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This report has been prepared for Coolmore Australia 
(Coolmore) and Darley Australia (Darley) in response to the 
proposed Drayton South Coal Project, which is proposed to 
be located just north of the Golden Highway between Jerrys 
Plains and Denman in the Upper Hunter Valley.  Coolmore and 
Darley are two of the most significant Thoroughbred breeding 
operations in the Upper Hunter Valley and they are located 
immediately south of the proposed mine site and adjacent to the 
Golden Highway.

This report provides a review of the Secretary’s Environmental 
Assessment Report dated July 2014 which was prepared 
in response to Anglo American’s report Consequential 
Environmental Impact Assessment for Retracted Mine Plan (March 
2014) which responded to the report prepared by the Review 
PAC (December 2013).  

This report should be read in conjunction with the earlier 
reports prepared by me including Response to Anglo American’s 
Response to the Scenic and Visual Impact Issues Raised in the 
Planning Assessment Commission’s Report (March 2014) and 
Commentary on the Drayton South Retracted Mine Plan (May 
2014), which are attached in Appendix A and Appendix B. 

In reviewing the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Report 
(SEAR), there are inconsistencies and shortcomings with the 
report’s assessment and the recommendations as described under 
the following headings.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

DIRECTOR GENERAL’S REQUIREMENTS

The SEAR recognises the policy and regulatory framework 
including the EP&A Act, however it does not mention or assess 
the project against the DGRs which were specifically written 
for the proposed Drayton South Coal Project.  Specifically the 
DGRs require the proponent to prepare a detailed description of 
how the site would be progressively rehabilitated and integrated 
with the adjoining landscape as well as nominating the final land 
uses.  This has not been done.

The SEAR admits that there is a lack of detail from the 
proponent on this issue but that it has recommended a range 
of rehabilitation objectives to direct future detailed planning 
and design of the final mine landform and use.  This is contrary 
to the DGRs requirement for detailed information on this 
important topic.

UPPER HUNTER SRLUP

The SEAR appears to misquote the Upper Hunter Strategic 
Regional Land Use Plan (Upper Hunter SRLUP) on page iii 
when it cites an overarching strategic policy objective in relation to 
appropriate balance between competing land uses which actually 
appears to come from one of the key regional challenges in the 
SRLUP.  The SEAR repeats this assertion on page 34 where it 
states that the SRLUP seeks to achieve a sustainable co-existence 
between mining and agriculture.  However the SRLUP aims 
to achieve much more than this, such as protecting strategic 
agricultural land and ensuring security and clarity for industries 
in the valley. 

In my view, the SEAR assesses the proposed project focussing on 
only one of the 18 objectives cited in the SRLUP which relates 
to balanced use of land by competing industries.  Maintaining 
visual amenity is another key issue identified under Community 
Health and Amenity in the SRLUP which is not discussed in  
the SEAR.
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REVIEW PLANNING ASSESSMENT COMMISSION 

The Review PAC, through its own assessment, came to the same 
conclusions as the Gateway Panel about the critical importance 
of the studs to the Equine CIC and that the impacts from the 
proposed mine were significant to the studs and the CIC as 
a whole.  As a consequence the Review PAC recommended a 
setback for the proposed mine behind the second ridge which 
was to be an absolute minimum and that additional assessment 
was required to confirm that the new location of the proposed 
mine would not cause significant impacts on the studs.

The SEAR, however, recommends the acceptance of a reduced 
setback proposed by Anglo American, which the SEAR admitted 
only partly fulfilled the Review PAC’s recommendations, and 
did not require the additional assessment as recommended 
by the Review PAC to confirm the level of significance of the 
impacts on the studs.  The SEAR appears to not accept the 
Gateway Panel’s and the Review PAC’s findings about the  
extent of the sensitivity of the studs to the impacts of mining 
nor the potential impacts on the wider Equine CIC if the 
proposed Drayton South mine were to go ahead.  By contrast 
the SEAR accepts the position put by the proponent in most 
issues and yet it provides little or no evidence or independent 
verification to support its acceptance of Anglo American’s 
assessments and conclusions.

GATEWAY PANEL 

The SEAR acknowledges that the independent Gateway Panel 
findings largely mirror the recommendations of the Review 
PAC but does not accept them.  The Gateway Panel’s report, 
provides another independent verification, which highlighted 
the importance of the Coolmore and Darley studs to the Equine 
Critical Industry Cluster (CIC), and in turn a recognition of the 
critical importance of landscape values to the two studs.

The Gateway Panel’s conclusions were that the impacts on 
the studs of the proposed mine would be significant, the 
Thoroughbred breeding and mining were incompatible land 
uses, that mitigation was unlikely to control the impacts on 
the studs, and that the risks to both the Equine and Viticulture 
CICs should be avoided.  The Gateway Panel recommended 
that a buffer be established between the studs and the proposed 
mine which would be measured in kilometres.  These, notably 
independent, conclusions were ignored by the SEAR.

LANDSCAPE & VISUAL VALUES 

The quality of the visual and landscape character of the studs 
and the surrounding valley is acknowledged by many of the 
reports on this project including the SEAR.  However, the SEAR 
does not accept the levels of sensitivity of these values and that 
they are under threat from this proposed mine.  The SEAR fails 
to appreciate the level of sensitivity of the studs to the numerous 
indirect visual impacts and the importance of proximity in 
determining the level of impact.  These indirect visual impacts 
will be potentially visible from many locations on both studs as 
well as the Golden Highway and Arrowfield Estate.  Some of 
these locations could be as close a 500m from the open cut pit.

Dust from the exposed pits, overburden dumps and haul roads 
and plumes of dust and /or gas from blasting are very significant 
forms of visual impact.  However night-time lighting, mining 
machinery and vehicles and even the threat of fire in the mine 
also present highly significant impacts on sensitive activities 
such as Thoroughbred breeding operations.  Dr Lamb, for 
example, in his advice to the Review PAC, also highlighted the 
relationship between noise and visual impacts. 

The importance of dynamic views as described by Dr Lamb for 
the Review PAC, is not accepted by the SEAR, which considers 
it to be akin to a debate about Drayton South.  Dynamic views 
are experienced in many forms as Dr Lamb describes and for 
the SEAR to dismiss them as irrelevant is to ignore the reality 
of the importance of the landscape aesthetic and image to the 
studs and Arrowfield, and the Equine and Viticulture CICs as   
a whole.  I support the views of Dr Lamb on these critical issues 
relating to visual and landscape values.
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OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT 

The SEAR does not acknowledge the poor compliance record of 
Anglo American at the Drayton Mine and nor does it recognise 
the potential threat of such events to the studs if the same 
operational management regime is continued at Drayton South.  
The evidence of Anglo American’s apparent lack of commitment 
to establishing and maintaining effective tree screening at 
Drayton is not questioned by the SEAR, nor is the apparent lack 
of progressive rehabilitation at the Drayton Mine, which is a 
requirement under their current Conditions of Approval.

In January 2014, the Department of Planning and Infrastructure 
issued Drayton Coal Mine with an order to rehabilitation 88 
ha of the mine by the end of 2015.  The Department’s Monthly 
Auditing and Compliance Activities Report (January 2014) stated 
that compliance officers found the standard of rehabilitation within 
the Southern Biodiversity Area was inadequate, because the land 
surface was poorly vegetated and the tree cover was sparse and 
lacking diversity.

PROXIMITY TO THE PROPOSED MINE 

Proximity of the retracted Drayton South mine proposal 
remains a major issue for the studs and Arrowfield Estate.  
The Redbank Pit is less than less than 500m to the Coolmore 
boundary.  The proximity of the studs to the current mining 
operations such as Mt Arthur and Hunter Valley Operations 
are up to 8-10km away from the studs.  The potential impacts 
of high wall mining to within 50m of Coolmore’s boundary is 
insufficiently assessed by the SEAR.  There are no new detailed 
assessments describing the potential for impacts along the 
boundary with the Golden Highway.

