?  

That today, worldwide, ...excess LNG supply is being turned off.  And here, in Australia, the 
impact of that is that some of that gas that was destined for LNG markets has been diverted 
into the domestic gas market,...  

He did not say by whom this gas is diverted (ie SANTOS), nor by whom it has been diverted the other 
way, into the LNG export market, in the recent past (ie by SANTOS). 

In fact, the ‘shortage in supply’ to NSW can be directly attributed to diversion of gas away from NSW 
by SANTOS and others in the Queensland gas market. It’s even acknowledged in the SANTOS EIS 
provided to DPIE in 2016: 

 From 2017 the majority of the gas that was previously contracted to the Cooper Basin will 
no longer be available to supply New South Wales, [because of] the diversion of gas... to 
fulfil LNG export contracts. (EIS Strategic Context p.3-2).  

He omitted to tell the panel on Monday this factual reason for domestic shortages in NSW. 
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The SANTOS CEO was deceitful and specious to the panel, in using shortages as a justification for 
the project. Again, to a reasonable observer this was a lie by omission to this panel about another 
critical factor in assessing the value of this gas project.  

So to believe this CEO’s assurance that SANTOS will direct all NGP gas into NSW would be naive. 

SANTOS acting in the Public Interest is a requirement of the project’s approval. 
Donations made by the proponent to bodies involved indirectly in the approval of this project have 
been disclosed to the Australian Electoral Office. It is on the public record that SANTOS is one of 
the largest mining industry donors to Australian political parties. The Australia Institute for instance, 
has reported this in its ’Tip of the Iceberg’ Discussion paper in 2017. 

The Australian Senate inquiry into political donations in 2015 made a recommendation to control 
donations from mining companies and several other classes of business, which was however, never 
enacted. 

SANTOS made political donations to the Liberal/Nationals which are declared in the national 
register of political donations.  

SANTOS also donated to Narrabri and has signed a VPA to give money to Narrabri which can be 
unrelated to project needs. 

Donations always create pecuniary interests and sometimes, partiality. The NSW Parliament Expert 
Panel on Political Donations, 2014, stated:  

“People are rightly suspicious about donations and their potential to influence policy and 
government decisions.” 

The Australian Senate Select Committee into the Political Influence of Donations, 2018, stated on 
p21: 

 “Political funding has the potential to undermine ... public interest ... by ‘leaving in its wake 
particular kinds of corruption’.” 

SANTOS recent ‘donations’ to Narrabri remove certainty that it has not unduly influenced process, against 
Public Interest 
This is an actual series of events which resulted in the removal of certainty that SANTOS has not 
deliberately influenced the approval process by giving money. 

1. 23 Oct 2019: SANTOS MD donates $80,000 to Narrabri clubs... says “to develop natural gas 
it’s only right to lend a hand” 

2. 26 Nov 2019: Narrabri Council debates an agenda recommendation and adds to it to read... 
“That Council support the Narrabri Gas Project”, and passes it 5:3. Note that it was not 
passed unanimously.  

3. The extended motion was moved by one councillor whose transport business benefits from 
contracts to SANTOS (another councillor whose transport business benefits from contracts 
to SANTOS abstained). 

4. 25 Feb 2020: $14.5m SANTOS VPA agreed by Narrabri Council; largest VPA ever offered 
them; $13m for various community-decided uses. 

5. 3 June 2020: CSG Moratorium bill passed by NSW Legislative Council.  
6. Narrabri Mayor writes to local MP asking him to present her SANTOS support letter to 

Parliament.  
7. 4 June 2020 the Deputy Premier (Nationals) quotes the Narrabri letter in the debate in the 

Legislative Assembly which then reverses the gas moratorium: An obstacle to SANTOS 
removed. 

8. 20 July 2020: Narrabri Mayor again at ICP hearing uses that council motion as evidence of 
Narrabri support for SANTOS. 
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This sequence of events shows the possibility that SANTOS got the ear of decision makers by 
political and community donations. When once the donations are given and accepted, it is not 
possible for DPIE or anyone else to deny that influence may have occurred at highest levels. 

When SANTOS donates a lot to the two parties in power, who can be certain that they have NOT unduly 
influenced the approval process, and shifted costs onto NSW? 
...in these key decisions affecting the SANTOS NGP strategic context, made by ministers of state 
using discretionary powers; 

• to not implement all the Chief Scientist’s CSG recommendations [up to 7/2020]. 

• to tie funding for renewables to increasing gas production in NSW; PM and NSW Premier 
make such a ‘Deal’, thus raising the imperative for NGP approval [1/20]. 

• to bring in ‘Expectations’ that IPC will consider extra policies of government authorities when 
making decisions, thus making IPC partial to government policy on gas [3/20]. 

• to direct IPC to assess Narrabri and to do it in 12 weeks; thus removing the possibility of 
delays and subsequent court action against the NGP project [3/20]. 

• Prime Minister appoints the Deputy Chairman of Strike Energy, (providing natural gas to 
support Australia’s transition to a lower-carbon future), to lead COVID-19 Coordination 
Commission, which then produces a ‘gas-led’ recovery plan and politically raises demand for 
NGP gas [3/20].  

• Planning minister begins ‘Acceleration Program’ to allow more Ministerial intervention in 
SSDs like NGP and for ‘fast-tracking’ by planning panels such as NGP [4/20]. 

• Planning minister’s DPIE supports NGP by using strong judgement calls in many criteria 
despite obvious weaknesses in public value, quality and technical detail [6/20]. 

