
From: RRI
To: Nina Harrison; Bradley James; Troy Deighton; James Innes
Subject: Re: Further Submission IPC Public Hearing: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD 8642)
Date: Tuesday, 9 March 2021 1:45:55 AM

Please find attached further submission of 2017 pictures of former St Thomas
Catholic Church (was originally built early-mid 1800's as Church and Convent
School with separate Nuns Accommodation - Little Company of Mary, Rutherford
NSW).  Original Convent building (heritage listed) relocated to Denman 1916.
This historic Wybong building, refurbished by the Hogan Family, early 1900's
is today much more dilapidated and bordering collapse through Glencore
neglect.

- John Shewan





























From: RRI
To:
Subject: Re: Further Submission IPC Public Hearing: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD 8642)
Date: Thursday, 11 March 2021 1:34:39 PM
Attachments: Objection to Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project SSD 8642 Pt 3.pdf

Please find objection Pt 3 attached.
 
Submission regarding Mangoola affected roads and David Patten decapitation death cannot be
provided from archive within the timeframe available.
 
Documented Sequence.

Anvil Hill Mine Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel established with prohibition of
refusal
Anvil Hill mine approved
VPA includes $2m for Denman Recreation Area payable on commencement of
construction with trigger being expression of Muswellbrook Shire Council approval of
completion of pre-cursor Wybong Road reconstruction.

 refuses move to construction as reconstruction of mine access
Wybong Road is incomplete (earthworks unfinished and 14km unsealed)
Glencore object to construction delay
Sam Haddad (DG Dept Planning) and Mr Buffier (Glencore Senior) fly by aircraft to Scone-
Muswellbrook to meet MSC concerning construction delay.

 approves Wybong Road (though earthworks and sealing incomplete)
and collects $2m
Mangoola Oversized, unescorted, construction haulage prohibited on Wybong Road West
decapitates David Patten 9 Jan 2009, reported with photographs by Newcastle Herald

 Extraordinary Meeting to rescind Wybong Road reconstruction
approval.
Coronial inquest that was to be open to public submission, family invited to attend and
make submissions by magistrate
Coronial inquest held in secret with  attending.  Family and public refused
despite attending as invited for inquest by magistrate from interstate and intrastate.
Complaints and appeal by Patten family to NSW Attorney General and George Souris MP
to no effect.
No Workers Compensation paid.  No Worksafe investigation of circumstances
surrounding.

 
Please advise if further documentation required.
 
Sincerely.
John Shewan



From: RRI
To:
Subject: Re: Mangoola Continued Operations Project Objection
Date: Thursday, 11 March 2021 1:31:19 PM

Hello IPC,
As final comment.
 
Refusal by IPC will likely result in the discontinuance of the IPC by political and industry
determination, however should this be the real threat to the decision maker it should not be a
consideration as refusal is the correct decision.  However there are alternatives that effectively
refuse consent and defuse the issue at IPC.
 
I note from submissions how my family and that of Kim Manwarring have been Dept Planning
Industry terrorised by these industrial terrorists since 2007.
 
The NPWS Conservation Agreement property of Dr Louise Shewan, myself and family is NOT for
sale or lease to any entity at any time for any reason.
 
As acquisition identified properties are not for sale a condition requiring acquisition of ALL may
suffice for an effective IPC outcome of refusal.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to near properly address the Mangoola continued operations
(new mine) via IPC.
 
Sincerely.
John Shewan
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PO Box 188 

East Maitland NSW 2323 
28th August 2019 

 
 

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project 
 

Hunter Environment Lobby Inc - Object 
 

 

Hunter Environment Lobby Inc. (HEL) is a regional community-based environmental 
organization that has been active for over 20 years on the issues of cumulative impacts 
of environmental degradation involving species and habitat loss, climate change and 
effects on ground water and rivers. 
 
HEL strongly objects to the proposed expansion of the Mangoola Coal Mine on the 
grounds of environmentally sustainable development. 
 
We have made submissions previously on the exhibited development application for the 
proposed Modification of the original Anvil Hill Coal Project, near Muswellbrook, now 
named the Mangoola Coal Modification 6 of Project Approval in 2014 and superseded 
by this latest Continued Operations Project. 
 
In the original submission made by Hunter Environment Lobby Inc (HEL) in 2006, we 
outlined the concerns we had for the adverse impacts on biodiversity values, water and 
greenhouse gas impacts. 
 
We also outlined the facts that HEL has consistently expressed concern about these 
issues to the NSW Government over the last two decades in its meetings with 
government ministers and submissions. These issues are common across all major 
developments, whether they relate to coal, coal seam gas exploration and to a lesser 
extent, industrial or residential development within the Hunter catchment area. 
 
Our original objections were about the adequacy or otherwise of the original EIS; 
compliance with planning objectives; biodiversity issues; water issues; cumulative 
impacts and Greenhouse and energy issues. 
 
These matters have been significantly degraded since the consent of the original 
development, and we saw further degradation after 2014 when the proposal to increase 
the coal extraction rate by 28% went ahead, now the proponent wishes to increase that 
production up to nearly one third above that 2014 increase. 
 
Cumulative impacts of the many dozens of mine developments and increase in 
extensions are adding exponentially to the air quality degradation, river water salinity, 
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loss of biodiversity and greenhouse issues that are the ongoing result of large scale 
industrialisation of this Hunter Valley. 
 
 
Offsets 
HEL is concerned that the system of purchasing Eco System Credits to offset for the 
eleven threatened species found here in the latest EIS is not an adequate way to deal 
with the issue of Biodiversity demise.  
 
The threatened species include five birds, four bats and two orchid varieties. There are 
also four NSW threatened ecological communities – as well as a Federally listed one 
which brings in a Controlled Action. This is the White Box/Yellow Box/ Blakely’s Red 
Gum Grassy Woodland association that is critically endangered. 
 
At a time when species are becoming extinct at an alarming and rapid rate, we believe 
to remove another 570 hectares of valuable irreplaceable forest habitat and threatened 
species is irreconcileable with an ecologically sustainable outcome. 
 
Air Quality 
The impacts on residents surrounding this development will be subject to at least an 
extra third increase in dust emissions from this latest projected increase. 
 
HEL commented in 2014 that the proposal was set to increase air quality impacts by  
22% - this had been slated as ‘a minimal increase in activity’, we stated that it 
represented a large increase.  
 
Also, the issue re the residents of impacted mine‐owned housing who should be warned 

of potential health risks and it is said that they ‘should provide informed consent 
demonstrating that they have been alerted to these.’ What form of informed consent can 
a child give of the dangers of asthma in future adult years? 
 
Health 
In the Director General’s Assessment Report in the 2014 proposal , it shows that the 
NSW Health Department raised a number of concerns relating to the potential health 
impacts of that proposed modification, and whether the tenants of mine-owned 
properties had been consulted about the potential noise impacts of the modification. 
NSW Health also raised concerns about the potential air quality impacts of the proposed 
modification, and the need to consider the incremental increase in particulate matter not 
just exceedances of the EPA criteria. Impacts on drinking water supplies and the social 
impacts of the proposed modification were also raised. 
 
In regard to consultation with tenants residing in mine-owned properties, Planning & 
Infrastructure is satisfied that Mangoola Coal has appropriately advised tenants of the 
potential impacts of the project. But we temper that advice with the information given by 
the Department of Planning and Infrastructure’s Director of Mining Projects, David Kitto 
to approximately five hundred people in Singleton’s Community Centre a few years ago. 
His advice was that, ‘residents and community of this area must realise that the area 
between Singleton and Muswellbrook is in reality an industrial zone’. 
 