CONCLUSION 

The SEAR fails to adequately assess the Retracted Mine 
Plan proposal for Drayton South, it overlooks the clear and 
independent recommendations of both the PAC and the 
Gateway Panel, it fails to appreciate the importance of the studs 
to the Equine CIC and their sensitivity to open cut mining in 
such close proximity.  

The visual impacts of Anglo American’s Retracted Mine 
Plan cannot be adequately mitigated as the mine is in 
close proximity to the studs and the Golden Highway.  No 
conditions can be devised which would protect the studs from 
the impacts of the mine due to the proximity and scale of the 
proposed mine.  This proposed open cut mine and the two 
Thoroughbred breeding studs are, from my area of expertise of 
visual and landscape character assessment, incompatible land 
uses and cannot coexist in this location.
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This report has been prepared for Coolmore Australia 
(Coolmore) and Darley Australia (Darley) in response to the 
proposed Drayton South Coal Project, a new open cut coal mine 
proposed by Anglo American (Anglo).  The project boundary 
for the proposed Drayton South Coal Project is located directly 
north of both the Coolmore and Darley Thoroughbred breeding 
studs, in the Upper Hunter River Valley between Jerrys Plains 
and Denman, as illustrated in Figure 1.  

A Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Report (SEAR) has 
been prepared by the Department of Planning & Environment 
(the Department) for the proposed Drayton South Coal Project 
and it provides recommendations that are to be considered and 
determined by a Decision Planning Assessment Committee 
(Decision PAC) for the proposed project.  

The SEAR states that “The Department has carried out a detailed 
assessment of the merits of the project, in accordance with its 
statutory obligations, and considered the material submitted both in 
support and against the project.”  However, a detailed examination 
of the SEAR report identifies significant deficiencies in the 
SEAR’s assessment and subsequent conclusions. 

1. INTRODUCTION

Figure 1: Location plan of the proposed Drayton South Mine in relationship to Coolmore and Darley
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REPORT STRUCTURE

In order to clearly identify and understand the deficiencies in the 
SEAR assessment in relation to visual and landscape character 
impacts on the two studs, this report is structured to respond to 
each of the required assessment criteria.  This report identifies 
each element of the EP&A Act assessment criteria addressed by 
the SEAR in the following chapters:  

Chapter 2 - Policy & Regulatory Framework

•	 The environmental impacts of the project, including 
Anglo’s EA, RTS, and PPR.

•	 Applicable plans, policies and guidelines, including the 
Upper Hunter Strategic Regional Land Use Plan (SRLUP).

•	 The objects of the EP&A Act.

Chapter 3 - Proposed Mine Assessment

•	 All submissions received throughout the assessment process, 
including advice from public authorities.

•	 The findings and recommendations of the Review PAC for 
the project.

Chapter 4 - Retracted Mine Plan Assessment

•	 Anglo’s response to the Review PAC, including the 
Justification Report and the Retracted Mine Plan.

•	 The suitability of the site for the project.

•	 The public interest.

Chapter 5 - Conclusion

References

Appendices

PREVIOUS REPORTS

In addition to this report, there are two previous reports 
which were prepared in response to reports prepared by Anglo 
responding to the Review Report (December 2013) prepared 
by the Review Planning Assessment Committee (Review 
PAC).  My first report, Response to Anglo American’s Response 
to the Scenic and Visual Issues Raised in the Planning Assessment 
Commission’s Report (March 2014) was prepared in response to 
Anglo’s report entitled Justification (February 2014).  My second 
report, Commentary on the Drayton South Retracted Mine Plan 
(May 2014) was prepared in response to Anglo’s report entitled 
Consequential Environmental Impact Assessment for Retracted Mine 
Plan (March 2014).

These two previous reports prepared in response to Anglo’s two 
reports, should be read in conjunction with this report in order 
to provide a more complete understanding of the values of the 
Upper Hunter landscape and in particular the two studs as well 
as the issues and impacts that relate to the proposed Drayton 
South Coal Mine.  These two reports are attached in Appendix 
A and Appendix B of this report.
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2. POLICY & REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

This chapter describes the main policy and regulatory framework 
for the proposed Drayton South Coal Project that should be 
assessed by the Department and considered in the SEAR.  The 
proposed Drayton South Coal Project meets the conditions for 
being assessed under the Part 3A of the Environmental Planning 
& Assessment Act 1979, the Upper Hunter Strategic Regional 
Land Use Plan (Upper Hunter SRLUP) and the Gateway 
Process as part of the Mining SEPP 2007.  

While the SEAR acknowledges these three frameworks as 
relevant to the project, their assessment for the visual and 
landscape aspects are focused on limited aspects of the 
regulations.  The SEAR undertakes a limited assessment of 
this policy and regulatory framework, which results in an  
inadequate environmental assessment of the proposed Drayton 
South Coal Project.  

These shortcomings are of particular significance for the SEAR 
assessment of visual and landscape character impacts, as well as 
rehabilitation and the final landform of the proposed project.  
These issues are of particular importance and relevance to the 
operations and future of Coolmore and Darley.
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•	 Nominated final land uses, having regard to any relevant 
strategic land use planning or resource management plans or 
policies; and  

•	 Potential for integrating the rehabilitation strategy with any 
other offset strategies in the region; and

•	 The measures which would be put in place for the long term 
protection and management of

•	 The site following the cessation of mining; and

•	 Any biodiversity offset areas

The SEAR fails to mention the DGRs nor does it provide an 
assessment based on these DGRs in the report.  

The SEAR’s conclusion under Visual Amenity on page 42,  
states that the Department also believes that a mining company 
should enjoy a reasonable expectation that if it develops a mine plan 
that can demonstrate that it would comply with established air 
quality, noise and blasting criteria at sensitive receivers, it should 
not also need to adhere to indirect or dynamic visual impact 
criteria that are not defined in government policy.  Not having 
planning department criteria does not diminish the importance 
of the DGRs requirement for undertaking a complete visual 
impact assessment.  

The DGRs constitute a government policy directive and are 
not strictly dependent on having separate defined criteria for 
conducting an assessment.  The terminology direct, indirect 
and dynamic visual impacts are clearly defined by Dr. Richard 
Lamb who was appointed by the Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure (DPI) to provide independent expert professional 
advice on visual and associated amenity impacts to the Review 
PAC.  The SEAR, in dismissing the visual impact assessment 
fails to address the DGRs.  

2.1  PART 3A ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The SEAR states that the proposed project was classified as a 
major project under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning 
& Assessment Act 1979, as it met the criteria in Clause 5 of 
Schedule 1 of Major Projects SEPP 2005, and will be completed 
within the requirements of Part 3A, although the legislation has 
been repealed.  

The Director General Requirements (DGRs) for this 
assessment were announced in 2011 and require the project 
proponent to complete a visual assessment as well as a 
rehabilitation and final land form assessment, both of which are 
directly relevant to the landscape and visual amenity of the area. 
The specific requirements set out in the DGRs include:

Visual  
•	 Assessment of visual impacts on the thoroughbred breeding 

industry, residents, tourists and other road users.

Rehabilitation and Final Landform
•	 A justification of the final landform and any changes to the 

land use for the site;

•	 A detailed description of how the site would be progressively 
rehabilitated and integrated with the final landform of the 
Drayton Coal Project;

•	 A detailed description of the proposed rehabilitation and 
mine closure strategies for the project, having regard to the key 
principles in Strategic Framework for Mine Closure, and the:

•	 Rehabilitation objectives, methodology, monitoring 
programs, performance standards and proposed completion 
criteria; 

•	 Decommissioning and management of surface infrastructure; 

In my view, the SEAR does not acknowledge that a visual 
impact assessment is completely independent from air quality, 
noise and blasting assessment, and that an assessment of these 
three elements alone does not negate the need for conducting a 
separate visual impact assessment.    