• Resources minister brings in the Territorial Limits Bill to the NSW parliament, which is a 
device to remove ‘downstream emissions’ from consideration in approval of NSW SSDs of 
fossil fuels 

It is folly for DPIE to rely on the AR conditions of approval to control risk; expecting honesty from 
this company. 

3.Emissions: The Narrabri Gas Project goes counter to the Government’s 
Paris targets. 
The Assessment Report (AR) p.iv states it would not result in any significant impacts on...the 
environment, but global warming happens to PEL238 and the world. We all breathe the same 
atmosphere! 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which Australia reports to, says that 
stopping one CSG project is as vital as banning all use of fossil fuels. 

This project is NOT INSIGNIFICANT, contrary to the AR : a small project... the only CSG project in 
the region ... its contribution to greenhouse gases can be ignored 
AR asserts that it is a small project and the only one in the region. Exec Summary p.ix:  

First, it is a relatively small project compared to coal seam gas development in other 
jurisdictions with up to 850 gas wells to be drilled over 25 years compared to the over 6,800 
wells that have been drilled in Queensland over the last decade and the thousands of 
additional wells that are likely to be drilled in that State over the same period as the Narrabri 
Gas Project.  

Second, there is limited scope for cumulative impacts with the Narrabri Gas Project as it is 
the only coal seam gas project in the region… 
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However chart labelled Gas Infrastructure NSW from AR Fig 13 clearly shows that Narrabri is one 
part of a major Gas Resource portfolio of NSW. The inclusion of power stations excisting and 
proposed clearly indicates that Narrabri is regarded as part of an integrated fossil fuel thermal power 
network for the state. It should be treated as such in the AR. It is part of 12 Petroleum Exploration 
Licences current in NSW: 11 of them surround the NGP. The impacts will accumulate with these 
other projects. 

 

(PELs in orange; Narrabri Gas is in blue, within PEL 238). 

SANTOS PPL for this project have blue numbering, as petroleum production lease applications 
under consideration at present. Other PELs for SANTOS are shaded pale brown. In other colours 
are 11 other PELs, with ownership as listed in the legend. 

To be specific in making clear that the AR is wrong, consider that an associated company (ACM) is 
spending $9.865 million developing PELs 1 and 12 in 2020 



 

Narrabri Gas Project Objection B Laing.docx 10 August 2020Page 9 of 26 

 

The distribution of these active PELs clarifies that if this project is approved there is the likelihood 
that all other licences will result in projects similar to Narrabri. It is disingenuous for the AR to assert 
that this is the only project in the area therefore there is limited scope for cumulative impacts.  

On the contrary, suppose each of the 11 other licences goes ahead with only say 500 gas wells 
each that amounts to 6,350 wells including the Narrabri project, in this region of NSW. That is 
similar to the 6,800 wells that the report says were sunk in the past decade in Queensland and 
certainly makes Narrabri the first part of a massive CSG development in NSW on the GAB.  

PEL 1 already has 2 pilot or test wells and it is not even a project under application for production 
yet. The executive chairman of Carbon Minerals Ltd (CRM) announced to the stock market on 19 
March 2020: 
http://www.carbonminerals.com.au/Work%20Program%20and%20Budget%20for%20Calendar%20
Year%202020.pdf  

Carbon Minerals Ltd (CRM) is pleased to announce the approved program and budget for 
exploration works in New South Wales for calendar year 2020, amounting to $9.865 million. 

The objective of this program is to seek to mature contingent resources and reserves in our 
New South Wales exploration licences… 

CRM notes the recent joint announcement of a Memorandum of Understanding by the 
Commonwealth and New South Wales governments of an initiative in respect of energy 
supplies for the State, including supplies of gas. CRM has significant coal seam gas potential 
within its NSW Titles and believes that further exploration and appraisal activities within 
these areas would assist NSW in this initiative. 

The company’s website illustrates their intentions to continue joint ventures with SANTOS to expand 
the production of gas from this region, immediately south of the Narrabri project: 

http://www.carbonminerals.com.au/Work%20Program%20and%20Budget%20for%20Calendar%20Year%202020.pdf
http://www.carbonminerals.com.au/Work%20Program%20and%20Budget%20for%20Calendar%20Year%202020.pdf
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From The CRM Annual Report 2019:  

Review of Operations 

Gunnedah Basin Coal-Seam-Gas Project 

Petroleum Exploration Licences 1 and 12, NSW (Gunnedah Basin) These Titles are jointly 
held by wholly owned subsidiary, Australian Coalbed Methane Pty Ltd (ACM) and Santos 
QNT Pty Ltd (Santos). ACM holds a 35% interest in the Titles and Santos holds the 
remaining 65%. Exploration is carried out under a joint arrangement with Santos being the 
project Operator. 

There is no doubt that the AR has ignored the information that PELs 1, 12 and 238 are undergoing 
preparation to be producing gas as soon as regulatory constraints are removed. NGP could be fairly 
portrayed as a Trojan Horse for the expansion of gas extraction over a large area of NSW. 

Effect on Global Warming is cumulative including this project. 
In general the AR puts out logic that because this is a smaller project than many CSG/Queensland/US 
projects, 

para 394, p79,  

its contribution to greenhouse gases can be ignored and its effect on biodiversity and assets 
can be ignored.  

That is a logic of induction argument which is problematic. On this logic, it can be regarded as a waste 
of time to encourage a single household to install rooftop solar because it contribution to the reduction 
of national emissions is so small as to be negligible.  

