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1. SCOPE OF SUPPLEMENTARY SUBMISSION
The Leard Forest Research Node lodged a submission on the Vickery Extension project, in which we
primarily raised issues concerning noise. We now have the benefit of reading the Preliminary Issues
Report, and the Hearing Transcripts from the Proponent and the Department of Planning. Apropos
the PIR, we believe that its coverage of noise issues does not faithfully represent the issues and is
deficient and misleading to the Panel. We call on the noise issues to be addressed in the Response
to Submissions, ensuring that the below matters are addressed.
We also take this opportunity to raise concerns about the inadequacy of assessment of
groundwater drawdown on the ecology of the Vickery State Forest, which is not only an essential
component of the Leard Mining Precinct Regional Biodiversity Strategy, as it is an acknowledged
Koala habitat.

2. SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS ON NOISE
In the PIR, the Department recognises that:
“the EPA and some other submitters questioned some of the inputs into the modelling,
including the sound power levels used in the noise assessment…. Some public submitters also
questioned why predicted noise and dust levels are lower than the Approved Project, despite
the project’s increased size and additional infrastructure”.
Indeed, when we compared this EIS with the Approved Project, we found that the predicted noise
levels at receivers west, south and south-east were on average predicted to be 15% lower under
the new, much-expanded Project which includes an increase in mine size from 4.5 MTPA to up to
10 MTPA of coal, and includes a rail spur and loader, and conveyor belts, and a CHPP which will be
processing 3-4 MTPA from other mines, all of which were not present in 2013.
The PIR states: “The department understands that the differences can be largely attributed the Key
Mitigation Measures outlined above…” (p. 29 PIR). The PIR has therefore clearly attributed the
reduction in noise of the bigger project to 3 KEY MITIGATION MEASURES, and points to the absence
of the Blue Vale pit, the shielding that would be provided by the modified emplacement area or
overburden dump, and the adoption of new-generation noise-attenuated equipment.
We wish to give particular attention to the 3 “Key Mitigation Measures” and to refute them.

2(a) Removal of Blue Vale open cut – incorrect
We wish to address these purported measures one by one, starting with the claim that one of the
reasons the 2018 noise modelling is less than 2013 is:
“Removal of the Blue Vale open cut from the project. This pit was located in the south-west
area of the project mining area near off-site sensitive receivers, and was initially proposed to
form part of the project.”
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This is INCORRECT. Under the Approved Project, the Blue Vale pit was to be used as a water process
storage area to offset some of the reduction in baseflow to the Namoi River. (Source: EPBC Referral
of Vickery Extension project). There was no Blue Vale open cut in the 2014 Approved Project.
(It is concerning that such an obvious error has crept into the PIR, and casts considerable doubt
over the reliability of the PIR.)

2(b) Overburden “shielding” community from noise - incorrect
The PIR suggests that modified overburden will “shield” communities from noise. It is clear that the
Western Emplacement area is almost identical in the 2013 EIS (outlined in yellow) and the 2018
(shaded in grey) version. It cannot be said that the Western Emplacement area is “mitigating” the
noise compared with Approved Mine.

There is a high concentration of receivers to the west of the rail loop and CHPP, and it is obvious
that they are not shielded from the CHPP by any emplacement. In the 2018 EIS the location of the
CHPP and rail spur is marked with a white box (lower bottom half of above figure). The Western
Emplacement provides no shielding (for example) for properties such as:
North West of CHPP
“Mirrabinda” 127b, 127c
West of CHPP and Eastern Pit
“Clinton” 133a
“Merrigle” 144a, 144b
South-East of CHPP and Eastern Pit
“Brolga” 310
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In our opinion based on observations at Maules Creek and the noise impact zone of the Maules
Creek mine, Boggabri is under extreme risk of highly disturbing noise pollution from Vickery mine.
The CHPP is set to shower the town of Boggabri with Low Frequency Noise which will easily
traverse the flat land between the mine and the town just 10km away approximately. A SouthEasterly wind would easily help convey noise direct to Boggabri.
We base this view on noise studies we conducted at Maules Creek over 3 winters, where we
concluded noise exceedances were occurring up to 12 km away – exceedances, not just annoyance.
Therefore, the second Key Mitigation Measure fails.