The SEAR assessment of the Rehabilitation and Final Landform 
on page 77 concludes that, while Anglo has provided some 
conceptual mine plans and cross sections for various stages of the 
proposed project, further details are required in regard to the final 
landform and the final void.  The SEAR goes on to state that, the 
Department has recommended a range of rehabilitation objectives 
for the project, and will require Anglo to prepare and implement a 
detailed Rehabilitation Management Plan to demonstrate how these 
objectives would be achieved.   

The SEAR claims that the lack of detailed information is the 
case with all mining projects.  However the DGRs specific 
to this project clearly require a detailed description of how the 
site would be progressively rehabilitated and integrated with the 
final landform as well as a detailed description of the proposed 
rehabilitation and mine closure strategies for the project.  This 
information is essential to the EA in order to adequately 
understand and assess the potential impacts on the landscape 
character and has not been provided. 

Anglo has not provided a detailed description of the proposed 
rehabilitation and mine closure strategies.  They have also 
not been reassessed as part of the Preferred Project Report or 
the Retracted Mine Plan.  The SEAR report fails to apply the 
required DGRs to their assessment and therefore, in my view, 
fails to meet requirements of Part 3A.
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2.2  UPPER HUNTER SRLUP 

The Upper Hunter Strategic Regional Land Use Plan 
(SRLUP) works to deliver a balanced land use package that 
acknowledges both the mining and coal seam gas industries and 
the agricultural sector.  Page 9 of the SRLUP states this plan 
represents the Government’s proposed framework to support growth, 
protect the environment and respond to competing land uses, whilst 
preserving the key regional values over the next 20 years.

In reference to the Upper Hunter SRLUP on page iii in the 
Executive Summary, the SEAR states the overarching strategic 
policy objective of seeking to strike an appropriate balance 
between competing land uses in the region (i.e. mining and the 
thoroughbred industry); and to achieve co-existence wherever 
possible between these land uses.  The accuracy of this statement 
and its application appears to be misleading in this context.  

The SEAR statement appears to originate from a list of key 
regional challenges, under the heading Challenges on page 20 the 
Upper Hunter SRLUP that include:

•	 Improving the balance between competing land uses – 
particularly achieving co-existence where possible between 
mining, coal seam gas development and agriculture.

The actual purpose of the Upper Hunter SRLUP, as stated on 
page 9 of the plan, begins:

The NSW Government is committed to strong economic 
growth in regional NSW and, whilst increased investment 
and development in regional areas are key priorities, these 
must be balanced with the protection of agricultural land 
and the sustainable management of natural resources. 

In the Upper Hunter region, it is particularly important 
to minimise land use conflicts arising from the rapid 
growth of coal mining activities and the recent emergence of 
the coal seam gas industry.

In total there are 18 Objectives, across eight (8) topic areas, 
identified in the Upper Hunter SRLUP that are intended to 
achieve the plan’s purpose and eight of those objectives are 
directly relevant to this proposed project.  

The eight relevant Upper Hunter SRLUP objectives that apply 
to the assessment of this proposed project include:

Balancing agriculture and resource development

•	 Ensure protection of strategic agricultural land and the 
water resources it relies on.

•	 Ensure security and clarity for agriculture and mining 
and coal seam gas industries.

•	 Ensure a balanced use of land by competing industries.

•	 Provide enhanced future opportunities for sustainable 
mining and agricultural industries.

Infrastructure

•	 Ensure a balanced approach to infrastructure provision 
across all key industries, in particular to ensure that 
infrastructure growth to support the coal and coal seam gas 
industries does not adversely impact upon agriculture.



 6  Response to the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Report for the Drayton South Coal Project | Michael Wright RLA

Economic development and employment

•	 Ensure an adequate supply of land for the needs of Upper 
Hunter industries.

•	 Diversify the region’s economy and build economic 
resilience.

Community health and amenity

•	 Ensure that the growth of the mining and coal seam gas 
industries does not significantly impact on community 
health and amenity.

The Upper Hunter SRLUP also provides a clear direction that 
visual amenity must be considered as an essential aspect of the 
Community Health and Amenity.  The Upper Hunter SRLUP 
on pages 59 and 61 recognises that clusters of open cut mines 
have significantly altered the visual character of parts of the 
region. .... Conditions of consent for new and extended mines 
impose requirements relating to visual amenity. .... The continued 
expansion of open cut coal mining and the growth of coal seam gas 
needs to be carefully managed to ensure that the visual impacts 
on the region are minimised in terms of both scale and duration.  
The Upper Hunter SRLUP goes on to say that the Department 
must ensure that mines conform to the integrated regional 
landscape plans, particularly for key industries that heavily rely 
on the region’s visual qualities. 

The Upper Hunter SRLUP on page 7, describes the key policy 
response for resolving land use conflict between mining and coal 
seam gas proposals and agricultural land is the Gateway Process 
which is implemented under the Mining SEPP (2007).  Under 
the Gateway Process, mining and coal seam gas proposals that are 
located on strategic agricultural land will have their impacts on 
agricultural land and water resources rigorously assessed by a panel 
of independent experts before a project approval or a development 
application can be lodged.

The SEAR report focuses on the Upper Hunter SRLUP as a 
key policy instrument that is fundamental to the assessment 
of the proposed Drayton South mine.  However, the SEAR 
only evaluates the proposed project based on the one objective; 
balancing use of land by competing industries, and fails to 
address the visual amenity or the Gateway Process requirements 
that must be completed to adequately assess the proposed 
Drayton South mine under the Upper Hunter SRLUP.   

2.3  GATEWAY PROCESS

The Gateway Process is intended to a provide focused, scientific 
assessment of the impacts of a proposal on agricultural land and 
water resources conducted by an independent Gateway Panel.  

The specific assessment criteria that must be assessed by the 
Gateway Panel, in relation to Critical Industry Cluster (CIC) 
areas as defined in both the Upper Hunter SRLUP on page 78 
and in the Explanation of the Mining SEPP on page 4 as follows 

- the proposed development will not lead to significant impacts on 
the relevant critical industry cluster based on a consideration of:

(i)  Surface area disturbance and subsidence;

(ii) Reduced access to, or impacts on, water resources and 
agricultural resources;

(iii) Reduced access to support services and infrastructure;

(iv) Reduced access to transport routes; and

(v) The loss of scenic and landscape values.
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The Gateway Panel and the Review PAC were categorical and 
united in their recommendations for the proposed Drayton 
South Coal Mine project.  They both recognised the sensitivity 
and the fundamental importance of Coolmore and Darley to 
the Equine CIC and the potential impacts of the proposed 
mine on their viability.  They were also both critical of the 
quality of the assessments conducted by the proponent for the 
proposed project and required further detailed analysis to be 
conducted if there was to be any further application for a new 
or smaller mine.  

3. PROPOSED MINE ASSESSMENT
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The Gateway Panel considered that the project would have 
significant impacts on the two studs and the adjoining 
Arrowfield Estate winery and vineyard (page 15).  It identified 
the impacts as dust, noise, vibration and blasting overpressure, 
and the loss of visual amenity and landscape values.  

The Gateway Panel also criticised the assessment of the impacts 
undertaken by the proponent stating, the proponent has failed 
to properly address these impacts and much uncertainty exists as 
to the extent that these can be adequately mitigated.  Potential 
impacts of the proposed mine on the adjacent Thoroughbred studs 
is poorly considered.  Analysis of the potential impacts on the 
Equine CIC is absent.

The Gateway Panel’s recommendation to the Director General 
stated on page 24 that:

•	 The potential impacts of the proposed mine on the CICs are 
significant because the potential impacts on Coolmore and 
Woodlands horse studs and Arrowfield Estate vineyard and 
winery are significant and these are core businesses within 
each CIC.

•	 Open-cut coal mining as proposed at Drayton South and 
thoroughbred horse studs of the nature and scale of Coolmore 
and Woodlands (Darley), and importance to the sustainability 
of the Upper Hunter Equine CIC, are incompatible land uses 
that cannot co-exist in close proximity to each other.

•	 Mitigation measures currently proposed by the proponent are 
unlikely to be adequately effective in controlling potential 
impacts on the CICs.

