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Dear Commissioners, 

Submission to the Independent Planning Commission concerning the 

additional information provided by Department of Planning and Environment 

The Maules Creek Branch of the Country Women’s Association of New South Wales 

wishes to comment on the additional information recently provided to the 

Independent Planning Commission by the Department of Planning and Environment. 

This is called “Narrabri Underground Mine Stage 3 Extension Project Response to IPC 

information request and tabled Lock the Gate questions,” dated 28 February 2022 and 

authored by Mr Clay Preshaw, Executive Director of the Energy, Resources and 

Industry Assessments. 

We are motivated to respond to this Response to Information Request  due to a 

number of very concerning falsehoods and mis-information contained therein 

(although we are unsure exactly which department and who is responsible, as Mr 

Preshaw is the signatory, while the response itself is from the Dept of Planning and 

Environment). 

Most galling of all the claims made in the Preshaw/DPE Response to IPC information 

request and tabled Lock the Gate questions, is the statement that: 

“Further, the Department has a dedicated compliance team that regularly 

reviews the environmental performance of these mines to ensure they 

operate in accordance with the conditions of their consents”. 

This is an egregious and mendacious falsehood. The Department does not 

ensure compliance. We call on you to listen to the truth of the matter, which is the 

opposite of what Mr Preshaw and DPE contend. Although the DPE attempted to shut 

down discussion of Whitehaven Coal’s appalling compliance record in the Namoi 

region during the Stage 3 expansion assessment, they have referred to this mythical 

compliance record. So we respond. 

The facts are, that there are four regulators and of them the DPE has never taken any 

but the most modest and trivial punitive action against Whitehaven Coal. Of three 

prosecutions against Whitehaven Coal in the past year, they have been by NRAR, 

Resources Regulator and the EPA. In each and every instance where complaints are 

made about Whitehaven mines, the DPE compliance unit and by inference the 

Planning Secretary use their wide – unfettered -discretion to avoid any punitive action 

against Whitehaven.  
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This goes so far as to forgive the breaches, and to grant retrospective approval as 

happened in 2019 when Whitehaven Coal constructed a water pipeline in breach of its 

Project Approval conditions.  

 

 

 



 

 

Since then, the DPIE told community that it had made an innocent mistake about the 

Mining SEPP and the Project Approvals conditions. Do the Commissioners think this is 

credible or acceptable? We hope not. 

It also happened last year (2021) after the outrage of Whitehaven’s illegal tyre burial 

came to light. There was no retribution or penalty from DPIE, only an official caution 

from the EPA. 

 

 

 

 



These are the facts, not Mr Preshaw’s utterly incorrect assertions about an effective 

compliance function. It does not exist. Mr O’Donoghue’s team rarely, if ever, conducts 

inspections or compliance visits leaving this to the other regulators. Every time a non-

compliance is ever reported it is by community members. 

Other comments we would like to be considered by the IPC include the following. 

Question 1. Lock the Gate Alliance’s question about social impact is not adequately 

addressed. Commissioners, there is an important aspect of Social Impact Assessment 

not considered in the DPIE’s Social Impact Assessment Guidelines, which is the 

stress, time, opportunity cost and resources of families involved in responding to 

mine applications for new approvals and repeated, unceasing modifications. The 

process of defending the amenity and environmental sustainability of the Namoi 

valley is an onerous one which in itself has a very grave social impact and has caused 

numerous families to leave the region. The stress on families is immense, when they 

are visibly bombarded by air pollution, groundwater loss and surface water theft.  

The Preshaw/DPE response seeks to distract from the evidence in Whitehaven Coal’s 

own market research, saying that notwithstanding it is agreed that 95% of local 

respondents ‘disagreed’ that WHC was a good neighbour, 90% of local respondents 

disagreed that WHC listens and responds to community concerns and 82% disagreed 

that WHC contributes to and cares about the region, nevertheless says Mr Preshaw 

“the majority of submissions support the project”. While this may be so, we wish to 

remind you that the pro-submissions represent that small portion – 5% - who think 

Whitehaven Coal is a good neighbour. 

Some matters the IPC should consider: 

• Almost all of the submissions in favour of expanding Narrabri coal mine are 

from people with a pecuniary interest. In some cases they admit it, in some 

cases not. Mixed in with them are at least one submitter who has signed a 

compensation agreement with Whitehaven and is under commercial-in-

confidence contractual obligation with the company to actively promote 

Whitehaven wherever requested by the company. Is the IPC aware of this, and 

does it have the means to ensure that these submitters are weeded out? 

• The Community Consultative Committee for the mine has not provided full and 

transparent information to the members about groundwater leakage at the 

mine, whereby contaminated dam water is believed to be leaking into the 

Napperby seam. There is no accountability and the Department does not 

enforce its own CCC Guidelines. 