The worldwide approach to GHG emission reduction is to use all possible large and small scale 
strategies for reduction. Everything counts. Stopping one CSG project is as vital a banning all use of 
fossil fuels. 

SANTOS aligns its business with a nominal global warming figure of less than 2 degrees of warming 
by 2050. This is far above the Paris Agreement goal of 1.5 degrees. The Nationally Determined 
Contributions from each nation however, will allow for a rise of far more than 2 degrees and the world 
average by 2016 had already reached 1.3 degrees.  
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So it is clear that the SANTOS aspirations are based on the failure of the Paris Agreement. This is 
risky corporate behaviour and the Project AR does not explore how such an attitude is sustainable in 
a gas producer. 

This minimising logic has many other implications; for instance the total tonnage of salt waste 
produced from CSG in the region AR para 393 on p.79 says 

 “The WEP notes that the salt quantity produced as a ratio of produced water would be 
considerably higher for the project (average 11.5 tonnes per ML of produced water) 
compared to existing Queensland operations (between 3.8 to 4.6 tonnes per ML). However, 
the total amount of salt produced by the project would be much smaller than these 
operations (i.e. up to 5.5 million tonnes) due to the smaller size of the project relative to 
Queensland projects.”  

This is comparing one project in NSW to all projects in Queensland so again it is disingenuous and 
possibly deceptive to say “due to the smaller size of the project.” Once other likely projects start 
production the salt waste will be even more problematic. 

4.Waste GHGs: Crucial game-changer, likely high so won’t help reduce 
emissions transitioning from coal. 
Despite its importance for the strategic justification to reduce emissions given in AR, the gas’s CO2 
content is trivialised in AR.  

Waste CO2  , a GHG, will be released in standard primary treatment on site. 

No detailed likely percentages by proponent in AR, claiming commercial in confidence despite 
public data from test bores in the PEL by Eastern Star or SANTOS. This secrecy is not challenged 
in the AR.  

The Department of Planning Assessment Report (AR) lacks integrity in accepting the SANTOS 
assertions on a critical factor; the percentage of the GHG, CO2 in the project’s gas. Publicly 
available data from the project area on CO2 in the project’s gas indicates it could be on average 
about 60%, which makes it both uneconomic and almost as dangerous as coal. DIGS® (Digital 
Imaging Geological System) of the Geological Survey of NSW, Department of Planning, Industry 
and Environment 

This is reliably estimated as more like 25-30% CO2, approaching the level of emissions from coal 
and discounting any supposed advantage in ameliorating global warming though the use of CSG. 
Reliable data such as the Whitehaven EIS for its Narrabri coal mine that gas from that coal seam 
was analysed to average 90% CO2 and only 10 % methane, and from other public data on gas 
wells over the whole of the SANTOS licence area where 40 to 60% CO2 in the gas is not unusual. 

If such a key piece of data for the economic viability and supposed environment justification of the 
project is so easily contested, what faith can an assessment panel have in other, less significant 
data? 

The industry is frank about this. A technical note from the Carbon Minerals website:  

Coal Seam Gas (CSG) is a form of natural gas, and is variously known as seam gas, coal 
seam methane (CSM) and coalbed methane (CBM), but is probably best described as seam 
gas as it may contain gases other than methane.  Carbon dioxide is a common (and 
undesirable) component, and indeed in some areas may be the sole gas present.  The 
desired seam gas is thus that which is high in methane.  Where the methane content is 
around 98%, the gas is termed pipeline quality.  Where methane content is significantly 
lower than this, beneficiation (stripping) processes may be required, and if the stripped gas 
is largely carbon dioxide, additional costs will be incurred in its disposal.  

That is, anything over 2% of CO2 will be detrimental to the economics and emissions. 

From Michael West Media at https://www.michaelwest.com.au/battle-for-narrabri-report-claims-
santos-gas-field-emissions-approach-coal/  

https://www.michaelwest.com.au/battle-for-narrabri-report-claims-santos-gas-field-emissions-approach-coal/
https://www.michaelwest.com.au/battle-for-narrabri-report-claims-santos-gas-field-emissions-approach-coal/
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Santos has told its shareholders and regulators, in order to justify the Narrabri Gas Project, 

that the 850-well coal seam gas project represents a low‑carbon transitional fuel for New 
South Wales. The company says in its recent 2020 Climate Change Report: 

“natural gas produces 50% less greenhouse gas emissions than coal when used to generate 
electricity”. 

However, The North West Protection Advocacy Group used public data from those drillholes to 
show the likely high CO2 contamination of the gas. The drillholes data is easily accessed on the 
web from the DIGS database run by Geoscience NSW. Well Completion Reports with gas 
composition data on DIGS, drilled and tested over a period between 1998 and 2014 from the 
Gunnedah Basin: 

 

This report reveals that when factoring in the previously unaccounted-for carbon dioxide emissions 
of the Narrabri gas project, Santos’ claims are unable to be substantiated. The chart below 
illustrates this: 
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Note the NGP emissions bar is almost as long as for coal. Why is such public DIGS data not 
considered important in the AR? Report author Dr Grogan says, 

“This calls into question the quality of the resource and the cost of developing it. Santos 
would need to extract and vent this CO2 in order to meet user and NSW pipeline 
requirements, and resulting in large greenhouse gas emissions due to the vented carbon 
dioxide.” 

 “The implications of the high CO2 for Santos’ greenhouse gas emissions and the project 
economics are significant. Examination of the data reveals in-ground CO2 averaging more 
than twice that assumed by the company in its EIS.” 