This is cold comfort indeed for many hundreds of householders who are not in the 
compulsory acquisition zone but who have a stranded asset in the shape of a property 
or house which is impossible to sell because of the close proximity to mines pits. Mr 
Kitto’s words should have been backed up by promises to purchase all properties in that 
very ‘Industrial Zone’. 
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The conditions will still require Mangoola Coal to consult with their tenants regarding the 
potential impacts. Mangoola Coal addressed NSW Health’s concerns regarding 
significant incremental air quality impacts in the RTS, indicating that there are currently 
no standards or criteria to determine what represents a significant increase. Whilst NSW 
Health accepted the response, it indicated it is working on a criteria to guide the 
assessment of acceptable increased particulate impacts. 
 
 
Greenhouse Gas emissions 
In these times of world wide anxiety over the increase in carbon emissions, we find there 
is no excuse for planning for massive increases that will come on board with this 
extension. 
 
For the life of this mine the assessment is now there will be 3,251,000 CO2 equivalent 
extra tonnes/pa of Scope 1 emissions; 403,000 CO2 equivalent tonnes/pa of Scope 2 
emissions and 104,287,000 CO2 equivalent tonnes/pa of Scope 3 emissions. 
 
This volume of carbon emissions is untenable when the carbon budget requires no new 
coal extraction if we are to meet the global target of 1.5 degree increase in temperature, 
as Australia supported in the Paris Agreement. 
 
The figures for this particular increase in size of the MCCO amount to 407,000 CO2 Eq 
tonnes/pa for Scope 1; 51,000 CO2 Eq tonnes/pa for Scope 2 and 13,036,000 CO2 Eq 
tonnes/pa for Scope 3 emissions for each year of production.  
 
The overall total increase in emissions has been forecast as 407,940,000 tonnes of CO2 
Equivalent emissions over the life of this mine. Without any adequate figures for 
cumulative impacts on the Hunter and the world Carbon load, we reiterate our concerns 
and posit that the Department will be negligent to sign off on this extension. 
 
 
Impacts on Community 
We consider the following conclusion as an abrogation of responsibility, as is the fact 
that community groups such as ours, with no resources, have to prove a development of 
this scale and scope has unacceptable impacts on our community, environment, water 
resources and air quality and quality of life, instead of the proponent proving that is does 
not impact. 
 

‘Overall, Planning & Infrastructure considers that the dust mitigation, 
management and monitoring currently being implemented by Mangoola Coal is 
consistent with the current best practice for the control of dust emissions from 
coal mines in NSW, and there is limited opportunity for further substantial 
improvement.’ 

 
 
Water 
On the issue of Water, HEL would like to comment that it has made a submission to the 
ten year review of the Hunter River Salinity Trading Scheme (HRSTS) in February 2014, 
supporting the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) position to not raise the salinity 
targets.  
 
In the HEL submission, which outlined some key issues regarding lack of adequate 
monitoring in the Hunter catchment, mining plays an integral role of increasing problems 
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with river health from salinity. The need to monitor for a broader range of pollutants 
present in mine and power station discharge water is also another issue that concerns 
us.  
 
We see that rapid expansion of the mining industry over the past 15 years has placed 
considerable pressure on the health of the Hunter River, there are areas in the river 
system that have poor health and it has been recognized that salinity is an important 
factor in affecting river health. 
 
HEL has concluded that until such time as there is a comprehensive and representative 
monitoring program across the Hunter catchment, there is no conclusive measure of the 
trends for salinity in the river system, and hence there should be no increase in mining 
activity, or, as in this case no increase in rate of extraction or increase in mine water 
discharges into the Hunter River system 
 
HEL considers that the proposal to increase the extraction rate and water demand at the 
Mangoola Mine is a high risk decision. Besides the mine having possible storage 
problems during periods of high rainfall, it has been identified that there will be a 
significant shortfall in available water during periods of prolonged drought. 
 
Planning & Infrastructure consider this to be a commercial risk for Mangoola Coal to 
manage because conditions require that production be adjusted to match the available 
water supply. 
 
HEL is concerned that if Mangoola have to begin extracting groundwater using existing 
groundwater licences during prolonged drought, the cumulative impact on groundwater 
systems from mine drawdown and increased licenced extraction has not been 
adequately modelled. 
 
In conclusion, HEL is of the opinion that the cumulative impact of the proposed increase 
in extraction levels at Mangoola Mine will not be adequately managed or mitigated and 
should not be approved. 
 
 

 
 
Yours in trust, 
 
 

 
 
Jan Davis  
President Hunter Environment Lobby Inc. 
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

I object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project because of the following concerns;

My family and I have saved up for several years to purchase our farm where were we can make a

profitable business to support our family, which will now be worth a substantial amount less if the

MCCO Project is approved and out property will be unsaleable.

• Information provided by comprehensive Social Impact Assessment identified property devaluation

as the biggest concern, yet their mitigation measure is to develop a community enhancement

program which is not a helpful source as this is not going to help my property value that will

decrease by hundreds of thousands of dollars (which has been advised by a real estate agent that

have valued our property twice within the last 4 years, and also have been advised by an

independent property evaluator that our house will be unsaleable and stale within the market if the

MCCO project is approved) Mangoola has not helped, nor have they seemed to care about our

decreasing property value.

• When confronted about the 38dB (A) noise line shown on figure 3 in the combined noise contours

all year all time period map in the summary booklet the contour line follows our whole property

boundary fence, even as far as following the dips and corners which seem unlikely that noise will

follow a boundary line, but seems convenient that Mangoola Coal Operations owns the property

Search by Project Name or ID

03/10/19, 5:19 pm https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/submission/...



next to us and both properties are completely flat with no hills or rises within the contour of the

land. Being able to hear the mine, inside our home and continuously getting worse and they are

mining in their current mine plans how can they move over 3 kilometres closer and the noise levels

not raise substantially, we have already had incidence when the noise levels are unbearable at

night to the point it had keep our whole family awake at night, where we rang the Mangoola

Community Hotline several times and there were no measures put in place to make the noise

better until the EPA was call and within 10 minutes the operation was shut down. In my personal

opinion I do not think that these complaints made to this hotline are taken seriously.

• Our underground water source will be effected by the proposed mine extension, as a young

farming family struggling to make ends meet within the worst drought in Australia we have

continued to establish a profitable farming business that will now be effected by Mangoola and we

will potentially loose our water source we have paid many thousands of dollars for as you could

imagine this is hard to come to terms with as this will then be dramatically effecting our business

and our income. Mangoola do offer bore monitoring for private landholders but with the figures of

the noise testing being so suss I find it hard to believe the figures will not be made to accommodate

the mine not us. They have told us they will affect ground water but seem unless I can prove it was

them affecting it; it’s just bad luck- another case of guilty until you can prove yourself innocent. Not

to mention Mangoola hold most of the water licences within the area which makes it extremely hard

for people to expand their enterprises when there are no water allocations available and they are

not willing to give them up. How can farmers running a business compete with a multi-million dollar

business???

• Within the biodiversity offset areas the proposed offset areas that are outlined, seems strange to

want to purchase properties that will not even slightly be affected by the operations of the mine and

purchase more farming land from the community rather than purchasing properties that are closely

impacted and suffer from the coal mine every day which could be used as the same thing.

• The impact that we experience from the dust is that unbearable it is almost impossible to have the

windows and door open in our house to get fresh air, the impact of this dust cannot be good for our

health and the state it leaves our house in at times is embarrassing, but as we have been told

before from Mangoola Employees the dust does not come from Mangoola and good luck proving it.