2(c) Key Mitigation Measure 3 – noise attenuation of fleet –
doubtful based on evidence
Key Mitigation Measure 3 involves the noise treatment of a selection of plant and infrastructure to
reduce noise emissions which includes new-generation noise-attenuated equipment – a “low-noise
fleet”. We are of the view that noise attenuation has been overstated. The PIR and interview with
Mr Wasserman gave attention to mobile fleet and no attention to the CHPP, which from our
experience is by far the more serious source of noise. Some equipment is a few decibels less, but
the number of vehicles is sometimes up to 75% higher, as shown by this table.
The CHPP is more serious in its noise impacts because:

SUPPLEMENTARY SUBMISSION – VICKERY EXTENSION PROJECT – 12 February, 2019

4

•
•

It will persist even after the mobile fleet progress their operations to below ground level
and thus reduce the banging and fleet noise they are associated with.
Noise from the coal washery, the crushers and rail loader is more intractable, and requires
engineering design features that to date at Maules Creek mine, Whitehaven has been
unwilling to undertake.

The Mandatory Noise Audit imposed on Maules Creek mine in 2016? It found the CHPP was one of
the worst drivers of noise exceedances.
The Maules Creek Coal Mine (MCCM) MNA found that the two items most in excess of EA levels
were the rail load out transfer station (by 10 dBA) and the CPP (7-8 dBA). Since then, some minor
modifications have been made to screen the train load out facility which resulted in a reduction of
4dB.

Coal washeries are notorious and known to be one of the most intractable Low Frequency Noise
(LFN) sources from the coal industry. The frequency band of the washeries is also well-known and
can be easily identified. However, the Department has not mentioned the problems posed by
CHPP’s, in particular the washery, crushers and rail load out facility. And neither the Proponent nor
the DPE at their hearings in early December have addressed this.
The Maules Creek Mandatory Noise Auditor recommended a more sophisticated approach to
mitigating CHPP low frequency noise, (p. 42, see below).
He pointed out that this was targeted at high level sound pressure levels at infrasonic frequencies
(i.e. below 20 Hz) - which results in the type of 'noise' impact that might typically be 'felt' rather
than heard, which is the noise which has caused high levels of community anger in Maules Creek.
The approach of eliminating phase modulation of the screens and avoiding amplification of the
lower frequencies is well-known to the Department, and is a well-documented approach to
minimising LF noise.
Why are the Proponent and the DPE being silent on the CHPP? because it is NOT “reasonably

feasible” to mitigate the noise? According to the Proponent’s acoustic adviser, Mr Wasserman of
Wilkinson Murray, the main objectives of the noise assessment were to identify reasonably
feasible mitigation so that these could be adopted in the noise model.
We know what feasible is – but what is “reasonable”? Actually, your predecessor the Planning
Assessment Commission was not satisfied with this vague and unenforceable terminology, and
imposed on Maules Creek mine a condition that:
“Attenuation of Plant
12. The Proponent shall:
(a) ensure … all equipment and noise control measures deliver sound power levels that are
equal to or better than the sound power levels identified in the EA, and correspond to best
practice or the application of the best available technology economically achievable”.
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We do not want “reasonably feasible”. Like your predecessors the PAC, and the overwhelming
public opinion who objected to the removal of this condition via MCCM MOD 4, we want Best
Available Technology Economically Achievable, which is an objectively measurable standard. We
have a Case Study comparing the CHPPs of the 8 MTPA Boggabri Coal and the 13 MTPA Maules
Creek mine which shows how underspending on the CHPP has resulted in increased noise
pollution – see APPENDIX A.
We would like to make some observations of Mr Wasserman of Wilkinson Murray on the subject of
mitigation measures, in his testimony to the Panel in December:
“In addition, the project will reduce noise when compared to the approved mine, by the
cessation of road traffic noise along the approved road transport route, the cessation of noise
from the Whitehaven Coal prep plant in Gunnedah and also the removal of the approved
easement placement which will reduce noise impacts for the receivers to the south of the mine.”
The Gunnedah CHPP is around 20km from the Vickery site, so this is very interesting that Mr
Wasserman regards this plant as having a cumulative noise impact on Vickery residents (although
he does not specify which ones).
He is saying that the CHPP in Gunnedah was included in the 2013 noise modelling. Can this be
substantiated, because if so, this would have some significant ramifications for coal mine
communities around NSW where the Government presumption prevails that noise beyond the 4km
distance is insignificant.
Firstly, the new fleet is not substantially quieter. Here is a Table comparing the 2013 fleet and the
2018 fleet. Items being described as “low-noise” are not really low-noise, at all, but a reduction
from very high noise. Water trucks have actually become louder.