“For 70 petajoules of sales gas, in excess of one million tonnes per annum of carbon dioxide 
would be a by-product of coal seam gas production at the Narrabri Gas Project, if approved,” 

High CO2 levels in coal seams of Narrabri-Pilliga Forest were publicly flagged by Whitehaven Coal 
in 2010. Whitehaven indicated in an Environmental Impact Assessment for its Narrabri coal mine 
that gas from the coal seam averaged 90% CO2 and 10% CH4. 

The conclusion, according to Dr Grogan, is that gas emissions at Narrabri will approach the level of 
coal emissions: 

“Applying internationally accepted factors for fugitive methane emissions for gas production 
and taking into account the 25%-30% CO2 content, total greenhouse gas emissions from 
the actual production and use for electricity generation of gas in the coal seams at Narrabri 
would actually approach those of coal.” 

This data is not addressed in any depth in the AR. There is only weak information for the IPC Panel. 

5.AR statements that the NGP is critical for energy security are outdated 
• In 2020, Institutional Investors and utilities are not developing gas energy;  

• NSW second largest super fund, First State Super, (9 July 2020); it will “exclude companies 
that source more than 20% of their operational revenue from coal, oil and gas.” Its thermal 
coal assets will divest by October 2020. 

• Information dates quickly in 2020: Shell, 30/6/2020: “In order to enhance our disclosures and 
market communications, a quarterly press release will be published as of the second quarter 



 

Narrabri Gas Project Objection B Laing.docx 10 August 2020Page 14 of 26 

2020, in addition to the quarterly ... results”. The AR uses data from years ago and is very 
outdated in such a rapidly changed market. 

• New Morrison/Berejiklian ‘deal’ of 31/1/2020: to get $ for network upgrades requires NSW to 
inject an additional 70 petajoules of gas per year into the east coast market and support... new 
generation projects [in gas/coal]; this is a new reason for the government to want NGP; it is a 
political reason, not security of supply. 

The AR SANTOS Strategic context update is wrong: Gas prices are at record lows 

 

Stranded 3. Gas markets are changing as production plans MUST reconcile with Paris 
commitments. Stopping Narrabri would help Australia make it! 
From the AR, by AEMO: 

 

Worldwide gas production excess, projected to 2050 in an analysis by the organisation Global 
Witness: 

The fall in gas prices over recent years and months as monitored by Standard and Poor is illustrated 
in the Guardian on 7 July 2020 https://www.theguardian.com/business/2020/jul/07/multibillion-dollar-
gas-projects-in-jeopardy-as-global-market-collapses 

 

Prices are at their lowest for more than a decade. 
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Data by the Integrated Assessment Modeling Consortium (IAMC) and the associated web-
databases hosted by the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA). 

The blue and black lines are analogous to what the SANTOS chart shows as Australian demand; 
unconstrained increase regardless of government commitment to the Paris targets. This is just one 
analysis but no such comparison is given in the SANTOS strategic context update. 

Without further gas extraction we actually would align with Paris!  

An Analysis by  Global Witness analysis continues: 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT IN NEW FIELDS IS INCOMPATIBLE WITH 1.5°C   

Our analysis compared average oil and gas demand in the IPCC scenarios that are not 
reliant on high levels of future carbon capture or removal with industry production forecasts.ii 
It found that over the next decade:  

Any production from new oil and gas fields, beyond those already in production or 
development, is incompatible with limiting warming to 1.5°C.  

All of the $4.9 trillion forecast capex in new oil and gas fields is incompatible with limiting 
warming to 1.5°C.  

9% of oil and 6% of gas production forecast from existing fields is incompatible with limiting 
warming to 1.5°C.  

The oil and gas industry is at a crucial turning point. Capex has fallen by over a third since 
2014, largely because of a slump in oil prices.iii Yet it is forecast to rise by over 85% over 
the next decade, reaching over $1 trillion a year.4 Two thirds of that investment is set to take 
place in new fields where development has not yet started and investments have not yet 
been sanctioned. 

Investors are using scenarios to assess the risks they face from the energy transition, in line 
with the recommendations of the Taskforce on Climate-related Financial Disclosures 
(TCFD).16 At present, they are at risk of substantially underestimating those risks by relying 
on scenarios that fail to limit warming to 1.5°C and rely excessively on carbon capture and 
removal.  
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The scenario most widely used by investors is the International Energy Agency’s (IEA) 
Sustainable Development Scenario (SDS),17 which the IEA claims is aligned with the Paris 
goalsiv.18 However, analysis by Oil Change International has shown that the SDS can only 
be considered to be on track for 1.5°C - 1.8°C if it assumes the use of CDR technologies at 
levels considered unrealistic by both the IEA and the IPCC.19 In fact the SDS has the same 
emissions trajectory as the IEA’s previous ‘450’ scenario, which only gave a 50% chance of 
limiting warming to 2°C. 20   

Oil and gas companies’ scenarios also include highly questionable assumptions about these 
echnologies. For example, Carbon Tracker found that Shell’s 2°C scenario would require 
“some 10,000 large-scale carbon capture and storage facilities to be built over the timeframe 
(more than one every other day for the next 50 years).”21  

Such scenarios push the boundaries of plausibility and do not serve as a credible guide to 
alignment with the Paris goals.   

This is real information, relevant to the SANTOS context, making clear that the AR analysis of global 
markets is both outdated and misrepresentative of context. 