3.1  THE GATEWAY PANEL

The Gateway Panel prepared a report dated 10 December 2013, 
based on a request by the Director General of the Department 
of Planning and Infrastructure for advice on:

•	 The significance of the project’s potential impacts on the nearby 
Equine and Viticulture CICs.

•	 Whether any additional reasonable and feasible mitigation 
measures could be implemented to materially reduce the 
potential impacts of the project on these CICs.

The Gateway Panel concluded on page 14 of its report that 
Coolmore and Darley are the most important of all central 
actors in the Thoroughbred breeding industry, not only in the 
Upper Hunter Valley but also Australia.  The Panel stated in 
their report that Coolmore and Darley:

•	 Are the two largest Thoroughbred breeding operations in the 
Equine CIC and Australia.

•	 Stand the best stallions in the Equine CIC and Australia.

•	 Generate 55% of stallion standing fees in the Equine CIC and 
40% nationally.

The Gateway Panel also stated on page 20 that:

•	 The importance of the landscape values to Coolmore and 
Woodlands (Darley) studs cannot be overstated.

•	 That the proposed mine will cause significant deterioration 
of landscape values which underpin Coolmore and Woodlands 
(Darley) stud businesses.  As this threatens the viability of 
these two businesses in the Upper Hunter region, then the 
sustainability of the Equine CIC itself is threatened by the 
proposed mine.

•	 Even if unlikely to occur, the consequences to the CICs of these 
potential impacts are so great that, in the Panel’s opinion, 
these risks to the Upper Hunter Equine and Viticulture 
CICs should be avoided.

The Gateway Panel further recommended on page 24 that a 
buffer should be established between the studs and Arrowfield 
Estate and the proposed mine, which would be sufficiently 
sized to negate all potential impacts of the proposed mine on 
the continuing viability of these businesses.  This buffer would 
recognise the importance of visual amenity and landscape 
values to both the Equine and Viticulture CICs, be measured in 
kilometres and be influenced by natural topography.
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The Review PAC went on to state on page 27 that it agreed with 
a Bickham PAC decision, in 2010, and the expert advice provided 
by Mr Terry Short, who was commissioned by the Review 
PAC, that open cut coal mining and an international-scale 
Thoroughbred breeding enterprise are incompatible land uses.

Like the Gateway Panel, the Review PAC found that the 
assessment undertaken by the proponent was inadequate, 
on page 17, citing the report prepared by Dr Richard Lamb   
which stated:

... A critical consideration has been missed, concerning the 
importance of impacts on dynamic views and the fragility of the 
image of the studs in the context of features that contrast with, 
appear out of context with, or clash with aspects of that image.  The 
image is not just what is visible at a given point in time or from a 
single or a range of locations. ...

... The landscapes of the studs are of special intrinsic scenic quality 
and character, historically significant and of importance to the story 
of development of the Upper Hunter Valley, the theme of agriculture 
and rural industry and the thoroughbred racing industry. They are 
of special and possibly unique sensitivity to impacts on the scenic 
values of their settings and are highly vulnerable to direct and 
indirect visual impacts. (Appendix 5, p14‐15)

The Review PAC concluded that the proposed mine would have 
significant impacts on the visual amenity, landscape and image 
associated with the Coolmore and Woodlands studs, and their 
surrounds.  The Review PAC recommended setbacks for the 

The Review PAC prepared a report dated 10 December 
2013 based on a request from the Minister of Planning and 
Infrastructure which, in part, requested that the Review PAC:

a) Consider the EA for the project, the issues raised in 
submissions, the formal response to submissions, the Preferred 
Project Report, the review of the mine plan by Runge 
Pincock Minarco, and any other information provided on 
the project during the course of the review;

b) Assess the potential impacts of the project on the operations 
of the Coolmore and Woodlands horse studs; and

c) Recommend any additional measures required to avoid  
and/or minimise the potential impacts of the project on the 
horse studs.

The Review PAC is as equally unequivocal as the Gateway Panel 
in its assessment of the importance and sensitivity of the two 
studs, and the likely impacts that the proposed open cut mine 
would have on the studs.

The Review PAC concludes on page 27 of its report that the 
mine adjoins two Thoroughbred studs of critical importance to the 
Equine Critical Industry Cluster.  In short, because these two stud’s 
operators own most of the key breeding stallions, broodmare farms 
throughout the Upper Hunter are largely reliant on these operators 
for continued operations. An impact on either one of these studs has 
the real potential to cause the studs to leave, which would affect 
the cluster as a whole.

In its recommendations on page 28, the Review PAC stated 
that Coolmore and Woodlands horse studs should be recognised as 
essential to the broader Equine CIC and given the highest level of 
protection from the impacts of mining.

southern extent of the proposed mine behind a second ridge 
which it stated are to be the absolute minimum required and 
that additional assessment was required to demonstrate that 
mining in the remaining area north of the proposed setback, 
would not cause any significant impacts to the studs.

The SEAR states on page 34 that the Retracted Mine Plan 
presented by Anglo largely complies with the recommendations 
of the Review PAC and yet on page 37 it claims that Anglo 
have effectively complied with almost half of the Review PAC’s 
recommendations.  These general statements reflect reliance of 
both the SEAR and Anglo on qualitative assessments provided 
in the original EA report, the Preferred Project Report and the 
Retracted Mine Plan report.  

The Retracted Mine Plan report which was prepared in response 
to the Review PAC’s and the Gateway Panel’s reports, provides 
no detailed reassessment of the mine in its new form.  This 
runs contrary to the Review PAC’s recommendation on page 28 
where it states that any proposed mining area on the site would 
need to be subject to rigorous assessment to ensure compliance with 
the recommendation 3.  

In recommendation 3, on page 28, the Review PAC states that 
any open cut mining contemplated on the site should be required 
to demonstrate that its impacts will not affect the operation of the 
Coolmore and Woodlands horse studs.  The SEAR admits that the 
retracted mine plan was accompanied by a qualitative assessment 
which relied on the previous assessments supplied in the EA, 
RTS and PPR which the Review PAC considers to contain 
insufficient assessments.

3.2  REVIEW PLANNING ASSESSMENT COMMISSION
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3.3  PROPOSED MINE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

The SEAR is at odds with both the Gateway Panel and the 
Review PAC.  The SEAR appears to not accept the Gateway 
Panel’s and the Review PAC’s views about the sensitivity of 
the studs to the impacts of mining nor the potential impacts 
on the wider Equine CIC.  By contrast the SEAR accepts the 
position put by the proponent in most issues and yet it provides 
little or no evidence or independent verification to support its 
acceptance of Anglo’s assessments and conclusions.
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Following the release of the Review PAC report, Anglo has 
prepared two reports in response to the Review PAC, the 
Justification Report and the Retracted Mine Plan.  In response 
to these two reports I have prepared two reports which remain 
relevant in many aspects, as the SEAR provides no clarity on the 
protection of the visual and landscape values impacted by this 
proposed Drayton South Coal Mine project.

4. RETRACTED MINE PLAN ASSESSMENT
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4.1  LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL VALUES

Landscape and Cultural Character

In my view, Anglo’s assessments have consistently failed to 
recognise the essential and unique landscape and cultural values 
which are inherent in the landscape that surrounds and includes 
the two studs of Coolmore and Darley.  The SEAR, in its 
reliance on the Anglo reports, as a consequence has also failed to 
appreciate the importance of these critical matters.

Ms Sharon Veale, in her report dated October 2013 and her 
presentation to the Review PAC, has indicated that these valley 
landscapes are of such value that they are likely to satisfy the 
criteria for listing on the State Heritage Register and potentially 
the National Heritage List.  