• I feel being 1 of the 2 privately owned bore holders within this operation I will be dramatically

impacted by this and be substantially left out of pocket. I then in turn will not be able to make my

farm a sustainable or have a profitable business and my crops, cattle and family will be sadly

impacted. Water NSW has informed me that my bore quality and flow rate will be affected if this

operation is approved.

03/10/19, 5:19 pm https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/submission/...
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It is of large concern that there is not much of the Wybong Community left as Mangoola has

already affected the community once and it is nearly making it impossible for people to be able to

move on from the project without being severely impacted, the amount of stress and worry that the

MCCO project puts on families is not fair and people should not have to be put in these difficult

situations within their own home and community, people love the rural lifestyle for the serenity and

it seems that more and more it is sadly disappearing within this area.

03/10/19, 5:19 pm https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/submission/...
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BULGA, New South Wales

Air quality in the Hunter Valley is already atrocious. Local Doctors are sounding the alarm bells at

the number of premature deaths and people with health related issues directly affected by the

pollution in the Hunter Valley. do with the issue of. Justice Preston has made a landmark decision in

the Gloucester Rocky Hill Mine decision and this must be taken into account when considering this

project. Climate change impacts (on rough numbers the Scope 3 emissions from this extension

would be more than Australia's entire Paris commitment). The potential loss of more community

members displaced by mining and the opportunity cost of seeing more land and water devoted to

mining rather than more sustainable industries are all significant issues for the health and wellbeing

of our community.

This already very negatively impacted community to the North of the existing mine are greatly

threatened by this proposed project. The Wybong community will be decimated.

Wildlife corridor from the Great Eastern Ranges to the Manobalai Nature reserve will be

threatened.

Also all the common negative impacts from mining on a community of increased dust, noise,

destruction of property value.

Can the Hunter air quality sustain another open cut mine with another final void?

This project should be refused.

Sincerely,

AnneMaree McLaughlin

Search by Project Name or ID
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KAYUGA, New South Wales

Glencore chose to mine the Mangoola operation at an accelerated rate. They now wish to mine an

additional coal to maintain production. The company has recently demonstrated that it recognised

the need to act on climate change. In other words it accepts the science. Why then does it want to

add more greenhouse gas to the atmosphere? The climate sitiuation is now critical and the mine

should not be allowed to go ahead for this reason alone.

Two endangered orchids prasophyllum petilum and diuris tricolour are abundant in this area. They

were not recognised by the company on the original lease, despite attention being drawn to their

presence by competent botanists.

There is still no cumulative impact assessment of coal mining in the Upper Hunter and dust

pollution is demonstrably a problem.

Search by Project Name or ID
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Wybong, New South Wales

(1) The devaluation of our property, as nobody wants to be a neighbour of an open cut coal mine.

(2) Mangoola Coal, realises there is a dust problem.

2a Mangoola Coal, have installed first flushes on our infrastructure.

2b Mangoola Coal, Clean our water tanks.

2c Mangoola Coal, supply water tank filter, Pre Mangoola Coal filters changed once a year, now 4

times a year. post Mangoola Coal.

(3) Our Swimming pool acts as a dust filter by absorbing dust out of air. Pre Mangoola Coal, The

pool filter ran 4 hours per day, Post Mangoola Coal 7 Hours per day. this will only increase with the

proposed Mangoola Coal development.

(4) With the proposed expansion of Mangoola Coal coming closer to us, the dust will increase.

(5) Pre Mangoola coal our sola panels. were cleaned once every 2 year, Post Mangoola Coal, twice

a year ( we are now loosing 10% per day of our power out put) With Mangoola Coal moving closer

dust will increase. this already is a significant costing for us.

(6) With the proposed Mangoola coal development. Concerns for our health with the amount of

dust that will be generated.

(7) Noise is an issue, only to increase with the proposed development

Search by Project Name or ID
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Our ref: DOC19/608527-1 
Your ref: SSD 8642 

Ms Genevieve Seed                 5 September 2019 

Senior Environmental Assessment Officer Planning Services 
Resource Assessments Compliance Division 
genevieve.seed@planning.nsw.gov.au 

Dear Ms Seed 

Mangoola Coal Continued operations Project (SSD 8642) 

I refer to your e-mail dated 15 July 2019 requesting advice from the Biodiversity and Conservation 
Division (BCD) of the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment on the proposed Mangoola 
Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD 8642). We have reviewed the Environmental Impact 
Statement and relevant appendices for the project in relation to Aboriginal cultural heritage, flood 
risk and biodiversity issues in the proposed development footprint.  

We have not reviewed the proposed biodiversity offset package for this project. The Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIS) includes a calculation of the biodiversity offset requirement for this mine, 
and under the ‘NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major Projects’ the proponent has the flexibility 
to meet their offset obligation by a number of means. While the proponent has provided some 
information on possible offsetting options, they have not committed to those options.  

Recommendations are provided in Attachment A and detailed comments are provided in 
Attachment B. If you require any further information regarding this matter, please contact Steven 
Cox, Senior Team Leader Planning, on 4927 3140 or via email at rog.hcc@environment.nsw.gov.au 

Yours sincerely 

 

SONYA ERRINGTON 
Director Hunter Central Coast Branch 
Biodiversity and Conservation Division 
 

Enclosure:  Attachments A and B 
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Attachment A 

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD 8642) 

Biodiversity – Biodiversity Assessment Report 

The Biodiversity and Conservation Division recommends: 

1. The proponent provides the information listed in point 1 of Attachment B to complete the 
Biodiversity Assessment Report. 

2. Three of the year 7 performance indicators and one of the completion criteria for post-mine 
rehabilitation are reworded to make them measurable and targeted, to improve the stage that 
the rehabilitation would be at by Year 7. 

3. The planted River Red Gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) and Weeping Myall (Acacia pendula) 
plants in the development footprint are shown on a map and assessed using the BioBanking 
Major Project credit calculator. 

4. The BioBanking Major Project credit calculator is re-run, using Central Hunter Foothills as the 
selected Mitchell Landscape. 

5. That any clearing of the existing Big Flat Creek Conservation Area offset for the Mangoola 
Mine is replaced by a new offset that meets the Mangoola Mine consent condition requirements 
and that the impact for the Mangoola Continued Operations Project is also offset. 

Biodiversity – Orchid Expert Report 

The Biodiversity and Conservation Division recommends: 

6. The suitability of the 10 vegetation communities identified as orchid habitat by the Expert is 
reassessed and that the subsequent estimated number of orchids across the offset areas is 
reviewed. 

7. A consent condition is created that requires targeted surveys for Diuris tricolor and 
Prasophyllum petilum in the Mangoola Offset after two consecutive winters of at least average 
rainfall. If the surveys fail to identify enough orchids of each species to meet the projects 
offsetting requirements, the consent condition should require the shortfall of orchid credits to 
be offset in accordance with the offset policy in force at that time. 

8. Further information is provided on the cultivation history of the seven polygons in Figure 2 of 
the Expert Report that were determined to be ‘moderate quality habitat’ or ‘low quality habitat’ 
and justification for why they are not considered to be unsuitable habitat. House paddocks and 
waterbodies should also to be excluded from the estimation of orchid habitat areas in the offset 
lands. 

9. The identified inconsistencies listed in point 9 of Attachment B are rectified and that the listed 
further analysis or data are provided. 