DPIE portrays NGP gas as profitable, in a static market, which is untrue 
The AR inadequately exposes that Capital Investment in gas is high risk and as such is counter to 
public interest.  

CSG not secure; gas projects are likely to become stranded assets as is happening in Europe. 
Massive investments by SANTOS at its LNG plant in Gladstone QLD was set up in times of higher 
gas prices. The companies are scrambling now to get gas supplies secured on the cheap to stay 
economic. 

The large multinationals are devaluing their gas assets worldwide in the past two months of 2020: 

 BP’s de-carbonization, (22/6/2020, as reported in Fortune, 25/6/2020): began to ... not 
exploit some existing resources, as … its long-term commitment to reach “net zero” 
emissions by 2050 ...The first round of write-downs ...to equal between $13 billion and $17.5 
billion [of gas assets] ...It also said it was ... undergoing a review of its exploration assets—in 
other words, whether it will drill for oil in its unexploited sites. 

 Shell’s write-down: 30 June 2nd Quarter 2020 Update Note: ... to support the 
decarbonization of its energy product mix, ... driven by the change in long-term prices with ... 
a changed view on the development attractiveness ... Impairment charges... for  Integrated 
Gas $8 – $9 billion, primarily in Australia. 

 Woodside’s ASX Announcement 14 July: Impairment $3.92 billion ... 80% losses are due to 
the significant and immediate reduction in oil and natural gas prices assumed up to 2025, ... 
Additional contributors are increased longer term demand uncertainty ... and macroeconomic 
dynamics, and increased risk of higher carbon pricing.... 2020 will challenge all participants 
in the global energy sector and we expect to see adjustment of capital allocation priorities by 
other asset owners... 

 Origin’s ASX Announcement 15 July: Origin expects to recognise an impairment relating to 
its share of Australia Pacific LNG of $720 - 770 million... charge of $440 - $460 million post-
tax (US$ 300 – US$315 million) relating to an onerous contract provision associated with 
Cameron LNG. Since the last assessment at 31 December 2019, the primary changes in 
assumptions relate to a reduction in JKM LNG prices reflecting weaker medium-term 
demand and moderately lower long-term prices  

SANTOS? Also writing down its gas assets...see point 2 on page 5 of this submission. 

6.The AR doesn’t explore alternatives to gas in saying gas is necessary to 
transition.  
Worldwide, utilities retire fossil fuel assets without ‘bridges to renewables’:  NSW does not need 
‘bridges’ either, but the AR makes an ignorant and facile assumption that it does. 
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There are utilities of similar size to the NSW market which are retiring gas at the same time as 
transferring generation to renewables. 

For example: NextEra Energy, Florida USA (22 April 2020) 
22 April 2020 Quarterly Earnings release by NextEra Energy, the largest renewable energy 
producer in USA describes how it is retiring gas and coal power in its Florida Power and Light (FPL) 
utilities by massive solar and wind investment coupled with the world’s largest battery: (NextEra 
Energy reports first-quarter 2020 financial results, Press release Page 4): 

The combined Ten Year Site Plan projects an approximately 70% increase in the amount of 
zero emission electricity that is generated in 2029, relative to 2019, as a result of FPL's 
continued rapid expansion of solar energy... 

The Ten Year Site Plan also highlights other efforts to supply customers with clean and 
affordable energy, including...deploying approximately 1,200 MW of battery storage, 
eliminating essentially all of the coal from the integrated system and eliminating the 
combined-cycle natural gas plants at FPL and Gulf Power that were previously 
expected to be constructed in the middle of this decade. 

…NextEra Energy Resources … in the first quarter of 2020… added 1,590 MW of 
renewables projects …, including approximately 600 MW of wind, 420 MW of solar, 113 MW 
of wind repowering projects and 457 MW of battery storage. NextEra Energy's battery 
storage investments in 2021 are now expected to exceed $1 billion, which the company 
believes would be the largest-ever annual battery storage investment by any power 
company in the world. 

The red highlight text illustrates that major gas plants intended to be new transition-to-renewables 
plants are being cancelled, as the renewables investments expand and storage is incorporated into 
the grid. This is in a state with humid air and afternoon cloud; seemingly not ideal for solar power 
generation. NSW could do the same, on the same scale. 

A second example: Tucson Electric Power Co., Arizona  USA;  
Arizone has and Energy use similar to NSW. Tucson EP 2020 Integrated Resource Plan, June 26, 
2020, for 15 years from 2020 to 2035 

The Tucson Electric Power Company (TEP); 2020 Integrated Resource Plan, June 26, 2020, sets 
out an energy plan for 15 years from 2020 to 2035 and includes transition to renewables on a scale 
comparable to what would be necessary in NSW. The large coal-fired power stations in NSW are of 
comparable size to those used by TEP.: 

Page 174: 

 

Coal and Gas 
retire

Renewables add 
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Large amounts of generation by renewables are added (Green oval) and there is the retirement of 
225 MW of natural gas production. Gas is not seen as necessary for transition. In detail, the plan 
shows which assets are retired or built: 

 

Note the retirement of local gas turbine generation by 2027. Gas is not seen as necessary at local 
level for the transition to renewables. 

Energy security: NSW sidelines gas: 10 July 2020; committed to two regional Renewable Energy Zones 
(REZ) giving 11 GW; which equals the coal shut-down 

 

Chart from NSW Government;  Integrated System Plan March 2018, showing the massive amount of 
renewables already committed and to be in operation for base load in the next few years as coal 
generation is retired. Transmission upgrades and firmed renewables are incorporated into the plans. 