Pastoral activities have occurred continuously in this landscape 
for over 200 years and open cut mining has only occurred in the 
Hunter Valley near Muswellbrook since the mid 1940s.  This 
mining occurred approximately 20km away to the north of the 
Jerrys Plains and Denman valley, and in an entirely separate 
visual catchment.  As such, open cut coal mining has never 
been a part of this landscape.  Each of the Drayton South Coal 
Project assessment reports also failed to recognise the National 
Trust’s listing of the landscape as a part of the Muswellbrook-
Jerrys Plains Landscape Conservation Area which recognises 
both the Aesthetic and Social values of this place.  This is 
illustraed in Figures 2 and 3, which show the Muswellbrook-
Jerrys Plains Landscape Conservation Area overlaid with the 
Gateway Process strategic agricultural lands.   

Figure 2: Individual overlays of Gateway Process strategic agricultural lands with 
the Muswellbrook-Jerrys Plains Landscape Conservation Area.   
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Figure 3: Composite overlays of Gateway Process strategic agricultural lands with the Muswellbrook-Jerrys Plains Landscape Conservation Area with the proposed Drayton South Coal Mine Project.   
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Figure 4: The landscape surrounding the Golden Highway in the vicinity of Woodlands and Coolmore is highly scenic, offering an attractive visual experience for tourists 
and locals alike.

Dr Lamb concurs with Ms Veale on page 15 of his report to the 
Review PAC stating that; the landscapes of the studs are of special 
intrinsic scenic quality and character, historically significant and of 
importance to the story of development of the Upper Hunter Valley, 
the theme of agriculture and rural industry and the Thoroughbred 
racing industry.  They are of special and unique sensitivity 
to impacts of the scenic values of their settings and are highly 
vulnerable to direct and indirect visual impacts.

The SEAR acknowledges the cultural heritage values of the 
area and yet does not accept that these values are under 
threat from this project.  It fails to acknowledge that Anglo’s 
heritage assessments were deficient as defined by Ms Veale and 
failed to identify the National Trust listing of this Landscape 
Conservation Area.  The cultural heritage assessment has 
not been re-assessed as required by the Review PAC in its 
recommendations.

The SEAR’s acceptance of this proposed mine relies on screen 
planting along the Golden Highway to block views of the 
proposed mine and the rehabilitation of the open cut and 
overburden areas, to protect the identified cultural landscape 
values of this area.  However continuous tree screen plantings 
extending for kilometres close to this highway and tourist road, 
will obscure views of the wider landscape, shown in Figure 4, 
will not be representative of this cultural landscape and therefore 
diminishes these characteristic Hunter River valley cultural 
heritage values. 
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Visual Amenity Assessment

The SEAR accepts the fact that Anglo has not undertaken 
further and more rigorous assessment of the full range of visual 
impacts which are a consequence of this project, contrary 
to the requirements of the Review PAC.  The Review PAC 
recommendations explicitly require the proponent to undertake 
additional assessment to demonstrate that any future plans will 
not affect the operation of the two studs.

Anglo’s claim that mining is now not visible from areas 
within the studs, is not supported with any evidence such 
as photomontages, visual catchment mapping or even cross 
sections.  They claim that potential noise, dust and blasting 
impacts have been further reduced by this retracted mine plan 
however the two closest pits to Coolmore and Darley, Redbank 
and Blakefield, are still almost entirely intact. The Redbank Pit 
has been reduced by as little as 7% based on a calculation using 
their plan in Figure 5. 

The SEAR fails to recognise the extremely high levels of visual 
sensitivity of the studs to open cut mining activity and therefore 
the significance of indirect visual impacts.  Despite retracting 
mining activity in two areas, the closest open cut mining 
operations are less than 500m from the Coolmore’s boundary 
and the main access road, the Golden Highway [Figure 5].  
This close proximity to the open cut mine exposes the studs 
and their clients, staff and their families to significant indirect 
visual impacts including dust and gas plumes from blasting, dust 
from the machinery and the exposed open cut and overburden 
surfaces, as well as light spill due to the 24 hour operation.  

Figure 5: Distance from Coolmore to the proposed Drayton South Mine.
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Source: Sydney Morning Herald 21/02/14

Figure 7: Highly visible smoke from the Hazelwood Coal Mine fire at Morwell in Victoria, which burned for 45 days..

Source: Skynews 04/03/14

Figure 6: Highly visible gases emanating from the botched Mt Arthur Blast.

Indirect visual impacts such as the Mt Arthur botched 
mine blast in February 2014, and the Hazelwood Mine 
fire in Morwell Victoria, shown in Figures 6 and 7, would 
create significant and multidimensional impacts to the studs 
particularly as the Hazelwood Mine fire burnt out of control 
for 45 days from 9 February to 25 March 2014.  These events 
are not unique in coal mines and represent a serious threat to 
the businesses of Coolmore, Darley and the Arrowfield Estate, 
particularly when they could be as little as 500m from the studs’ 
and the winery’s boundary.  

The studs activities occur across all areas of the two properties 
as well as the Golden Highway and therefore all areas are 
sensitive to the range of visual impacts; direct, indirect and 
dynamic.  Dr Lamb sums up the importance of the landscape 
setting and significance of any visual impacts on these studs, on 
page 15 where he states, the landscapes of the studs are of special 
intrinsic scenic quality and character, historically significant and of 
importance to the story of development of the Upper Hunter Valley, 
the theme of agriculture and rural industry and the thoroughbred 
racing industry.  They are of special and possibly unique sensitivity 
to impacts on the scenic values of their settings and are highly 
vulnerable to direct and indirect visual impacts.

Source: Muswellbrook Chronicle  21/02/14

Source: The Guardian 27/02/14
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In their report on page 16, the Review PAC agreed with Dr 
Lamb that, as a general principle, the closer the operations approach 
the boundaries of the studs, the more likely there are to be indirect 
visual exposure effects’ (page 14). Consequently the proximity of 
the mine, and the Redbank Pit in particular, is of concern.  The 
second part of the Review PAC’s recommendation further states 
on page 28 that open cut mining must not be allowed to extend 
through the second ridge to the north of the Golden Highway 
(opposite Arrowfield) to buffer against noise, dust, blasting and 
lighting.  

The Review PAC states on page 28 that the proposed setbacks 
are to ensure the physical activities and operations are not visible 
from the stud’s primary areas of operations, which clearly relates 
to direct visual impacts and not the indirect visual impacts.  
It is also important to appreciate that this Review PAC’s 
recommendation was one of two recommendations relating to 
minimum setbacks.

Dr. Lamb on page 8 of his report defines direct visual effects 
as mining activities such as overburden removal, winning ROM 
product, overburden emplacement, construction, transport of 
materials etc that would be visible.  He defines indirect visual 
effects as those where there is no direct visibility of the mining 
operation, but visual evidence of them.  Examples of indirect 
visual effects which are provided on page 13 of his report 
include; dust from extraction, excavation and haul roads, blasting 
gas and dust plumes and night-time lighting. 

Consequentially the SEAR’s calculations of the distances of the 
retracted mine setback should have been measured from areas 
of the two stud’s which are closest to the proposed mine as well 
as the Golden Highway which is primary access road for both 
studs as well as the main regional and tourist route between the 
east coast and the Central West of NSW.   It is for this reason, 
I believe, that the Review PAC made the second part of their 
setback recommendation, that the mine be setback behind the 
second ridgeline in order to reduce the indirect visual impacts 
from all of these areas.
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Impacts on Image and Reputation

The SEAR makes no mention that Anglo have not assessed the 
impacts on the dynamic views which Dr Lamb considers to be 
especially important.  Nor has the SEAR acknowledged that 
Anglo also have failed to mention the impacts on the wider 
landscape and the vital importance of these wider landscapes 
on the presentation, image, reputation and business viability of 
these two studs (Figures 8 and 9).  

In my view, the SEAR does not reflect an understanding 
of these dynamic views and their importance to the stud’s 
reputation and therefore their business model.  The SEAR refers 
to dynamic views as a debate and yet Dr Lamb clearly explains 
the way in which these views are formed on page 12 of his 
report.  I support these findings.  Dynamic views are formed 
from a range of sources including not only the visual experience 
of moving through the landscape but also from a range of visual 
media which is integral to the presentation of the aesthetic values 
of the studs.  Dynamic views are experienced by clients, staff 
and their families as they travel both around the properties and 
around the local area.