Aboriginal cultural heritage 

The Biodiversity and Conservation Division recommends: 

10. Salvage of the 26 Aboriginal sites be undertaken in consultation with the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties and in accordance with the protocols outlined in the existing approved Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Management Plan. 
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11. Test excavations are not undertaken at rock shelters that occur outside of the development 
footprint. References in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan to undertaking test 
excavations at rock shelters should be removed. 

12. The Aboriginal cultural values identified in the Mangoola Aboriginal Cultural Values 
Assessment Report should be included in the Aboriginal cultural heritage management plan. 
They should be included in the formation of management actions to manage and mitigate harm 
to Aboriginal cultural values in the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations project area. 

13. If approval is granted for the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project, provision should 
be made for the Aboriginal objects salvaged in the development footprint to be included in the 
current approved Mangoola Care Agreement C0003885.  

Flooding and flood risk 

The Biodiversity and Conservation Division recommends: 

14. A peer review of the flood model and mapping is undertaken, and flood maps are provided at 
a scale that provides for better visibility of impacts (for example, using A3 sizing). 

15. The flood impact assessment should analyse the differences in flooding for each mining stage 
and, at a minimum, compare pre-mining conditions with the stage that has the greatest flood 
impact. 

16. The flood study and EIS should be updated to use the correct terms to describe flood frequency 
in accordance with ARR2016 requirements. 

17. The surface water assessment should consider potential flooding impacts associated with the 
diversion of water towards and below Wybong Post Office Road. This should include the 
likelihood and impact of blockage of proposed culverts under the road. 

18. The flood behaviour along Wybong Road under the proposed overpass should be reviewed to 
ensure that safety of the roadway is not compromised by the bund wall and overpass 
embankment. 

19. Further information regarding flood depth and velocity on the roadway for the with and without 
project scenarios should be provided so that changes in the trafficability of Wybong Road can 
be accurately determined. 

20. Flood mapping should be provided for the 1:10 event with the project. Values of depth and 
velocity should be extracted from the model so that potential impacts to the trafficability and 
frequency of inundation of Wybong Road can be accurately assessed. 
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Attachment B 

Biodiversity and Conservation Division’s detailed comments 

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD 8642) 

Biodiversity – Biodiversity Assessment Report 

 Several details are missing from the Biodiversity Assessment Report 
The biodiversity assessment for the Mangoola Continued Operations Project has been 
prepared under the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment (FBA). The FBA requires the 
generation of a Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR), which is presented in Appendix 13 of 
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The BAR was reviewed against the requirements 
of the FBA. Copies of vegetation survey sheets and shapefiles from the Bar were provided on 
9 August 2019 and a site inspection of the development footprint was conducted on 20 August 
2019. Several details required for the BAR have not been provided and should be provided in 
the Response to Submissions Report: 

a. an estimate of the percent cleared of each plant community type identified in the EIS 
(as per section 5.2.1.10 of the FBA) 

b. details of the weather conditions during surveys (as per Table 20 of the FBA) 

c. the landscape Tg value assigned to each vegetation zone, and indications of where 
this value may have changed due to species exclusion (as per table 20 of the FBA) 

d. identification of whether any of the threatened species considered in the assessment 
is a species that cannot withstand any further loss (as per section 6.1.1.1 of the FBA) 

e. a table of measures to be implemented before, during and after construction to avoid 
and minimise the impacts of the project, including action, outcome, timing and 
responsibility (as per Table 21 of the FBA); and 

f. maps demonstrating indirect impact zones, or text in the BAR demonstrating how 
such maps are not applicable (as per Table 21 of the FBA). 

Recommendation 1 
The proponent provides the information listed in point 1 of Attachment B to complete the 
Biodiversity Assessment Report. 

 The Preliminary Performance Indicators and Completion Criteria for post-mine 
rehabilitation are too ambiguous 
Table 7.5 in the EIS describes preliminary Performance Indicators and Completion Criteria for 
mine rehabilitation for each plant community type. The performance indicators for partial 
success, by Year 7, and the completion criteria, for when rehabilitation will generate credits for 
the biodiversity offset strategy are based on four aspects (site condition, vegetation 
composition, vegetation function and ecosystem function). They have been prepared for the 
three plant community types.  

These performance indicators and completion criteria are tied to the Mine Operation Plan 
(MOP) to be developed for the project and many are currently not-measurable. They will be 
refined during the MOP review stage. We recommend that the following performance 
indicators and completion criteria are reworded to provide a higher measure of success: 
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• Site condition: the year 7 performance indicator requires that a ‘[n]umber of trees with 
hollows (i.e. natural hollows or stags salvaged from other areas and placed into 
rehabilitation) occur in the rehabilitation’ but it does not specify a density. This performance 
measure could be met by placing a single salvaged stag with a hollow in the entire 
rehabilitated area of any of the three plant community types. The year 7 performance 
criteria should be set to >10% of benchmark values. 

• Vegetation condition: the year 7 performance indicator requires that ‘[t]argeted planting of 
flora species characteristic or diagnostic of [a specified plant community type] is 
undertaken.’ We recommend that this is reworded to ‘rehabilitation has commenced and 
contains at least 25% of the species characteristic or diagnostic of [a specified plant 
community type] as outlined in the VIS (or equivalent) or in suitable reference sites.’ This 
would ensure that rehabilitation has commenced by Year 7 and that it already includes a 
minimum of 25% of characteristic species; and 

• Ecosystem function: the year 7 performance indicator states that ‘[h]igh threat weeds (OEH 
2018bd) do not comprise more than 20% cover of any stratum’ and that for the completion 
criteria that ‘[h]igh threat weeds (OEH 2018bd) do not comprise more than 10% cover of 
any stratum’. For ecosystem-altering species such as Acacia saligna, Olea europaea 
subsp. cuspidata and Chloris gayana, we recommend that their combined maximum 
allowed abundance for the year 7 performance criteria is not more than 5%, and that for the 
completion criteria they form no more than 1% of the total cover. 

Recommendation 2 
Three of the year 7 performance indicators and one of the completion criteria for post-mine 
rehabilitation be reworded to make them measurable and targeted, to improve the stage 
that the rehabilitation would be at by Year 7. 

 Planted Weeping Myall and River Red Gum plants generate species credits 

Section 3.3.2 of the Biodiversity Assessment Report suggests that planted Weeping Myall 
(Acacia pendula) and River Red Gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) in the development footprint 
do not form part of either of the Hunter Valley endangered populations of both species and do 
not generate species credits. The proponent has stated that because the River Red Gum 
plants, are of unknown provenance they may contaminate the genetics of the local endangered 
population, and they do not occur on a flood plain. The proponent suggests that the 40 
Weeping Myall plants do not form part of the local endangered population because they are 
planted and appear to be sterile. 

The NSW Scientific Committee Final Determinations for both endangered populations in the 
Hunter Valley are silent on planted examples of both species. Planted examples of both 
species could be considered to be part of the endangered population, regardless of 
provenance. Record of these species need to be shown on a map. Both species should be 
assessed using the BioBanking Major Projects credit calculator to generate credits to be offset 
for this development. 

Recommendation 3 
The planted River Red Gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) and Weeping Myall (Acacia 
pendula) plants in the development footprint are shown on a map and assessed using the 
BioBanking Major Project credit calculator. 
 

 The Mitchell Landscape should be changed in the credit calculator 
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The proposed mine site straddles the Central Hunter Foothills Mitchell Landscape (540.43 out 
of 634.53 hectares (85.2%)) and the Lees Pinch Mitchell Landscape (94.1 out of 634.53 
hectares (14.8%)). When running a BioBanking credit calculation on areas covering two or 
more Mitchell Landscapes the Mitchell Landscape that forms most of the site is used. Sections 
1.3.1 and 3.1.2 of the BAR identified the Central Hunter Foothills Mitchell Landscape as the 
Mitchell Landscape to use in the calculation. However, the Lees Pinch Mitchell Landscape was 
used in the credit calculation. The BioBanking Major Project credit calculator be re-run with 
Central Hunter Foothills Mitchell landscape selected. 