Kitto said on 20 July: 

all those scenarios acknowledge that renewable energy will be the cheapest way to provide 
the energy.   The critical aspect is you can’t do that development without upgrades to the 
transmission network and by providing dispatchable energy at the same time.  So it is a bit 
of a cat’s cradle but certainly no one is saying – no one is saying – you know, I don’t think 
anyone has a crystal ball, you know, to work out exactly what the future – what the future 
holds, and, certainly, there are a range of uncertainties about how, you know, that transition 
will occur over the next 20 to 30 years. 



 

Narrabri Gas Project Objection B Laing.docx 10 August 2020Page 19 of 26 

Out of this confused speech two ideas are clear: 

1. Either the NSW government is fumbling in the dark and they need the NGP just in case things 
don’t work out, or the state has that crystal ball and is planning for its renewable future through 
the REZ plans. 

2. Either the DPIE is right and it will take 20-30 years to transition to renewables, or the already 
allocated REZ generation will happen in far less time and the NGP will be a stranded asset.  

The DPIE is clearly blindsided and should be disregarded when it says gas is necessary for the 
transition. 

The AR is partially blind: there are so many clean dispatchable alternatives to gas in grid balancing 
The AR has not considered very strong alternatives to gas which are in use or development in 
Australia or around the world: 

1. Firmed Variable RE; Renewables, co-located with storage eg. Kennedy Energy Park, N.Qld  

2. Virtual Power Plants supply base switchable load from vast numbers of solar rooftop units 
linked across cities, using Demand Response Management (DRM) 

3. Enhanced storage: mega batteries, liquid-air batteries, compressed air, salt-storage, pumped 
hydro 

4. Aluminium smelters used as reverse batteries by contracted DRM (already ad hoc at Tomago 
NSW) 

5. Planned D R M on large scale 

ARENA has more firmed renewable possibilities at https://arena.gov.au/projects/dispatchable-
renewable-electricity-options/ 

Some viable alternatives are available of-the-shelf such as the ‘liquid air battery’ by Highview Power 
in UK.  For the city of Greater Manchester this company is building a ‘Liquid-Air battery’ for grid 
balancing, being built by 2022 at Trafford, UK 

 

This uses existing cryo technology and has the same energy storage capacity as the mega-battery in 
South Australia. The AR is unaware of such easy and quick alternatives to building gas generators. 
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7.Biodiversity Impacts are understated, particularly Fragmentation of Forest  

Fragmentation of forest is the way gas mining is done, like at the Roma Project in Qld; by 
SANTOS and others 
Fragmentation: the AR markedly understates the project’s disturbance to the Pilliga Forest 
biodiversity values. Aerial views of the forest area show that fragmentation and CSG infrastructure 
will disturb far more than would be imagined from bland text and tables in the AR. 

To give a picture of the fragmentation effect in unconventional gas production it is useful to see gas 
extraction effects near Roma, Queensland, taken from Google Earth images. This area is the Surat 
Basin and is mainly used by SANTOS for unconventional gas extraction. It is now in production 
stage and gives a picture of the fragmentation of forest that results from unconventional gas 
extraction: 

 

This is not an Australian phenomenon; it is part of natural gas extraction wherever it happens and 
has been researched in depth; research not referred to in the EIS or AR. For example the USGS 
researched fragmentation effects in Pennsylvania since 2005. The aerial images are similar to that 
seen on SANTOS operations in Queensland and are also what is likely for the Narrabri gas project. 
(From Slonecker, E.T., Milheim, L.E., Roig-Silva, C.M., and Malizia, A.R., 2013, Landscape 
consequences of natural gas extraction in Allegheny and Susquehanna Counties, Pennsylvania, 
2004–2010: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2013–1025, 34 p., 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2013/1025. Page 3) : 

Prior to development: 2012 After well installation: 2016 

  

West of Wandoan, adjacent to  Scotia gas field E149 30’ S 26 16’ 
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 The paper describes this effect in this way: 

With the accompanying areas of disturbance, well pads, new roads, and pipelines from both 
types of natural gas wells, the effect on the landscape is often dramatic. Figure 2 shows an 
example of a pattern of landscape change from forest to forest interspersed with gas 
extraction infrastructure. These landscape effects have consequences for the ecosystems, 
wildlife, and human populations that are co-located with natural gas extraction activities. 

The change from forest to forest with gas extraction infrastructure is profound and easily seen from 
above.  

The USGS and other research into fragmentation highlights the increase in patches of forest as the 
key indicator of ecological disturbance.  

The EIS Appendix J1 includes a brief discussion of edge effects and fragmentation but gives no 
data on likely increase in the number of patches in forested lands, nor in the changes in 
percentages of edge forest and interior forest. No mapping of the probable sites of wells or access 
tracks is provided by the proponent so it is not possible to accurately evaluate any of the 
proponent’s assertions about edge effects and fragmentation for the project.  

EIS P128/9: This seems nonsensical: 

Due to the nature of the fragmentation caused by the project (by narrow linear features), the 
removal of habitat is not considered to be at a scale likely to result in the permanent isolation 
or fragmentation of populations with species still able to disperse between patches. 

… The impact of fragmentation has been considered for each threatened species 
considered potentially or known to occur in the study area. Calculating the ability of each 
flora species to continue to pollinate and of each fauna species to move through the habitat 



 

Narrabri Gas Project Objection B Laing.docx 10 August 2020Page 22 of 26 

with the additional fragmentation required understanding on the dispersal potential of each 
species and the magnitude of the clearing in comparison to this dispersal potential. 