The SEAR cites the presence of existing mines which are 
10km east Jerrys Plains on the Golden Highway as a negative 
effect on these dynamic views.  However Dr Lamb confirms 
previous evidence on this issue when he identifies that the studs 
are located in a landscape which is set apart from the mining 
landscapes around Warkworth.  He states on page 13 that 
there is a sense of continuity of the studs with the adjacent rural 
landscape and also a sense of isolation that is part of the imagery of 
these places.

Figure 8: The highly scenic landscapes of Coolmore (top) and Darley (bottom) with the rugged escarpment of the Wollemi National Park in the background.



 19  Response to the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Report for the Drayton South Coal Project | Michael Wright RLA

Dynamic views are clearly relevant to the decision making 
process for this proposed mine as they pertain directly to the 
successful operation and viability of the studs’ businesses.  

The high quality visual landscape is no accident as Dr Lamb 
describes on page 7, the studs are designed to demonstrate high 
standards of Thoroughbred racehorse production and management 
in a manicured and cultured landscape that is intended to create 
an image of quality, safety and luxury conditions for horses, as well 
as a display of state of the art breeding environments in a scenic 
setting.  He goes on to say that the sense of the places is that they 
are deceptively bucolic but are in fact intensively planned, designed, 
managed and programmed to generate a predictable and high 
quality product in a setting that projects the image of international 
Thoroughbred breeding underpinning the horse racing industry.  
All of the world’s Thoroughbred breeding areas project similar 
combinations of imagery in their somewhat different physical 
environments (eg Newmarket and Kentucky).

I support and reiterate these findings

Figure 9: The facilities at Coolmore and Darley represent the highest standard of presentation.  
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4.2 PROXIMITY TO THE PROPOSED MINE

Open Pit Mining

The SEAR attempts to argue that the close proximity of the 
Drayton South mine is not an issue that would impact on 
the studs or Arrowfield.  It cites the Mt Arthur Mine, the 
Bayswater Power Station and the Hunter Valley Operations 
mine as elements of an existing industrial landscape, however 
these are many kilometres away from the studs as opposed 
to the Redbank Pit which is proposed to be less than 0.5km 
from Coolmore’s boundary, as illustrated in Figures 10 and 11.  
These comparisons lack credibility as they are not even close to 
creating similar impacts on the studs or the Arrowfield Estate.  
The SEAR also cites the Bayswater B Power Station as being 
highly likely to be visible from the higher ground of the studs, if 
it proceeds.  This is not relevant as the SEAR admits that this 
facility does not yet exist.

As illustrated in my report dated March 2014, the comparative 
distances are best explained by superimposing the distances 
from an elevated and central point on the northern boundary of 
the Coolmore and Darley studs, to Mt Arthur Coal, Bayswater 
Power Station and Hunter Valley Operations on an aerial image 
of Sydney.  Placing the point on the studs’ boundary on the 
Harbour Bridge, results in Mt Arthur being located at Watsons 
Bay, the Hunter Valley Operations being at Sydney Airport 
and Bayswater Power Station being located at Sydney Olympic 
Park.  Drayton South by comparison, would be located on the 
forecourt of the Sydney Opera House.

The existing mines and the power station are no comparison 
when considering the proximity of the Drayton South mine to 
the studs and Arrowfield.

Figure 10: View proximity comparative distance showing the Coolmore/Darley boundary in red on the Sydney Harbour Bridge and Drayton South in orange 
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Figure 11: View proximity comparative distance showing the Coolmore/Darley boundary in red on the Sydney Harbour Bridge and Drayton South in orange 
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proposed mine’s proximity to the two studs, Figure 12 illustrates 
the extent of separation that occurs between coal mining and 
international standard Thoroughbred breeding areas in Kentucky 
USA.  An analysis of the Kentucky Thoroughbred breeding 
areas where Coolmore and Darley are located, near Lexington, 
demonstrates that coal mining is approximately 130km away 

Figure 12: Proximity of active coal mines in relationship to thoroughbred areas in Kentucky, USA.

High Wall Mining

The SEAR states that the Department does not believe that 
high wall mining would result in any noticeable impacts on the 
Coolmore property or the Golden Highway.  No evidence has 
been provided by the proponent or the SEAR to justify this 
conclusion.  This statement, in my view, provides no comfort 
to the studs and no certainty that there would not be surface 
impacts as the result of highwall mining being undertaken 
within 30-50m of Coolmore’s boundary.

In addition it would appear that Anglo have provided no 
evidence to the SEAR that would enable them to make this 
judgement as there is no reference to any such documents in 
the SEAR.  It is also a concern that there is no certainty that 
the mining would stop where the proposed edgeline for the 
highwall mining is located.  Any impacts at the surface, if they 
were to occur, would be of considerable concern to the studs as 
the Golden Highway is the primary access route for clients, staff 
and their families, and presentation of the property along the 
Highway is an important component of the presentation of the 
image of Coolmore and Darley.

This is again, in my view, a failure in the visual and landscape 
assessment for the proposed Drayton South Coal Mine.

Proximity of Mining in Kentucky USA

Coolmore, Darley and the Upper Hunter Thoroughbred 
breeding industry stand alongside Kentucky and Newmarket 
as the three Thoroughbred breeding centres of excellence in 
the world.  Anglo’s economic specialist cited Kentucky as a 
successful example of coexistence between coal mining and 
the Thoroughbred breeding industry.  As a comparison to this 

from the two studs.  This is in stark contrast to the proximity of 
proposed Drayton South coal mine which is proposed to be less 
than 0.5km from Coolmore’s boundary.  

There are clearly no comparisons in the world where mining is 
permitted within a 500m of Thoroughbred breeding operations 
at this scale and reputation.   
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4.3 OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT

Compliance Record 

Since receiving approval for the Drayton Mine Extension in 
2008, Anglo has had multiple incidents of non-compliance with 
the licence in every year of operation, which is detailed in the 
adjacent table.  

On the 14th January 2014, the Department Planning and 
Infrastructure issued the Drayton Coal Mine with an order 
to rehabilitate 88 ha of the mine’s Southern Biodiversity Area 
by the end of 2015.  The Department’s Monthly Auditing and 
Compliance Activities Report (January 2014) stated that at the 
time of the inspection, compliance officers found the standard 
of rehabilitation within the Southern Biodiversity Area was 
inadequate, because the land surface was poorly vegetated and the 
tree cover was sparse and lacking diversity.

The SEAR states that the Department is satisfied that when the 
project is taken as a whole, the benefits of the project outweigh 
its impacts.  Consequently, the SEAR considers that on balance 
the Drayton South Coal Project is in the public interest, and 
should be approved subject to stringent conditions.  However 
based on Drayton’s record of non-compliance, it would appear 
that Anglo do not currently meet industry standard best 
practice.   

The Review PAC noted on page 27 that the proposed mine 
would need to achieve unprecedented standards of performance, 
management, consultation and cooperation to ensure that the 
two horse studs are protected.  Given Anglo’s current compliance 
record at the Drayton mine location, it is my view that these 
studs can not have any confidence that Anglo can achieve 
unprecedented standards of performance and management.

Timeframe Ref Type of non-compliance No. of 
occurrences

01 May 2000 - 
30 Apr 2001

L9 On 7/12/00 a blast was fired outside of the times permitted by the licence. Not reported
L9 On 27/3/01 a blast was fired outside of the times permitted by the licence. Not reported

01 May 2003 - 
30 Apr 2004 M2.1 Dust monitoring was only undertaken at site1903 for 4 months during the AR period as site was 

removed during progression of the mine. Not reported

01 May 2004 - 
30 Apr 2005 L7 Blast fired exceeded blasting limits 1

01 May 2006 - 
30 Apr 2007

M2.1 At monitoring Point 2, four samples were not recorded 4

M2.1 Point 1 - during reporting period four dust fallout samples (Particulates - Deposited Matter) were not 
sampled. 4

01 May 2007 - 
30 Apr 2008

L7.2
A blast on 16/11/07 recorded an airblast level of 124.23 dB(L) at the Antiene monitoring station.
The blast particulars were a coal shot in Drayton NN pit. This breach was reported to DECC. No 
complaints received from public regarding the incident.