Recommendation 4 
The BioBanking Major Project credit calculator is re-run using Central Hunter Foothills as 
the selected Mitchell Landscape. 

 Loss of any existing offset land for the Mangoola Mine should be offset 

The development footprint of the Mangoola Continued Operations Project extends south of 
Wybong Road to connect the proposed new mine to the workshops and coal handling and 
processing plant of the existing Mangoola Mine (MP 06_0014 MOD 8). This would result in the 
clearing of about 4 hectares of the Big Flat Creek Conservation Area offset for the Mangoola 
Mine. Any loss of an existing offset should be replaced in accordance with the Mangoola Mine 
consent condition requirements and that the impact for the Mangoola Continued Operations 
Project is also offset. 

Recommendation 5 
Any clearing of the existing Big Flat Creek Conservation Area offset for the Mangoola Mine 
be replaced by a new offset that meets the Mangoola Mine consent condition requirements 
and that the impact for the Mangoola Continued Operations Project is also offset. 

Biodiversity – Orchid Expert Report 
The Division reviewed a draft version of the report titled Expert Report: Expected Presence of 
Threatened Terrestrial Orchids (Diuris tricolor & Prasophyllum petilum): Mangoola Coal 
Continued Operations Project (the Expert Report, dated October 2018) and provided advice in 
a letter dated 18 April 2019 which included six recommend changes to the report. On 29 April 
2019, the Department met with Dr. Stephen Bell (the author of the Expert Report), Umwelt 
(Australia) Pty Limited, and Mangoola Coal Operations Pty Limited, to discuss the 
Department’s advice. Following this review, Dr. Bell provided further comments in an e-mail 
dated 29 April 2019 and an updated version of the Expert Report (dated June 2019) was 
provided with the EIS. The following comments refer to the Expert Report in the EIS. 

 The identification of vegetation communities that are orchid habitat should be 
reassessed 
The Expert has identified ten of 14 vegetation communities in the proposed development 
footprint and Mangoola offset that have the potential to provide habitat for Diuris tricolor and 
Prasophyllum petilum (Table 3 in the Expert Report). The Expert identified the 14 vegetation 
communities from his analysis of the vegetation across the site and then applied his expert 
knowledge of the two species to nominate 10 of the 14 vegetation communities as orchid 
habitat. However, when the location of vegetation quadrats of deemed suitable orchid habitat 
(Figure 18 in the Expert Report) is superimposed over a map of orchid records (Figure 9 in the 
Expert Report: See Figure 1 (below)) there is a large number of quadrats where orchids have 
not been recorded that are identified as orchid habitat. 

The Expert used the 10 vegetation communities of orchid habitat as one of the contributing 
factors during the identification of low, moderate and high quality orchid habitat areas across 
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the offset sites. We recommend that the suitability of the 10 vegetation communities as orchid 
habitat is reassessed and that the subsequent estimated number of orchids across the offset 
areas is reviewed. 

 

Figure 1. Combination of Figure 9 (Diuris tricolor and Prasophyllum petilum records) and 
Figure 18 (quadrats used for orchid habitat analysis: black squares = not orchid habitat, and 
yellow dots = orchid habitat) from the Expert Report. The correlation between deemed suitable 
habitat and orchid records does not appear strong in the eastern and northern part of the 
development footprint. 

Recommendation 6 
The suitability of the 10 vegetation communities identified as orchid habitat by the Expert 
be reassessed and that the subsequent estimated number of orchids across the offset areas 
is reviewed. 

 Orchids should be surveyed in the offset areas after two consecutive good seasons 
A consent condition should be created that requires targeted surveys for Diuris tricolor and 
Prasophyllum petilum plants in the offset lands to verify orchid numbers estimated in the Expert 
Report. These surveys are to be conducted after two consecutive years of at least average 
total winter rainfall to give plants a chance to recover from current drought conditions. If the 
surveys fail to identify enough orchids of each species to meet the projects offsetting 
requirements, the consent condition should require the shortfall of orchid credits to be offset in 
accordance with the offset policy in force at that time. 
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Recommendation 7 
Create a consent condition that requires targeted surveys for Diuris tricolor and 
Prasophyllum petilum in the Mangoola Offset after two consecutive winters of at least 
average rainfall. If the surveys fail to identify enough orchids of each species to meet the 
projects offsetting requirements, the consent condition should require the shortfall of orchid 
credits to be offset in accordance with the offset policy in force at that time. 

 Further justification of mapped ‘moderate’ and ‘low’ quality habitat with signs of 
cultivation or heavy grazing is required 
It is unclear why seven areas with a history of cultivation were mapped as ‘moderate quality 
habitat’ and ‘low quality habitat’ (Figure 22 in the Expert Report) where targeted surveys 
(Figure 10 in the Expert Report) did not find any orchids. These areas are shown in Figure 2 
(below) and comprise five green polygons of ‘low quality habitat’ (labelled ‘A’ to ‘E’) and two 
pale blue polygons of ‘medium quality habitat’ (labelled ‘1’ and ‘2’). 

 

Figure 2. Generalised areas of cultivation or heavy grazing mapped as low-quality habitat (four 
pale blue polygons) and medium quality habitat (six green polygons) superimposed on a copy 
of Figure 9 from the Expert Report. 
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Further information to be provided on how the seven areas shown in Figure 2 of the Expert 
Report were determined to be ‘moderate quality habitat’ or ‘low quality habitat’ and why they 
are not considered to be unsuitable habitat. The includes demonstrating that those areas have 
not been cultivated in the past, using historic aerial photos and land management records. A 
preliminary review of aerial photographs suggests that each of the areas could have some 
level of cultivation history. Any areas revised as ‘no orchid habitat’ should be excluded from 
the estimation of orchid numbers in the offset lands. Areas of house paddocks, dams and other 
waterbodies should also be excluded from the calculation of orchids across all offset lands. 

Recommendation 8 
Further information be provided on the cultivation history of the seven polygons in Figure 2 
of the Expert Report which were determined to be ‘moderate quality habitat’ or ‘low quality 
habitat’ and justification for why they are not considered to be unsuitable habitat. House 
paddocks and waterbodies should also to be excluded from the estimation of orchid habitat 
areas in the offset lands. 