However the AR minimises and downplays the effect by focusing on total area disturbed rather than 
the broad spatial distribution of the disturbance. The AR does not use the word fragmentation at all 
on page xv of the exec summary where biodiversity impacts and offsets are assessed.  

The Department supports these measures and notes that there is extensive scope to reduce 
the biodiversity impacts of the project during detailed design; and particularly to avoid 
impacts on threatened species and communities, principally through the careful siting of well 
pads and associated infrastructure and use of directional-drilling. In this regard, the 
Department notes that, on average, there would be one well pad of approximately one 
hectare for every 225 hectares of the site.   

It also notes that the biodiversity impacts of the project are likely to be distributed broadly 
across the large project area and are likely to be mitigated, to a large extent, by the 
progressive rehabilitation of the site. 

As such it seems to be biasing it information, without rationale, to trivialise the disturbance. In fact it 
asserts without discussion that conservation is not a priority over the project area: 

Consequently, there is greater strategic support for the use of this land for the project that 
(sic) there is for its permanent protection for conservation. 

The inadequacy iof this is obvious in that the area under the project of higher conservation value 
need different approach from areas which have been under agriculture for long periods. 

Instead it states without evidence (p 144) 

The impacts of the project (including fragmentation and edge effects) have been shown to 
be unlikely to significantly impact threatened species or ecological communities. This is 
primarily due to the small proportion of habitat being removed relative to that retained in the 
wider study area; the removal of habitat not being at a scale likely to result in the isolation 
or fragmentation of populations; that the project is unlikely to result in invasive species or 
diseases becoming established; and that progressive rehabilitation of disturbed areas will 
be implemented as part of the project. 

The AR is insufficient to assess the project in regard to this significant biodiversity effect. That may 
seem to be not critical for the decision about approval but it is salutary to be reminded of the IPCC 
statements about how nations must approach climate change mitigation; through landscape-specific 
mitigation at all scales: 

From the IPCC 2019 annual report: 

B.5 

Sustainable land management, including sustainable forest management, can prevent and 
reduce land degradation, … at scales from individual farms to entire watersheds, can 
provide cost effective, immediate, and long-term benefits to communities … 

B.7 

…All assessed modelled pathways that limit warming to 1.5ºC or well below 2°C require 
land-based mitigation and land-use change, with most including different combinations of 
reforestation, afforestation, reduced deforestation, … 

Enabling response options 

C.1 

Appropriate design of policies, institutions and governance systems at all scales can 
contribute to land-related adaptation and mitigation ... Mutually supportive climate and land 
policies have the potential to save resources, amplify social resilience, support ecological 
restoration, and foster engagement and collaboration between multiple stakeholders 
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The importance of all mutually supportive policies is clear and the degradation that the Pilliga Forest 
fragmentation represents is to be avoided if Australia is to retain its biodiversity and meet its Paris 
Agreement commitments. 

So the concluding statement on p144 is seriously weakened by failure to take into account research 
on fragmentation which is specific to CSG  development and which shows significant impacts. The 
applicability of such research is not canvassed; in relation to the additional impact of fragmentation 
on a forest which is already under environmental stress. 

Section 6.12 Impacts to OEH Estate 

P144  The impacts of the project (including fragmentation and edge effects) have been 
shown to be unlikely to significantly impact threatened species or ecological communities. 
This is primarily due to the small proportion of habitat being removed relative to that retained 
in the wider study area; the removal of habitat not being at a scale likely to result in the 
isolation or fragmentation of populations; that the project is unlikely to result in invasive 
species or diseases becoming established; and that progressive rehabilitation of disturbed 
areas will be implemented as part of the project. 

An example of fragmentation effects not addressed is the suggestion in the EIS Section 7.5.3, p7-15 
that unamended treated water will be used for irrigation in forested areas on non-agricultural land. 
The EPA response to submissions criticises this intention of SANTOS.  

The potential environmental impact of Salt Adsorption Ratio for this option is not 
assessed…There are other potential issues…including…impacts on native vegetation and 
on weed management….The forestry soils in the projects area have not been …assessed 
for irrigation suitability. 

The EPA recommends that a detailed assessment be required before this use could be 
supported. 

This is an edge effect along the kilometres of access and service tracks that will be created and as 
such is a fragmentation effect that is not addressed.  

A second example of fragmentation effects not addressed is in relation to bushfire risk. Fragmented 
forest is by definition more likely to increase fire risk by intrusion of heat or flame sources and 
flammable materials in and around the fragmenting tracks, well pads, service lines and other 
infrastructure. The Rural Fire Service concludes in its comment on the RTS: 

1.All above ground gas extraction, transport, processing and ancillary facilities shall be 

located outside modelled flame length from potential forest fires; ‑ the proponent appears to 
dismiss the comment saying that protection is not realistic or necessary. This needs to be 
addressed in terms of risk: likelihood and consequence and include relevant scenario 
analysis. 

2. All gas extraction transport, processing and ancillary facilities shall be engineered to with 
stand the modelled radiant heat exposure. Proposed infrastructure shall be ‘certified’ by a 

registered and practicing engineer for that related field of work; ‑ the proponent appears to 
dismiss the comment saying that protection is not realistic or necessary. This needs to be 
addressed in terms of risk: likelihood and consequence and include relevant scenario 
analysis. 
 