• The response claims there is a “broader regional support” without providing 

any substance to this. The response refers to this but provides no evidence. On 

that point we reject the repeated assertions that the Chair of the IPC Panel Dr 

O’Kane made at the Public Hearing, that farmers are the only community group 

opposed to the mine. The Chair’s statements to this effect border on bias. We 

are disappointed that the Chair considered it appropriate to prompt submitters 

to that effect. We urge you to reject that claim that there is a broader regional 

support you should consider that is not included in the Whitehaven social 

impact research, and not included in submissions. That would be unreasonable 

of the IPC to give credence to the unsupported claims that there is a pool of 

“broader regional support”. 

 



Regarding Question 1, on land-use compatibility, Mr Preshaw’s/DPE’s response also 

once again repeats the fallacy that the Narrabri Stage 3 expansion is not a greenfield 

project, even though the majority of the expansion area is in the Pilliga Forest. 

Henceforth our forests must be viewed as valuable carbon sinks. This coal mine is not 

compatible with a climate-safe future, and this forest must not be allowed to  be 

undermined, fragmented and destroyed for the benefit of Whitehaven Coal and the 

relatively small proportion of Narrabri and NSW businesses. 

Do not misunderstand us. The CWA of NSW cares deeply about the welfare of all 

rural communities. Indeed the CWA of NSW has a policy, voted in without objection at 

the 2021 Annual Conference, in favour of a just transition of the coal-dependent 

communities. That is what we advocate for, a managed transition that will not cause 

serious disruption and disadvantage to communities like Narrabri. 

Question 2. We consider it an appalling betrayal of future generations that the DPE 

recommends approval of the Stage 3 expansion even though it admits the rate at 

which bores will be impacted mostly post-mining, after Whitehaven Coal may no 

longer even exist. In all likelihood, the way the coal market is going, companies like 

Whitehaven will be gone by then, leaving their suppurating mine to pollute 

groundwater in perpetuity. 

Regarding “Make Good” agreements, the Maules Creek community is well-acquainted 

with happens after the groundwater losses commence, as we experienced this in 

2018. A large number of bores in the locality suffered substantial drawdown which we 

believe occurred due to Maules Creek mine impacting the Maules Creek groundwater 

source. 

We attach the following links which provide the Commissioners with a historical 

account of the predictions of groundwater loss, the fact that around 20 bores at least 

had to be redug at great expense, none of which were subject to “Make Good”.  

‘Make Good’ is just a furfy to persuade you that there will be suitable compensation to 

farmers who lose their water. Stock and domestic users are treated like second class 

citizens if they are not irrigators. 

Great community pain was suffered when the day came and the bores started drying 

up. The fact this happened around the time of drought was used as an excuse. 

Commissioners, there is always an excuse. Please do not put the Turrawan and Pilliga 

community to the same pain already imposed by Maules Creek and Werris Creek 

(Quipolly) before them. 

See references: 

https://maulescreek.org/approvals-process/ 

 https://maulescreek.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Appendix-2-Groundwater-

Peer-Review.pdf 

https://maulescreek.org/ground-water-monitoring/ 

https://maulescreek.org/video-pit-pump-footage-from-10-6-2018-flyover/ 

https://maulescreek.org/video-shows-pit-water-continues-to-grow/ 

ht https://maulescreek.org/news/ 
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Question 15. 

Finally, we wish to comment on the attitude towards the Gunnedah Oxley basin as a 

kind of “magic pudding” which can be plundered at will to make up for groundwater 

loss in shallower water sources. To say the GOB is “significantly under-allocated” is an 

irresponsible thing to say, when in reality there is insufficient data about the GOB.  

We also note the evidence of Mr Stephen Pells, the hydrogeology expert who gave 

evidence to the IPC that Whitehaven Coal’s groundwater model did not bother to 

include impacts on the GOB, when he stated that the Hydrosimulations model cut off 

the numerical model below the Pambula Formation. 

If this is true and correct, we ask the IPC to call on Whitehaven Coal to revise its 

groundwater model to include lower than Pambula Formation. 

 

Conclusion 

Regarding the responses provided by Mr Preshaw and the DPE, we urge the greatest 

caution as to their truthfulness and reliability.   

Our experience of another Whitehaven Coal mine has been horrendous, and the 

statements from Mr Preshaw and the DPE assuring the Commissioners of sound 

compliance post-approval do not match our experience.   

We matter.  Our families and communities matter.  In 2022, planning and creating 

new or enlarged coal dependent communities and greenhouse gases, creates 

additional burden in our region must stop here.  We call on you to reject the Narrabri 

Mine Stage 3 Expansion.   

On behalf of our members, I thank you for your consideration. 

 

Libby Laird 

President, 

Maules Creek Branch of the Country Women’s Association of New South Wales. 

 

 

 