 Several inconsistencies require clarification and further data should be provided 
The report contains a number of inconsistencies that should be rectified. In addition, a range 
of analysis outputs or data should be provided to assist in the interpretation of the expert report. 

a. Total known number of threatened orchids in the offset lands varies in the report. 
i. The last paragraph of the summary cites, and paragraph 81 state that 9,914 

threatened orchids are known from the offset lands. However, paragraphs 38 
and 76 give this total as 9,934 orchids (9,030 Diuris and 904 Prasophyllum), 
which is also the sum of orchid records per offset in paragraph 39. 

b. Summaries of the number of plots used are confusing and variable. 
i. Paragraph 42 states that between 2014 and 2018 52 plots were sampled in the 

proposed development footprint and 46 were sampled in the proposed offsets; 
i.e. 98 plots. But in paragraph 43 the number of plots in the offset lands has 
increased to 47, making the total of 99 plots. 

ii. Paragraph 55 states that 99 plots were used for an overall analysis of the 
Mangoola lands. Yet, the paragraph cites 47 plots, 23 plots and 20 plots in 
Datasets 1, 2 and 3 respectively, giving a total of 90 plots. 

c. The number of floristic plots sampled in the proposed offset lands varies 
i. Paragraph 50 states that 20 floristic plots were sampled from the proposed 

offset lands in early 2018. Yet 28 plots were sampled that year (paragraph 42). 
d. The areas named in Table 5 should be shown on a map. 

i. The eight areas of offset land with counts of orchids in Table 5 are not 
identifiable on any map in the report. A map should be provided. 

e. It is not clear how representative the data in Table 5 is for addressing the question of 
extrapolating orchid numbers on all offset lands? 

i. The total number of Diuris (7,054) and Prasophyllum (862) in the offset lands in 
Table 5 do not add up to the total number of Diuris (9,030) and Prasophyllum 
(904) plants cited in paragraphs 38 and 76. 

ii. A table with details of all quadrats used in their analysis should be provided. 
This table should include the name of the quadrat, the date surveyed, location 
name, location coordinates (easting and northing), vegetation type, and general 
notes. 

f. A data matrix of plant species by quadrat and a total species list should be provided to 
assist in the interpretation of the analysis in the report (Figures 14, 15 and 16). 

g. A copy of the cluster diagram described in paragraph 59 should be provided to show 
the results of the cluster analysis and supplement the results of the ordination analysis. 
A cluster diagram would show the overall and relative differences between quadrats, 
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and how quadrats group around the 14 splits described in paragraph 60 and described 
in Table 3. 

h. Shapefiles for all figures and data used to run the analysis in the report should be 
provided. 
 

Recommendation 9 
The identified inconsistencies listed in point 9 of Attachment B are rectified and that the 
listed further analysis or data are provided. 

Aboriginal cultural heritage 

 The Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project – Environmental Impact Statement  

The proposed MCCO Additional Project Area (APA) comprises lands that are within the 
proposed development footprint and areas outside of the development footprint. There are 72 
extant Aboriginal sites in the MCCO APA including 5 rock shelters with potential archaeological 
deposit (PAD), whilst the remainder of the sites are stone artefact sites and PAD sites. A total 
of 26 Aboriginal sites (11 isolated finds and 15 artefact scatters) are within the proposed MCCO 
APA disturbance footprint and will be impacted by the MCCO project. The 5 rock shelters are 
outside of the development footprint and will not be directly impacted. 

Consultation was undertaken with 37 registered Aboriginal stakeholders (RAPs). The MCCO 
project area is situated in Wonnarua and Gomeroi traditional lands and the RAPs included 
representatives of four larger groups or families who asked to be consulted with separately. 

Recommendation 10 
Salvage of the 26 Aboriginal sites be undertaken in consultation with the RAPs and in 
accordance with the protocols outlined in the existing approved Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan. 

 Test excavation of rock shelters is not needed 

The Aboriginal archaeological impact assessment report recommends test excavations be 
undertaken at five rock shelters that occur outside of the development footprint in order to 
determine if the rock shelters were used by Aboriginal people. The testing of areas outside of 
the development footprint provides unnecessary harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

Recommendation 11 
Test excavations should not be undertaken at rock shelters that occur outside of the 
development footprint. References in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan to 
undertaking test excavations at rock shelters should be removed. 

 Management and mitigation of Aboriginal Cultural Values should be updated in the 
ACHMP 

The Mangoola Aboriginal Cultural Values Assessment Report prepared by Tocomwall Pty Ltd 
(Tocomwall), dated 19 September 2019, was reviewed for the proposed Mangoola Coal 
Continued Operations Project (MCCO project). The report was prepared by Tocomwall to 
provide a cultural values assessment of the project from the perspective of the Plains Clans of 
the Wonnarua Peoples (PCWP) who are one of the registered Native Title Claimants that 
includes the project area.  

The report assesses tangible and intangible Aboriginal cultural values whilst acknowledging 
scientific evidence in order to inform the protection and management of cultural heritage values 
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within the project area. This information should be used to ensure the PCWP Aboriginal cultural 
values are incorporated into the management options for those cultural values and resources 
in the project area. 

Recommendation 12 
The Aboriginal cultural values identified in the Mangoola Aboriginal Cultural Values 
Assessment Report should be included in the Aboriginal cultural heritage management plan 
and included in the formation of management actions to manage and mitigate harm to 
Aboriginal cultural values in the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations project area. 

 The approved Mangoola Care Agreement should be updated  

Aboriginal objects salvaged in the development footprint should be added to the current 
approved Mangoola Care Agreement C0003885. The Mangoola Care Agreement was lodged 
on 24 July 2019 as a safe keeping place for previously salvaged Aboriginal objects, retrieved 
during previously approved Mangoola mine works, until 21 December 2029.  

Any Aboriginal objects salvaged within the MCCO development footprint should be transferred 
for safekeeping to this approved short-term storage location for other Aboriginal objects 
salvaged from the currently approved Mangoola mine works. The lockable shipping container 
is located at Mangoola Coal Operations, Wybong Road, Wybong. An application to vary the 
existing Care Agreement will be required if the proposed Mangoola Coal Continued Operations 
Project is approved. 

Recommendation 13 
If approval is granted for the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project, provision should 
be made for the Aboriginal objects salvaged in the development footprint to be included in 
the current approved Mangoola Care Agreement C0003885. 

Flooding and flood risk 

 The surface water assessment should be peer reviewed 

A review of the Surface Water Assessment (SWA) prepared by Hydro Engineering & 
Consulting (dated 7/5/2019) found that flood mapping provided in Appendix 11 of the SWA 
does not show expected flood behaviour. For example, there appears to be little difference 
between the extent of floods ranging between 1:10 Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) and 
1:1,000 AEP. Flood mapping usually shows that flood extents follows creek alignments with 
overbank flooding extending beyond (to the sides of) the mapped creek line. The flood extent 
will generally be wider for larger floods. The mapped flood extents for this study do not follow 
the creek line in some areas and the flood extent lines shown appear to cross over the creek 
line in some locations. Figure B7 and B8 are both labelled ‘Predicted Changes to Flood Extend 
-1:200 AEP’ yet they show different impacts. 

Recommendation 14 
Undertake a peer review of the flood model and mapping, and flood maps are provided at 
a scale that provides for better visibility of impacts (for example, using A3 sizing). 

 Flood assessment of Big Flat Creek Catchment does not consider all relevant scenarios 

The SWA assesses flooding for two scenarios: 1) pre-mining; and, 2) Year 8 (final year of 
mining). Management of surface water differs throughout the mining period however, and it is 
not clear if these differences will influence potential flooding impacts. For example, the drain 
that diverts water around the site is partially removed in Year 8 and a substantial proportion of 
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the catchment is captured by the mine water system at this point. Flooding impacts to non-
mine areas may be worse during earlier years of mining when the mine water system captures 
and stores less water. 

The flooding assessment should model the mine year that has the highest potential to 
increased flooding impacts. This is likely to be when the diversions are in place and less 
catchment is directed to the mine water management systems. 

Recommendation 15 
The flood impact assessment should analyse the differences in flooding for each mining 
stage and, at a minimum, compare pre-mining conditions with the stage that has the 
greatest flood impact. 

 The surface water management assessment uses incorrect terminology to describe flood 
frequency 

Australian Rainfall and Runoff 2016 (ARR2016) is used as the basis for current flood 
assessments and refers to AEP to describe frequency of flooding. The SWA uses a mixture of 
annual recurrence interval (ARI) and AEP, for example - 1:20 AEP. This should be referred to 
as 5% AEP. References to AEP should be reviewed throughout the SWA and EIS to ensure 
they are correct and adjusted where relevant, for example the 10-year recurrence interval is a 
9.49% AEP. 

