Presentation by Deidre Stuart on Wollongong Coal Ltd’s’ proposed
Russell Vale Undergound Expansion Plan (MP09_0013) to IPC.
October 2020 Note written, more formal detailed submission, referred to below, submitted separately.
Good Morning Commissioners, and Counsel,
I am speaking to you today representing my family. We reside in Wollongong, and we desire a
long-term, safe and prosperous future living in this region.
I understand that it is your duty to make a decision on this project, that is consistent with the NSW
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act, which means consistent with the intent of the Act, as
outlined in its objects in Section 1.3.
I ask you to REJECT this project on the grounds that it will fail several of these objects.
NSW Planning’s Assessment Report spends less than one page (in Appendix D, page A16)
discussing this project against the Act’s relevant objects.
Their assessment is not only very limited, it is also very biased with misleading framing.
For example, their assessment mostly compares the current proposal against earlier
proposal versions, rather than against no ongoing coal mining at Russell Vale.

Given my 5-minute limit, I draw your attention to only, the first two listed objects in the Act:
The first object is:

(a) to promote the social AND economic welfare of the community AND a better environment by
the proper management, development and conservation of the State’s natural and other
resources,
I point out to you, the use of the word AND rather than OR.
What this means is that even if you consider that the project promotes the social and economic
welfare of the community – and I do not accept this at all the first object also means that your decision should be consistent with promoting a better
environment.
Presumably, trying to address the “better environment” requirement of this first object, Planning’s
assessment report writes that the project
would involve substantial improvements to the surface facilities
operations to minimise noise and air impacts on the community
But this compares this proposal only to earlier proposal versions – clearly false framing as I
mentioned earlier.
When more appropriately compared to no-coal-mining situation, this proposal cannot be argued to
promote a better environment since among other adverse impacts, it would contribute to global
heating, perpetuate fossil-fuels use, and further damage the water catchment and ecosystems.
So this proposal fails to meet the first object.

The second object is

(b) to facilitate ecologically sustainable development by integrating relevant economic,
environmental and social considerations in decision-making about environmental planning and
assessment,
The Australian National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development defines ESD
as:
using, conserving and enhancing the community's resources so that ecological processes,
on which life depends, are maintained, and the total quality of life, now and in the future,
can be increased
And some generally accepted principles of ESD include:
Integration principle,
A long-term perspective,
A global perspective,
Intra-generational and inter-generational equity,
Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity,
Harm prevention,
Precautionary principle,
Internalising externalised costs.
I argue in my written submission in more detail that this proposal is utterly inconsistent with ESD
principles, in contrast to Planning’s statement that it is consistent.
Planning does not even bother to assess the project against each principle of ESD in an attempt to
demonstrate its consistency. That is really NOT OKAY.
I listened to proceedings yesterday and heard Counsel say repeatedly that you cannot consider
whether the proponent WCL is fit and proper. I say to you instead, today, that the Australian
Commonwealth, State and Local laws and institutions designed to protect our environment – that
is, our public environmental governance systems – are not fit for purpose. Clearly they are not up
to the task of protecting our environment or ensuring compliance with development approvals.
This was evident in what you heard yesterday about this mine, and it is evident in the damning
interim findings of the second review of the EPBC Act. This is the real world we live in. And this
is the reality that you also need to include in your decision making about this project. This reality is
as real as any estimate of jobs or emissions. There can be no facilitation of ESD without good
governance.
But I also wondered, and so I ask you Commissioners this:
If the Law’s object is to facilitate ESD,
then does that require that approved projects should be consistent with ESD principles only,
or does it require that approved projects are consistent with ESD principles and also facilitate
ESD?
When I considered this question, I could not imagine a project that I considered was consistent
with ESD principles that did not also facilitate ESD in some ongoing way.
In the context of this RV proposal, I find that not only does this project not comply with ESD
principles, this project also does not facilitate ESD in any way. Rather, the proponent has already
made clear they intend to exploit further coal seams – leading to further adverse social and
environmental impacts. This is not a pathway to a sustainable future. Everyone here knows this.
SO this proposal fails the second object as well.

I ask, Commissioners, that your decision will be consistent with the objects of the NSW
EP&A Act. And that you reject this proposal.
Thank you for your time.
Principles of Ecological Sustainability
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