1

M2.1 Four samples were not recorded during the period due to operator error and the sampler being turned 
off due to the impact of the noise on noise monitors operating at the location. 4

01 May 2008 - 
30 Apr 2009

L8.1 Odours from spontaneous combustion. 3

M2.1 Point 1 - During reporting period, five dust deposit gauges were afffected resulting in no data being 
available for these for the given period. All other gauges were collected and analysed during this period. 5

M2.1
Point 2 - HVAS at Lot 22 Antiene did not operate due to power failure at the site. The HVAS 
continued to operate correctly for all other occasions during the reporting period with aceptable results 
being obtained.

3

O3.1 Drayton's draglilne was operating in an area that was affected by spontaneous combustion. Dust 
emission resulted in 5 enquiries. 1

01 May 2009 - 
30 Apr 2010

L6.1 Noise limits exceeded at locations 71, 72, 75 and 76 8
M9.1 Failure to monitor at all noise locations specified at condition L6.1 6

R6.1 Noise report required by condition R6.1 did not provide results of moniotring LA1(1 minute) noise 
levels 1

01 May 2010 - 
30 Apr 2011

A1.2 ROM coal mined exceeded licence limit due to scale of activity. Variation application to increase scale 
has been submitted. 1

M2.1 Not all samples of Total Suspended Particulates and Particulates Deposited Matter were collected and 
continuous sampling not undertaken due to equipment failure and human error. 8

M9.1 Noise compliance assessment was undertaken however does not occur at every location. 1

01 May 2011 - 
30 Apr 2012

L1.1 Water discharge from rail loop dam due to high intensity rainfall. 1
L4.1 Airblast overpressure limit exceeded at the de Boer monitor. 1

M2.1 Total Suspended Particulates - Hi-Vol air sampling equipment failure resulting in three samples 
collected on days other than approved run day. 3

01 May 2012 - 
30 Apr 2013

2.1 Failure to monitor at Point 4 as required by the licence. 1
L4.1 Blasting airblast overpressure recorded 121.17 dBL at DeBoer monitor. 1
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Vegetation Screening

The SEAR acknowledges that a variety of different experts, 
including the Gateway Panel and the Review PAC, have 
expressed significant concerns with regards to the permanence 
and effectiveness of vegetation screening related to this project.  
However, the SEAR provides minimal discussion and no actual 
assessment of the vegetation screening proposed for the project, 
only stating that Anglo be required to establish and maintain a 
substantial vegetation buffer to the north of the Golden Highway. 
[and] this would provide effective screening.  

Vegetation Screening Effectiveness

In my view, dense screen plantings along roadsides in the 
Hunter Valley have become synonymous with open cut mines 
which need to be hidden because of their visual impact.  The 
SEAR does not reflect an appreciation of this issue, which is 
both a tourist route and the main access road for the two studs.  
Additionally, the extensive corridors of dense tree screening 
proposed by Anglo would result in loss of district views into the 
surrounding landscape from the Golden Highway.

Any single lines of evenly planted trees stretching across the 
landscape would create a contrasting element to the open 
paddocks with scattered trees, highlighting the artificial nature 
of this activity in this rural environment.  This will also be a 
notable contrast to the landscape within the studs, which create 
an idyllic rural landscape with trees arranged in avenues and 
scattered clumps.

Figure 13 illustrates that the Drayton Mine is still clearly 
exposed to a public road along its boundary with large gaps in 
the boundary planting creating clear views into the mine from 
Thomas Mitchell Drive.  Furthermore, there seems to be little 
evidence that Anglo is making a serious effort to fill these large 
gaps in their boundary tree screens.  

The SEAR also failed to evaluate the effectiveness of Anglo’s 
existing plantings along the Golden Highway and Edderton 
Road at the boundary of the Drayton South mine site.  These 
plantings typically consist of 3-4 rows of mixed tree species in a 
20-30m wide corridor and as depicted in Figure 14 are clearly 
not successful at screening Anglo’s Drayton Mine property.

These examples emphasise the vulnerability of the numerous 
viewpoints along the Highway and on the elevated areas of the 
two studs, to exposure to the direct visual impacts of the mine 
operations as well as the indirect and dynamic views from the 
surrounding areas.

Vegetation Screening Permanence

Screening of the operations is proposed to be comprehensive and 
effective for the 20 year life of the mine.  Maintaining a 30m 
wide band of mixed trees and shrubs over many kilometres for 
the projected 20 year lifespan of the mine, is a big commitment 
and likely to gradually loose intensity, as the costs and amount 
of work increases over time.  The issue of vegetation screening 
maintenance and management is not adequately addressed by 
the Anglo or the SEAR.  

Vegetation Screening Compliance  

The SEAR states that mining at the southern boundary of the 
Redbank Pit would only occur after Year 5 of the mine plan. 
This, provides ample opportunity for Anglo to ensure that a very 
substantial tree screen is established between the active mining 
areas and the studs.  However, the SEAR failed to take into 
consideration the compliance record of Anglo at the Drayton 
Mine when making this statement.  

The Specific Environmental Conditions as part of the Drayton 
Mine 2008 Project Approval states that within 2 years of this 
approval (2008), the Proponent shall plant additional trees 
along the Thomas Mitchell Drive corridor to provide a mature 
tree screen for the project.  To date, six years on, this has not 
occurred in accordance with the conditions of the Drayton Mine 
Project Approvals.  
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Figure 14: Example of the see-through screen planting on the Golden Highway 
near the intersection with Edderton Road

Figure 13: Views of Drayton Mine from Thomas Mitchell Drive through the gaps in the boundary screen plantings.
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This term occurs on numerous occasions in Anglo’s, and their 
consultants’, reports.  However the proponent provides no 
clear explanation or definition of what this phrase means.  
Nor is there a description of how these principles are to 
be implemented in the design or the construction process.  
Without the presence of more detail of this process, citing 
examples of its successful implementation, it my view that little 
confidence can be gained that the final landform would look 
any less artificial than the overburden mound at Drayton Mine.  
This large mound, is a dominant feature clearly visible from 
Thomas Mitchell Drive as illustrated in Figure 13.  This is a 
disturbing example of large and amorphous form which leaves a 
permanent visual legacy to past mining activity.

Rehabilitation and final landform

The mining plans prepared by Anglo have created the impression 
of a highly ordered mining and rehabilitation process on the 
Drayton South site.  The mine sequence plans in particular 
suggest that the mining process will be a gradual progression of 
vegetation clearance, stripping of overburden, excavation and 
removal of the coal and the placement and rehabilitation of the 
overburden areas.  

The series of aerial images of the Drayton Mine presented in 
Figure 15 illustrate a distinct contrast to the proposed sequence 
of mining activities that is presented in the documents for 
Drayton South.  The conditions for the Drayton Mine required 
Anglo to undertake progressive rehabilitation throughout the 
life of the mine and yet since the latest approval was granted 
in 2008, it is difficult to identify those areas that have been 
successfully rehabilitated.

The appearance of the final landform is a key issue in open 
cut mining and in particular the prominent overburden 
dumps which tend to have a large and amorphous form which 
contrasts markedly with the irregular undulations of the natural 
landscape.  The SEAR quotes the Anglo’s Retracted Mine Plan 
report referring to the implementation of the principles of 
micro-relief in the construction of the final landforms.  