Recommendation 16 
The flood study and EIS should be updated to use the correct terms to describe flood 
frequency in accordance with ARR2016 requirements. 

 Potential flooding impacts associated with the relocation of Wybong Post Office Road 
and the north western diversion drain have not been assessed 

The project proposes to divert part of the upslope catchment of Big Flat Creek in a westerly 
direction towards the relocated Wybong Post Office Road and pipe this water under the 
roadway to an unnamed tributary to the west. Impacts to flooding associated with this diversion 
have not be assessed. There is also the potential for blockage of the proposed culvert to 
increase the likelihood of flooding of Wybong Post Office Road. 

Recommendation 17 
The surface water assessment should consider potential flooding impacts associated with 
the diversion of water towards and below Wybong Post Office Road. This should include 
the likelihood and impact of blockage of proposed culverts under the road. 

 Flood mapping does not appear to accurately show behaviour of flood flows along the 
roadway below the proposed Wybong Road Overpass 

The proposed flood bund runs adjacent and parallel to Wybong Road in the vicinity of the 
proposed Wybong Road overpass. The bund wall ties into the higher ground of the proposed 
overpass. Pre-development mapping shows significant overbank flows on the bund wall side 
of Wybong Road. These will be deflected by the bund wall and embankment for the overpass. 
Flood mapping provided in the SWA shows a decrease in flooding at the overpass location. 
This indicates that the surface levels used in the flood model in this location reflect the 
overpass levels not the roadway levels. An increase in flooding is shown immediately 
downstream of the overpass. 
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Recommendation 18 
The flood behaviour along Wybong Road under the proposed overpass should be reviewed 
to ensure that safety of the roadway is not compromised by the bund wall and overpass 
embankment. 

 Trafficability of Wybong Road has not been correctly assessed 

The SWA includes mapping that shows flood depths and velocities along Wybong Road, 
however; due to the large scale of these maps, the trafficability of Wybong Road cannot be 
accurately assessed. 

The flood model should be interrogated to provide point measurements for flood depth and 
velocities at points on Wybong Road to ensure trafficability is accurately assessed. The 
recommended chainages for this are:1400, 1500, Haul road (at road level), 1900, 2100, 2800, 
3300, 3600 and 4000. These chainages are consistent with the areas of road shown to flood 
on Figure 24 in a 1:20 AEP event. The trafficability should be undertaken in accordance with 
the Australian Institute for Disaster Resilience’s Australian Emergency Management 
Handbook 7 or an equivalent standard to determine if the combination of increased depth and 
velocity changes the hazard rating. 

Recommendation 19 
Further information regarding flood depth and velocity on the roadway for the with and 
without project scenarios should be provided so that changes in the trafficability of Wybong 
Road can be accurately determined. 

 The frequency of flooding of Wybong Road may be increased by the project 

Table 13 of SWA indicates significant increases in flow in the three test locations in Big Flat 
Creek when comparing the ‘with’ and ‘without’ project scenarios. The 1:10 flows (with the 
project) are close to and in some cases exceed the 1:20 flows (without the project), particularly 
upstream of the additional project area. 

Flood mapping indicates that flooding of Wybong Road occurs in a number of locations for 
both scenarios for the 1:20 AEP event, however; it is not clear if the road is currently flooded 
for the 1:10 event. Figure B1 shows flooding for the 1:10 event, however; the location of 
Wybong Road is not shown on this figure so flooding of the road cannot be confirmed. No 
mapping is provided for changes to depth or velocity for the project for the 1:10 event. 

Recommendation 20 
Flood mapping should be provided for the 1:10 event with the project. Values of depth and 
velocity should be extracted from the model so that potential impacts to the trafficability and 
frequency of inundation of Wybong Road can be accurately assessed. 
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MOUNT TARCOOLA, Western Australia

My view of this project in the current climate is that it doesn't make sense to disturb the cultural

and ecological rich area for a mining company short term gain. In a recent meeting, Australia was

requested by our Pacific island neighbors to not approve further coal mines and both Japan and

China indicated that they'll be significantly reducing their purchase of Australian coal from 2023.

Taking this all into consideration i believe it would not be the best practice to approve this mining

expansion which would see the loss of threatened ecological communities and have a detrimental

effect on a number of endemic species.

If the mine expansion should go ahead then rehabilitation should be made. Therefore please

consider case 7 or case 5 as listed in Mangoolas plan. Case 7 being that it doesnt go ahead, case

5 being the rehabilition occurring leaving no voids.

My preferred case is number 7 though as not only long term i believe it to be better for the

Australian environment and financially the better option but also for community. Mining causes

many negative side effects to those in the neighborhood and expanding will make these worse.

Mangoola coal are proposing increasing noise levels of a night time as well as other changes to

their current restrictions. This is deceptive of them and has a direct negative effect on the

community.
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SCONE, New South Wales

I object to any extension of the coal mine called Mangoola, previously the Anvil Hill vicinity. The

mining has probably already extinguished most of the remnant biodiversity around the Anvil; the

area was later proven to host rare orchids. It should have been conserved and on a National

Heritage list, enhancing tourism potential and preserving bushland, preserving the agricultural

communities in Wybong. Instead, it has been removed, destroyed, its beauty gone forever.

Curiously, instead of being ashamed of this violent action towards our land and people, they

brazenly apply to go on with it further. Instead of being firmly told to shift its business to something

sustainable, the company is being pandered to by (our paid) Government, in the name of zero extra

'jobs'. These jobs only waste the time of the miners who should be returning to healthy work and/or

retraining for their futures. It is now clear to all that to please the lobbyists and gain power once

more, our Governments would destroy people's lives, Wybong community, wildlife, habitat, and its

own wildlife corridor strategies. Do they really believe that the resulting 'power' is worth anything

after that?

Cumulative impacts are regularly raised with these submissions, and just as regularly ignored.

Perhaps Govt. sees the extensions as a way of cleansing out the humans from the locality by

suffering, noise, dirt, emissions. Then the humans will not interfere any more with Government's

advance on behalf of its lobbyists and foreign friends.
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I note that the quality of research, logic and perspective produced in submissions by objectors is

always superior to the lame excuses of proponents. And I note that the Government IPC folk seem

to be blind to this despite their intelligence, education and experience. What other factor is at play,

I cannot say. I can say though, it is evil.

I was at the Anvil Hill resistance when the valley was intact, when we still had the basin of rare

Hunter ecology to be proud of, and a beautiful landscape.

I went there with a sketchbook, and I have that sketch made looking out across the land towards

and around the Anvil. I saw the intact country, Hall, roads, village areas.

So the content of the list of further changes proposed by the Applicant reads like a list handed by

Hitler to his inner cabinet of destroyers.

One day the IPC and its controllers will be held to account; if not in this life, then in the alternative.

I object to the entirety of the application for extension of the "Mangoola" coal mining activities.
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Wybong, New South Wales

To whom it may concern,

I am writing to oppose the extension of the Mangoola mine.

BACKGROUND:

My partner and I purchased an old house on 7 acres in Wybong as Bec was born and raised in

Wybong and her parents and grandparents still live on Ridgelands Rd. We wanted to move to the

area to help Bec’s aging grandparents run their large farm and help them around the house as they

are in their late 70’s. We planned on renovating our little house and selling the property when Bec’s

grandparents pass away so we could move to New Zealand as my parents are also aging and I

want to be close to them in their time of need.