Source of 2013 dBA 2018 dBA Vehicles Data: New Change in Number of
Noise Predicted Predicted @ Year 7 Project Perceived Vehicles
Haul Trucks

115

113

31

50

-13%

61%

Dozer 640kw

116

113

4

7

-19%

75%

Dozer 570kw
Dozer Light duty

116
114

110
107

7
2

10
3

-34%
-38.50%

43%
50%

Excavator Heavy
Excavator Light

117
115

114
113

4
3

6
3

-19%
-13%

50%
0%

Drill
Grader
Water Truck

114
108
109

114
106
112

4
4
4

7
5
4

0%
-13%
23%

75%
20%
0%

Loader
Infrastructure

113

110

1

1

-19%

0%

Loader Waste
Rock Removal

113

?

1

?

?

Light Plant

104

?

15

?

Pump

100

?

1

?
?
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As stated in our original submission on this Project, we identified absent sound power sources, such
as the diesel-powered lighting towers which were originally included in the noise impacts of the
Approved Mine, but have been dropped from the noise impact assessment of the larger project. In
the 2013 EIS, the Table of Equipment Sound Power levels includes up to 15 light plants at 104dB
each. We now notice in the 2018 Equipment Power levels, there is no mention of any lighting at all.
Is the mobile lighting also missing from the light pollution assessment for this Project?
Why has an array of pumps has been omitted from the modelling?
Note 4 of the Sound Power Level Table states “The assessment has considered mine-operated
routines which dictate that at least 50% of the pit dozers are expected to be stationery during a
typical 15-minute period”. Does this mean 50% of the pit dozers have not been included in the
noise modelling? We are concerned it may not have been included, and have been advised by a
senior acoustic engineer that DPE permits removal of idling noise from the modelling.
We believe the noise emissions from idling trucks need to be included in the noise modelling for
non-Worst Case Scenario. The Proponent should disclose what is the noise produced by idling
trucks, and explain if it has been given permission to exclude this noise from the modelling. This
must not be allowed to happen, and we ask the IPC to please ensure that revised Acoustic
Assessment, which is undoubtedly called for, includes all noise sources.
Has the Department exercised a discretion to exclude some sound sources from the modelling?
We call on the Panel to seek details from the Department about this. Has the DPE endorsed the
removal of mobile and/or fixed plant noise from the modelling? If so, we need to know what has
been excised and why. We strongly reject the omission of sound sources from modelling on
discretionary grounds.
Rubber trays and silent horns are typically-cited examples of mobile fleet noise attenuation –
although the promised rubberised trays at Maules Creek never happened. This time we would like
to see Whitehaven commit to suspended rubber trays in the back of its haul trucks which reduce
the high impact noise that regularly occurs when rock is dropped onto the metal.
Finally, I wish to bring to the Panel’s attention some matters which, if you were minded to approve
this project, that conditions of coal mines need to be substantially strengthened to enable access to
noise monitoring information – the current compliance monitoring is farcical, amounting to no
more than 3 x 15-minute averaged logs performed monthly per location, which are conducted at
pre-notified times enabling the mine to adjust its operations to ensure that the noisier plant is not
operating.
Noise pollution information is not commercial-in-confidence.
We have raised some very serious issues regarding noise, in particular how this much larger Vickery
Coal Hub can be quieter than the Approved Mine and what concerns us the most is the responses
that we have seen to date from the Department and Proponent are misleading the IPC, contain
some false information and raise numerous serious questions that must be called to account.
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3. RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON MAULES CREEK MNA
Recommendations from the Maules Creek Mandatory Noise Audit should provide guidance to the
Panel on noise conditions that should be imposed on the Vickery Project, if it were to proceed. We
would like these to be adopted as Approval Conditions.

1. Monthly Noise Compliance reporting
Recommendation (p. 27) Monthly Noise Compliance
“Provide additional detailed commentary on the method used to determine site noise
contributions in monthly noise compliance reports. This should include the noise metric relied
upon, filters used and audible fluctuations as observed by the trained operator. For any site
contributions above 30 dB LAeq,15minute (prior to application of the 5 dB penalty), provide
commentary on possible sources of noise from site that contributed (eg plant identification
where possible and subjective descriptions of the sounds heard, as well as a broad description
of site operations - eg active dump and mining areas at the time and whether the coal
washery and rail loading were in operation).”
LFRN Comment:
Since the MNA, the community via the Maules Creek Community Consultative Committee has
found that there is an unacceptable proviso to the company’s compliance with this
recommendation, which is that none of the above is being disclosed to the public. We do not
believe this was the intention of the scheme of Monthly Noise Compliance Reporting to maintain
secrecy over this information.

