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Dear Commissioners,
Please accept this submission as our strongest possible objection to the Vickery Coal Project.
We refuse to label this as an “extension”, as there is no mine there now, and we know full
well that the applicant never had any intention to proceed with the original “paper
approval”. In fact, upon announcement of the approval on the 23rd of September 2014, the
applicant told the ABC that it was unlikely to proceed until Maules Creek Mine was fully
ramped up, and they planned to expand the approval of Vickery from 4.5mtpa to 8mtpa.
We are now looking at 10mtpa.
We purchased “Erinvale”, referred to as property 140 by the applicant, in 2008 after
searching long and hard to find a place of this calibre. There are very few places in Australia
that offer the rich alluvial soils of the Liverpool plains with the opportunity of both summer
and winter cropping, and a reasonably reliable rainfall, that can be supplemented with high
quality alluvial groundwater. At the time of purchase Tarrawonga Coal mine was operating
and Boggabri Coal was just beginning. When exchanging contracts, we asked our solicitor, if
he thought we would ever be worried by the mines, to which he laughed and said “you're on
the black soil plains, they will never be able to come near you.” And yet here we are.
Since moving here, we have had 3 children and developed Erinvale into a profitable farming
business which we run in conjunction with a second property that we were able to purchase
in 2014. We are proud members of the Boggabri Community. Together, we are involved in:
• The local RFS brigade
• Sacred Heart School P and F Association
• Boggabri Swimming Club
• Boggabri Girl Guides
• Boggabri Community Church Parish Council
• Boggabri Business and Community Progress Association and
• Boggabri Farming and Community Group
Presently our properties are not mine affected, being 15 and 30 kms from the nearest
operating mine. That is not to say our business is not impacted by the mines already
operating in our area. This year for the first time we have not been able to source the
temporary water licenses we rely on for our irrigated cropping. Whitehaven have paid a
record $930/ML for zone 4 water, which up until 2018/19, we had a long term agreement to
buy water at $100/ML. That supplier now sells his water to the mines, and who could blame
him. It is simply not feasible for us. Consequently, our irritated crop production has more

than halved, and this is without the Vickery Project and the huge impost it will place on the
local groundwater supply.
The consultation process from the applicant has been limited and frustrating to say the
least. We have had only a couple of meetings with the proponents (at our request), in which
we stressed that we require some form of negotiated agreement be in place prior to any
approval. Only to be told that their models show that we will not be impacted. The last
correspondence was an email from the then Project Manager, Brian Cole dated 6/9/19, in
which he stated “In relation to some form of an ongoing consultation and mitigation plan
regarding the operation of the mine (assuming it is approved), we contemplated that we
would seek to reach such an arrangement with you post approval.” I sincerely hope that we
have not been included as one of the 6 landowners referred to in paragraph 325 of the
Assessment Report that Whitehaven have told DPIE that they have entered into
negotiations with, as this would be a gross misrepresentation.
It is insulting to be so flippantly dismissed by Whitehaven, when we have witnessed friends
living the same proximity to their other mines, who have suffered for years trying to prove
the impacts of the mines on their businesses and personal lives. Only to finally be bought
out by the mine and leave the district. We have seen it all before. This company understates
the impacts so they can get approval, so it is left to others to wear the impacts and subsidise
their operations.
Sally Hunter revealed in her presentation to the IPC that there are now 6 families who have
been forced off their land at Maules Creek who were, like us, told that they wouldn’t be
impacted by the mine. Surely, the IPC can see that history is repeating itself here. We are
not prepared to put our family through the years of torment that this same company has
put these families through.
Take the Leitch family for example. They are good friends of ours, adaptive and progressive
farmers, and until recently highly regarded and loved members of our community. I say
“until recently” because they have just left the district. More than 7 years after Maules
Creek Mine was approved on the basis that these people would not be affected. The Leitch
properties were very similar in proximity to Maules Creek Mine as “Erinvale” will be to
Vickery Mine if it is approved.
The process that resulted in the acquisition of the Leitch family properties by Whitehaven
was a long painstaking experience that dragged out for years. Despite the 2 senior family
members being hospitalised due to exposure to toxic blast fumes on their property, and
evidence of the mine not fulfilling its obligations to attenuate plant (similar to what is
promised to reduce noise at Vickery), which resulted in intrusive noise levels on the family
(Attachment 1), Whitehaven continued to deny fault. Repeated pleas to government
departments and ministers, eventually (September 2017) resulted in the Deputy Premier
imploring Whitehaven to do the right thing and engage in negotiations with the Leitch
Family (Attachment 2).
Finally, in November of 2018, the Department of Planning engaged an independent
mediator to mediate negotiations with the Leitch family and Whitehaven.

Does the IPC consider this best practice? Should the taxpayer foot the bill to resolve a
situation that only arose because the proponent failed to acknowledge the full implications
of their project to facilitate approval, and then failed in its obligations to resolve it once they
materialised? Are you willing to allow this to happen to our family?
As previously requested through the Boggabri farming and Community Group, we again call
on the IPC to ensure that if they somehow deem that this mine should be approved, a
negotiated agreement be in place prior to approval with our family and all landholders
identified in our previous correspondence (Attachment 3).
As a final note, the report on the Vickery site water balance and supporting information is
included in the comprehensive submission by the Boggabri Farming and Community Group,
which we fully endorse and respectfully request that the Commission review in detail.
Kind Regards,
David and Janet Watt
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