The RFS subsequent Advice on Supplementary RTS on 11 June 2019 confirm in detail that the 
project AR remains deficient in addressing this critical risk. SANTOS has clearly not satisfactorily 
considered the fire risks in placing gas production infrastructure in the Pilliga forest. 

Fragmentation: a bird’s eye view of disturbance to the Pilliga Forest 
The AR doesn’t give us an unobstructed view of what the Pilliga Forest areas look like at present, so 
it’s necessary to take our own look and visualise the disturbance to come with this project. 

The AR doesn’t show us the 425 well pads’ distribution so this helps:  
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Narrabri: a bird’s eye view 

 

Join the dots! It’s like dicing a tomato; hard to repair... 

This is an artist’s impression only: Google Earth image of the landscape southwest of Narrabri , 
including the approximate Project Area. The darker areas are forest contiguous with the Pilliga Scrub. 
The Pilliga East SCA is at the bottom edge of the image. 

There are 425 dots within the area which are indicative of the disturbance of the Project’s well pads, 
of size and spacings as in AR p9-10. Possible locations of access tracks and service connections are 
shown in grey. 

Forest patches fragmented by the development can be imagined as polygons between the dots. 

Infrastructure corridors are also indicated similar to the AR Fig 3 p6.; Leewood to Wilga Pk in orange 
and Leewood to Bibblewindi in purple. 

With the PELs 1, 12 and 238 surrounding this project  being actively promoted, the fragmentation may 
look like this all over the Pilliga in future. 
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In Conclusion 

Let me use an analogy, to bring home to the panel what it looks like from out here, for the IPC to be using 
an outdated, weak and biased AR 
The IPC panel are three  males over 50 (no females...), hoping for a productive and healthy three 
decades or so of life ahead. Think of the AR data like your own medical data and history.  

Would you want your GP to address your RISK of prostate cancer by using PSA test and other 
diagnostic data from last year, or even from 2017 or 2012? 

A doctor who gives a patient a clean bill of health based on old/inadequate data could find 
themselves being sued for damages when a short time later prostate cancer is detected.  

Get this blunt analogy? 

Q: Who wants this Panel to use this deficient AR?  

A:  The DPIE (!), but not many of the respondents, expert and non-expert! Most are incredulous at 
the DPIE’s use of SANTOS’ half-truths and re-worked old stuff, to support the executive summary 
and its conclusion that NGP is approvable! 

... In this analogy, let’s evaluate the AR... 
• Parts of the EIS and other key data provided by the proponent are more than 4 years 

old (eg. Cost-benefit analysis; 2016). 

• The AR assumes the context is relatively static, whereas it has changed markedly in 
recent months; spatially, temporally, economically and philosophically. 

• factors which are key assessment criteria have demonstrably changed by the week, 
in 2020. 

• this very month of July 2020 has seen the strategic context turn on its head but the 
AR by its very nature as an assembled document cannot capture that strategic 
change. 

• this assessment process both delays and damages once-robust data, but as well,  

• climate change and COVID-19 have together altered most assumptions on which the 
worth of this project is assessed, in the last few paragraphs of the Executive 
Summary. 

Which leaves this panel hearing to be the only repository of the up-to-date and rich information 
relevant to this project, while the AR is mostly rendered irrelevant, as established to this panel 
unequivocally by others with relevant expertise and standing. 

...Experts say the risks require a NO 
• The risks are certainly so great that the application of the precautionary principle is required 

by any careful look at available CURRENT relevant data on climate change and 
groundwater risks, which mostly contradicts the AR.  

• Approving this project will put Australia in breach of its obligations to the Paris Agreement 
(Prof. Will Steffen to the IPC panel, 23 July) 

• The vast majority of the IPC hearing’s contributors, in their deep dislike and distrust of this 
project, have demonstrated the lack of a social licence and foreshadowed that approval of 
NGP and approval of its pipeline would be contested by unprecedented community 
resistance. 

• ...that ‘battleground’ inevitably will most likely require the NSW government to buy out the 
approved project at taxpayers’ cost and to SANTOS’ benefit... as it has had to do with 
another fossil fuel project. 
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This IPC Panel is the community’s chance to turn the political manipulation tables over on the politicians 
who wheeled out this project 
Not only should the IPC reject this project but the rejection needs to be framed on grounds and with 
evidence that are transferable, into the rejection of ANY future fossil fuel project in Australia. 

DPIE/SANTOS are trying to roll a CSG ‘Trojan Horse’ into Northwest NSW. The rejection by this 
panel needs to climb into that horse and destroy the falsities inside. Then turn it round and roll it 
back out to DPIE carrying such clear and powerful rejection reasons inside, that the IPC’s SANTOS 
decision will be remembered in history because it made all future fossil fuel projects unapprovable in 
NSW; it became the first reverse Trojan Horse! 

That is the challenge for the panel members: 

To make the rejection invincible to the inevitable counter-attack by the DPIE and Ministers, so that 
the NGP never happens. 

(Yes, they really will attack; the ‘Territorial Limits Bill’, which will disallow the use of downstream 
emissions as grounds for IPC refusal of fossil fuel projects, is awaiting a vote in parliament; they do 
manipulate the regulatory system, in line with what their donors want and their parties’ bond to the 
fossil fuel industry) 

Great skills and commitment to truth, are needed here for the sake of all our descendants. 

NGP can be refused because cheap renewables will prevail anyway so let us get on with it 
undistracted by NGP, which if chosen to proceed, would give us this time-bomb: 

 

 

 