2. CHPP noise mitigation
Recommendation (p.42) Alternate mitigation to cladding
Consider alternate mitigation to cladding, targeted at low frequency noise. Options for
consideration should include variable velocity variable frequency (VVVF) drives, having the express
purpose of eliminating phase modulation of equipment (screens) and avoid in-phase amplification
of the lower frequencies.
This control is applied to manage generation and modulation of narrow band, high level sound
pressure levels at infrasonic frequencies (ie below 20 Hz) - which results in the type of 'noise'
impact that might typically be 'felt' rather than heard. The obvious impact that these narrow band
emission characters have is their ability to drive low frequency dominance - which attract penalties
to Total-A levels.
LFRN Comment:
Eliminating phase modulation of screens has been successfully used e.g. at Clarence Colliery, to
resolve persistent noise complaints about the CHPP. This is linked with the BATEA argument (please
see APPENDIX A).
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4. FURTHER NOISE RECOMMENDATIONS
1) THE PROPONENT SHALL ONLY Use locomotives that are approved to operate on the NSW rail
network in accordance with the Noise Limits in the ARTC’s EPL 3142.
2) Monthly compliance monitoring by operator-attended noise measurement should include
receivers along the rail spur, even though technically this is the ARTC’s EPL it is nevertheless it is
intrinsically linked with the Project impacts and should be monitored and reported accordingly.
3) ALL SOUND POWER sources should be disclosed, and the sound power levels disclosed, and the
acoustic modelling of Vickery Extension project to be revised accordingly. Eg
4) COMPLIANCE MONITORING TO BE CONDUCTED WITHOUT PRIOR NOTICE TO MINE. Compliance
monitoring should be conducted in such a way that the Mine is not aware of the dates and
times that it is being conducted. No prior notification should be given to mine management of
monitoring conducted off-site. Currently, Global Acoustics personnel advise the Maules Creek
mine when they are in the vicinity, reportedly for staff safety reasons. If staff safety is such a
concern, we recommend that monitoring is conducted by two people rather than one to ensure
security. Site safety requirements call for acoustic monitoring personnel to be inducted before
entry to the mine, and escorted to the monitoring location. This is unavoidable. However, there
should be as little delay between induction and noise logging as possible.
5) TO REDUCE DOZER TRACK SLAP NOISE, the Mangoola Coal Mine attached customised steel
structures (dubbed “the Armadillo”) to fully enclose the dozers’ drive areas, which muffles track
slap noise. We call on this to be implemented at Vickery if the mine were to be approved. We
also note this same mine has implemented a “First gear-only rule” for dozers operating at night,
and suggest that this be required in the Noise Management Plan. (referencing Australian Mining
magazine, 11 July 2013)
6) WILSON SECURITY NOT TO BE ENGAGED IN THE COMMUNITY. We strongly oppose the use of
security staff to conduct “noise monitoring”, as this has a serious negative social impact on the
community. This social impact has not been taken into account in the Vickery SIA. The social
impact of having mine contractors locating themselves outside peoples’ front gates
exacerbates, not mitigates, the noise impacts. The practice of security staff parking outside
peoples’ homes has led to public unrest in Bulga (leading to criminal assault charges), and the
appointment of Wilson Security by Whitehaven Coal is likely to have even more deleterious
impacts. This is due to the reputation of Wilson Security as gaolers and their involvement in
overseas refugee detention. The role of Wilson Security in Manus Island and Nauru has already
caused such public venues as the National Art Gallery to terminate the contractor from
providing security services at that institution. Furthermore, in 2015 Wilson Security were found
to have provided false evidence to Australian Parliament:
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/business-spectator/wilson-security-rebuked-forfalse-evidence/news-story/a9dafc6070ed63394608470d1250650c
Employment of security staff to conduct “noise monitoring” is a spurious and unacceptable
alternative to many noise mitigation measures, as this submission suggests.
It is easy to see how by engaging Wilson Security is viewed as unsavoury and disrespectful to
the community.
7) FURTHER MODELLING ASSUMPTIONS: We are aware that at other mines in the Hunter Valley,
when producing their Worst-case Scenario models, all plant is modelled at maximum sound
power levels, and assuming all plant operates continuously and simultaneously. We request
that this is required for the Vickery Extension Worst-case Scenario model. The notes on the
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bottom of the sound-power level table suggests this is not the case in respect of Vickery
Extension noise modelling.