The current mine approval is due to expire at the end of 
2017 which would suggest that the rehabilitation of the 
mine has fallen behind schedule, as there are only just over 
3 years remaining and it would appear that little permanent 
rehabilitation has taken place.  With the extent of apparent 
non compliance of the rehabilitation at the Drayton Mine, 
it is difficult to have confidence that Anglo will undertake 
the proposed works in a different manner to that which has 
occurred at Drayton.  
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Figure 15: Demonstration of the apparent lack of progressive rehabilitation that has occurred at Drayton, by Anglo American, since the 2008 approval of the Drayton Mine - Extension Project which required progressive rehabilitation.
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In reviewing the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Report, 
there are inconsistencies and shortcomings with the report’s 
assessment and the recommendations.

DIRECTOR GENERAL’S REQUIREMENTS

The SEAR recognises the policy and regulatory framework 
including the EP&A Act, however it does not mention or assess 
the project against the DGRs which were specifically written 
for the proposed Drayton South Coal Project.  Specifically the 
DGRs require the proponent to prepare a detailed description of 
how the site would be progressively rehabilitated and integrated 
with the adjoining landscape as well as nominating the final land 
uses.  This has not been done.

The SEAR admits that there is a lack of detail from the 
proponent on this issue but that it has recommended a range 
of rehabilitation objectives to direct future detailed planning 
and design of the final mine landform and use.  This is contrary 
to the DGRs requirement for detailed information on this 
important topic.

5. CONCLUSION
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UPPER HUNTER SRLUP

The SEAR appears to misquote the Upper Hunter SRLUP on 
page iii when it cites an overarching strategic policy objective in 
relation to appropriate balance between competing land uses 
which actually appears to come from one of the key regional 
challenges in the SRLUP.  The SEAR repeats this assertion 
on page 34 where it states that the SRLUP seeks to achieve a 
sustainable co-existence between mining and agriculture.  However 
the SRLUP aims to achieve much more than this, such as 
protecting strategic agricultural land and ensuring security and 
clarity for industries in the valley. 

In my view, the SEAR assesses the proposed project focussing on 
only one of the 18 objectives cited in the SRLUP which relates 
to balanced use of land by competing industries.  Maintaining 
visual amenity is another key issue identified under Community 
Health and Amenity in the SRLUP which is not discussed in  
the SEAR.

GATEWAY PANEL 

The SEAR acknowledges that the independent Gateway Panel 
findings largely mirror the recommendations of the Review 
PAC but does not accept them.  The Gateway Panel’s report, 
provides another independent verification, which highlighted 
the importance of the Coolmore and Darley studs to the Equine 
CIC, and in turn a recognition of the critical importance of 
landscape values to the two studs.

The Gateway Panel’s conclusions were that the impacts on 
the studs of the proposed mine would be significant, the 
Thoroughbred breeding and mining were incompatible land 
uses, that mitigation was unlikely to control the impacts on 
the studs, and that the risks to both the Equine and Viticulture 
CICs should be avoided.  The Gateway Panel recommended 
that a buffer be established between the studs and the proposed 
mine which would be measured in kilometres.  These, notably 
independent, conclusions were ignored by the SEAR.

REVIEW PLANNING ASSESSMENT COMMISSION 

The Review PAC, through its own assessment, came to the same 
conclusions as the Gateway Panel about the critical importance 
of the studs to the Equine CIC and that the impacts from the 
proposed mine were significant to the studs and the CIC as 
a whole.  As a consequence the Review PAC recommended a 
setback for the proposed mine behind the second ridge which 
was to be an absolute minimum and that additional assessment 
was required to confirm that the new location of the proposed 
mine would not cause significant impacts on the studs.

The SEAR, however, recommends the acceptance of a reduced 
setback proposed by Anglo, which the SEAR admitted only 
partly fulfilled the Review PAC’s recommendations, and did 
not require the additional assessment as recommended by the 
Review PAC to confirm the level of significance of the impacts 
on the studs.  The SEAR appears to not accept the Gateway 
Panel’s and the Review PAC’s findings about the extent of 
the sensitivity of the studs to the impacts of mining nor the 
potential impacts on the wider Equine CIC if the proposed 
Drayton South mine were to go ahead.  By contrast the SEAR 
accepts the position put by the proponent in most issues and yet 
it provides little or no evidence or independent verification to 
support its acceptance of Anglo’s assessments and conclusions.
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PROXIMITY TO THE PROPOSED MINE 

Proximity of the retracted Drayton South mine proposal 
remains a major issue for the studs and Arrowfield Estate.  
The Redbank Pit is less than less than 500m to the Coolmore 
boundary.  The proximity of the studs to the current mining 
operations such as Mt Arthur and Hunter Valley Operations 
are up to 8-10km away from the studs.  The potential impacts 
of high wall mining to within 50m of Coolmore’s boundary is 
insufficiently assessed by the SEAR.  There are no new detailed 
assessments describing the potential for impacts along the 
boundary with the Golden Highway.

OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT 

The SEAR does not acknowledge the poor compliance record 
of Anglo at the Drayton Mine and nor does it recognise 
the potential threat of such events to the studs if the same 
operational management regime is continued at Drayton 
South.  The evidence of Anglo’s apparent lack of commitment 
to establishing and maintaining effective tree screening at 
Drayton is not questioned by the SEAR, nor is the apparent 
lack of progressive rehabilitation at the Drayton Mine, which is 
a requirement under their current Conditions of Approval.

In January 2014, the Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure issued Drayton Coal Mine with an order to 
rehabilitation 88 ha of the mine by the end of 2015.  The 
Department’s Monthly Auditing and Compliance Activities Report 
(January 2014) stated that compliance officers found the standard 
of rehabilitation within the Southern Biodiversity Area was 
inadequate, because the land surface was poorly vegetated and the 
tree cover was sparse and lacking diversity.

LANDSCAPE & VISUAL VALUES 

The quality of the visual and landscape character of the studs 
and the surrounding valley is acknowledged by many of the 
reports on this project including the SEAR.  However, the SEAR 
does not accept the levels of sensitivity of these values and that 
they are under threat from this proposed mine.  The SEAR fails 
to appreciate the level of sensitivity of the studs to the numerous 
indirect visual impacts and the importance of proximity in 
determining the level of impact.  These indirect visual impacts 
will be potentially visible from many locations on both studs as 
well as the Golden Highway and Arrowfield Estate.  Some of 
these locations could be as close a 500m from the open cut pit.

Dust from the exposed pits, overburden dumps and haul roads 
and plumes of dust and /or gas from blasting are very significant 
forms of visual impact.  However night-time lighting, mining 
machinery and vehicles and even the threat of fire in the mine 
also present highly significant impacts on sensitive activities 
such as Thoroughbred breeding operations.  Dr Lamb, for 
example, in his advice to the Review PAC, also highlighted the 
relationship between noise and visual impacts. 

The importance of dynamic views as described by Dr Lamb for 
the Review PAC, is not accepted by the SEAR, which considers 
it to be akin to a debate about Drayton South.  Dynamic views 
are experienced in many forms as Dr Lamb describes and for 
the SEAR to dismiss them as irrelevant is to ignore the reality 
of the importance of the landscape aesthetic and image to the 
studs and Arrowfield, and the Equine and Viticulture CICs as   
a whole.  I support the views of Dr Lamb on these critical issues 
relating to visual and landscape values.

CONCLUSION 

The SEAR fails to adequately assess the Retracted Mine 
Plan proposal for Drayton South, it overlooks the clear and 
independent recommendations of both the PAC and the 
Gateway Panel, it fails to appreciate the importance of the studs 
to the Equine CIC and their sensitivity to open cut mining in 
such close proximity.  

The visual impacts of Anglo American’s Retracted Mine Plan 
cannot be adequately mitigated as the mine is in close proximity 
to the studs and the Golden Highway.  No conditions can be 
devised which would protect the studs from the impacts of the 
mine due to the proximity and scale of the proposed mine.  This 
proposed open cut mine and the two Thoroughbred breeding 
studs are, from my area of expertise of visual and landscape 
character assessment, incompatible land uses and cannot coexist 
in this location.
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Michael Wright, registered landscape architect, for Coolmore 
Australia and Darley Australia.  March 2014.
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