5. IMPACTS OF GROUNDWATER DRAWDOWN ON VICKERY
FOREST
A further concern is the lack of assessment of the impact groundwater drawdown will have on the
vegetation in the Vickery State Forest, especially the parts of the forest that border the open cut
area.
Figure 33 (from Appendix A – Groundwater Assessment) shows that towards the end of mining
there is a flow of groundwater into the open cut area from the east, i.e. the Vickery State Forest
(see below).

Figure 33

Conceptual Groundwater Models – Pre-Mining and During Mining

Whitehaven’s Figure 50 (from Appendix A – Groundwater Assessment) shows a 20m groundwater
drawdown along the western edge of the southern half of the Vickery State Forest which borders
the open cut area. The area of concern extends up to 1km into the Vickery State Forest. The
remainder of the state forest has an estimated drawdown of 1m (see below).
104
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Figure 50
Simulated Water Table Drawdown (m) at the end of Vickery Mining (Stress Period 110) for
the Cumulative Scenario

118

Inside the western edge of the Vickery State Forest the proponent has identified the two dominant
vegetation habitats as:
- Narrow leafed Ironbark –Whitebox shrubby forest and
- Whitebox – silver leafed ironbark shrubby open forest
(their figure 7 from Appendix F part 1 – see below).
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Figure 7

VICKERY EXTENSION PROJECT
Vegetation Communities and
Threatened Flora Species Mining Area

Source
(1) FloraSearch (2018) (4) OEH (2017)
(3) Niche (2013)
(8) Hunter Eco (2018)
Note: Sources 2 and 5 to 7 are not shown on this figure.
Source: Orthophoto - Department of Land and Property Information,
Aerial Photography (July 2011); FloraSearch (2018)

Threatened Flora
Belson's Panic (Homopholis belsonii)
Scant Pomaderris (Pomaderris queenslandica)
Tylophora linearis
Winged Peppercress (Lepidium monoplocoides)
Winged Peppercress Protection Area

Note: Vegetation community 6 and 8a is not present within the mining area.

Semi-arid Woodlands (Grassy Sub-formation)
1 Weeping Myall Woodland (NA219)#
2 Poplar Box Woodland on Alluvial Clay Soils (NA185)
2a Poplar Box Woodland on Alluvial Clay Soils
(Secondary/derived grassland)) (NA185)
Dry Sclerophyll Forests (Shrub/Grass Sub-formation)
3 Pilliga Box – Poplar Box Shrubby Woodland (NA324)
3a Pilliga Box – Poplar Box Shrubby Woodland
(Secondary/derived grassland) (NA324)
4 White Box – Silver-leaved Ironbark Shrubby Open Forest (NA349)
4a White Box – Silver-leaved Ironbark Shrubby Open Forest
(Secondary/derived grassland) (NA349)
Dry Sclerophyll Forests (Shrubby Sub-formation)
5 Narrow-leaved Ironbark – White Box Shrubby Forest (NA311)
5a Narrow-leaved Ironbark – White Box Shrubby Forest
(Secondary/derived grassland) (NA311)
Freshwater Wetlands
7 Mixed Marsh Sedgeland (NA201)
Forested Wetlands
8 River Red Gum Riparian Tall Woodland (NA193)
Cleared Land
9 Exotic Dominant Grasslands
DL Disturbed Land
#
Listed as the Weeping Myall Woodland EEC

State Forest
Approximate Extent of Approved Mine
Biodiversity Assessment Report
Development Site Footprint - for Mining Area
Approximate Extent of Vickery Extension Project
(EPBC 2016/7649) Footprint
Vegetation Communities

LEGEND

The proponent has made the following statement to clarify whether or not these habitats are
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs), from Appendix F - BARBOS Part 2 of the
environmental assessment pg.99.
“The National Atlas of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (Bureau of Meteorology [BOM],
2018) identifies some areas of vegetation within the Project locality as having a low or
moderate potential for groundwater interaction (e.g. the Vickery State Forest). However,
recent flora surveys have identified no woodland/forest vegetation communities in the Project
locality that exhibit characteristics of groundwater dependency (Attachment C).”
Firstly, the above sentence implies that in Attachment C, the groundwater dependency of the
vegetation communities has been assessed. However, a thorough search of Attachment C found no
use of the terms “groundwater dependency” or “groundwater dependent ecosystem/s” or “GDE”
even once throughout the 97 page document. This sentence is misleading. We cannot see any
expert advice assessing whether the vegetation communities of the Vickery State Forest are or are
not groundwater-dependent.
Second, it should be pointed out that the National Atlas of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
identifies the above habitats as having a high IDE (inflow dependent ecosystem) likelihood. The IDE
likelihood is the likelihood that a landscape is accessing water in addition to rainfall. This suggests
these habitats still rely on groundwater to some degree. In light of this, and assuming the
groundwater drawdown in the area of concern is 20m as modelled, we ask that the commission or
the department conduct an assessment of this drawdown on the Narrow leafed Ironbark –
Whitebox shrubby forest and Whitebox – silver leafed ironbark shrubby open forest found along
the western boundary of the Vickery State Forest before approval is given. If degradation of these
habitats is even possible we ask that the area of concern is added to the calculation of vegetation
that needs to be offset.
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6. GHG EMISSIONS
The Greenhouse Gas Assessment by Ramboll states:
“The estimation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for the Project is based on the Australian
Government Department of the Environment (DoE) National Greenhouse Accounts Factors (NGAF)
workbook (DoE, 2015). The methodologies in the NGAF workbook follow a simplified approach,
equivalent to the “Method 1” approach outlined in the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting
(Measurement) Technical Guidelines (Technical Guidelines) (DoE, 2014). The Technical Guidelines are
used for the purpose of reporting under the (National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 2007)
(the NGER Act).”

However, there are some relevant facts concerning the Maules Creek mine which should be taken
into account when the IPC is considering the greenhouse gas emissions of the Vickery Extension
Project. The MCCM Annual Review was tabled in August 2017 and it reported the CO2 fugitive
emissions from MCCM had been understated in the MCCM Environmental Assessment , stating:
"there was an estimated 422,603 t CO2 fugitive emissions from MCCM in the 2016 FY. This is higher
than the EA estimate of 6,849 t CO2. This discrepancy is a result of the emissions calculation methods
used. Fugitive gas emissions for MCCM in the 2016 FY were estimated using Method 1 where the EA
used a site specific emission factor derived from measurements of gas content for borehole samples
taken for each coal seam."

To date, the company has not provided an explanation for this discrepancy. What alternative
method was used by Whitehaven Coal? What is the explanation of why the Whitehaven method
produced such a wildly different result which has seen actual measurements being 60 times more
than modelling?
Now, in the Vickery Extension EIS, Ramboll states that the Methodology follows a “simplified
approach, equivalent to the ‘Method 1’ approach outlined in the National Greenhouse and Energy
Reporting (Measurement) Technical Guidelines (Technical Guidelines)”.
Given the huge discrepancy that has taken place at Maules Creek mine, only discovered in Year 4 of
the Project (ie 2017, when the MCCM Annual Review 2016 was published), we believe there needs
to be further clarification of the greenhouse gas reporting of the Vickery Extension project.
For the IPC’s reference, the relevant section is in Part 2 of the MCCM EA:
https://www.whitehavencoal.com.au/environment/docs/ea-main-volume-part-2.pdf
And here is the MCCM Annual Review 2016:
https://www.whitehavencoal.com.au/environment/docs/2016-annual-review.pdf
MAULES CREEK COAL MINE 2016 ANNUAL REVIEW
www.whitehavencoal.com.au
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QUESTIONS that the IPC Panel should consider:
1. Whitehaven Coal to describe the “simplified approach” which they propose to substitute for
Method 1. This needs t be included in the Response to Submissions to enable proper
scrutiny.
2. Both methane and carbon dioxide emissions should be reported to the Clean Energy
Regulator. These numbers are collected for all mines and incorporated into Australia's
greenhouse gas accounts. This should be stipulated in the Conditions of consent that this
occurs.
3. What quality control checks does Whitehaven Coal have for its carbon accounting? Are they
doing any continuous monitoring of carbon dioxide and methane concentrations in the
atmosphere? If so, at what locations and using what technology? Where is this information
reported?
4. Has Whitehaven Coal compared their bottom-up (simple emission factors)
emission estimates versus top-down (actual atmospheric measurements)?
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