Please see below for my reason for objection:

PROPERTY VALUE and LIKELIHOOD of SALE:

As above, we wanted to renovate, then sell for a profit as a newly renovated house on 7 acres 20

minutes from town is always sought after. We have put our lives on hold for over 2 years so far. We

cannot renovate as we will never recoup the money we spend now that the mine has publically put

forward plans to expand in our direction.
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3 weeks after Bec and I purchased our 1st home we received a call from Jason advising that

Mangoola wanted to expand toward us. After multiple meetings with Jason and Nathan and multiple

community information meetings we have realised that we have had all our options taken from us!

RURAL SETTING:

Bec and I dreamt about driving home from a stressful and busy day at work in town to the rural

setting of Wybong. As soon as we turn on to Ridgelands Rd we can unwind with the rural views of

paddocks and livestock grazing, however if the Mangoola expansion goes ahead this setting will

soon become a high wall, a huge bridge crossing Wybong Rd, even more mine vehicles and

roadside rubbish than we already deal with, being stopped on our road for blasting, and the obvious

noise.

NOISE:

I have suffered from depression for decades, but it has never affected me to the extent that it does

now. I lay in bed listening to the clack of D-11’s and the whir of other mine vehicles (in my idyllic

rural setting) every night for hours at a time! The mining industry has moved the bar with what is

deemed acceptable decibel levels which I find disgusting. This saves them millions on property

acquisition to add to the billions of profit they make whilst we sit her with NO options!! Even though

the noise is invasive, the worst thing that comes from that for me is the thought in the middle of the

night that I will be stuck here in a place I now HATE with NO OPTIONS!

COMMUNITY:

What was once viewed as a happy, inclusive community has become a community with division,

confusion, low morale and beaten down people. The population of Wybong is ever aging and

dwindling as no young people want to move here as farming in the area is fast dying. What was

once a happy and welcoming place to live is now a very negative experience that I DO NOT want to

live in, but have NO OPTIONS as Mangoola have taken them from me.

RELATIONSHIP:

Although Bec and I are getting married very soon, the Mangoola expansion has definitely dulled the

shine of our relationship. This has put stress on us due to Bec growing up in the area and me

moving here for the first time. Bec’s thoughts are heart based whilst mine are head based. The

question rises… what happens if we break up?? We cannot sell our property, we won’t be able to

afford to pay half a mortgage each and rent elsewhere. What do we do??

OUR FUTURE:

As above, Bec and I have plans to move to New Zealand when her grandparents pass. Bec’s work

will relocate us and she has a job there that will further her career. This position has already been

offered, and will be on offer whenever we are ready to relocate as her company is fast expanding
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across Australasia.

My family is in NZ and I would move back tomorrow if it was up to me. Without being able to sell

our house, we will not be able to do this. When we get back from our honeymoon we will be putting

our property on the market, but we know in our hearts that it will not sell, and this is devastating!

I feel I am stuck in purgatory. I cannot go anywhere. I am doomed to live in a house I hate, in a

community that is hateful, and listen to a mine that has taken all my options.

Thank you for your time,

Brendon Buckman.
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BRUNSWICK, Victoria

This project has not taken adequate consideration of the local residents. Many locals have not

been included in a compulsary acquisition. Their homes have now become virtually worthless and

impossible to sell. I think there has been oversight in allowing the mine this amount of reach. I'd like

to see the compulsary acquisition of further local properties to allow them the dignity to move

comfortably.
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Wybong, New South Wales

Dear Sir/Madam,

Submission of Objection – Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

My name is Catherine Le Breton, I am writing to object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations

Project as a directly affected local resident and concerned member of the wider community. I am

grateful for the opportunity to lodge a submission as I have grave concerns about the further

development and expansion of the Mangoola coal mine and its associated effects on the

environment and community. My key concerns are as follows:

1. Climate change

2. Local biodiversity

3. Noise and dust pollution

4. Social impacts

1. Climate change - The recent case in the NSW Land and Environment Court that has blocked

Gloucester Resources' proposed Rocky Hill coking coal mine on the ground that it would hasten

climate change provides grounds that other new or expanding mines should face the same scrutiny.

The decision by Chief Judge Brian Preston, SC, who is an expert on climate litigation, stated that

the mine "will be a material source of greenhouse gas emissions and contribute to climate change".

Approval of the project will not assist in achieving the rapid and deep reductions in GHG emissions

that are needed now in order to balance emissions by sources with removals by sinks of GHGs in
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the second half of this century and achieve the generally agreed goal of limiting the increase in

global average temperature to well below 2ºC above pre-industrial levels" (Financial Review,8th

February 2019). The Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project will have a similar climate

change impact to the proposed Rocky Hill coking coal mine and again in the words of Justice

Leach "the greenhouse gas emissions of the coal mine and its coal product will increase global

total concentrations of greenhouse gas emissions at a time when what is now urgently needed, in

order to meet generally agreed climate targets, is a rapid and deep decrease in greenhouse gas

emissions. These dire consequences should be avoided. The project should be refused." (Financial

Review,8th February 2019). The Glencore Position on Climate Change paper fails to address these

direct statements from Justice Leach and the associated context.

2. Local biodiversity - The proposed biodiversity offsets don't meet current NSW policy, which

requires that when endangered habitat is destroyed, it's offset must be “like for like”. That is, the

same area of the same remnant ecosystem must be protected somewhere else. The proponent has

not attempted to do this. So-called “supplementary measures” (such as paying into a fund) must

only be a last resort, according to the policy. The four NSW listed threatened ecological

communities, one of which is also listed as threatened at the Commonwealth level; White Box-

Yellow Box-Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodland and Derived Native Grassland Critically

Endangered Ecological Community have not been adequately protected and offset under the

current proposal. As a neighbouring resident we have been witness to the increasing amount of

local fauna seeking food and habitat on our property and fear that continued loss of habitat will

stretch available resources for local fauna unsustainably.

3. Noise and dust pollution – Current levels of noise and dust pollution are at an unsatisfactory

level with many instances of disturbance throughout the day and night. Noise can be heard

constantly at varying levels, disturbing the previously peaceful environment. Dust continues to be

an ongoing issue constantly caking the house and surrounds including the water tanks, particularly

after blasting. The dust is a particular concern to our health with both myself and my husband in

our 70s and more susceptible to respiratory disease, as well as the health of our young

grandchildren who often stay with us and are also vulnerable to respiratory issues. A report from

the Climate and Health Alliance (2015) provided an assessment of data from around the world that

shows that coal mining communities have higher rates of mortality from lung cancer and chronic

heart, respiratory and kidney diseases. A local group of more than 30 doctors who have formed the

group Doctors for the Environment have described the current air quality levels in the Upper Hunter

region as in “crisis…that is causing serious health damage” after a large spike in poor air quality

alerts over the last 2 years (Newcastle Herald, 5th September 2018). With current levels of both

noise and dust at unsatisfactory and dangerous levels, further increases to this will be of major

concern both for ourselves and the surrounding community.

4. Social impacts – The social impacts of the project far outweigh any social benefit. The once

thriving community of Wybong has been decimated by the mine since it began with a large

depopulation of the area and a loss of many highly valued agriculture farms. A further expansion
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and extension of longevity will only perpetuate this impact and will greatly decrease the area’s

potential of recovery with sentiment amongst the community at an all time low. The proposed social

impact statement fails to adequately address many issues, and as a neighbouring resident to the

mine we are yet to experience many of the stated actions that this document details.

Concluding remarks – From the 4 areas of concern outlined above it is clear that the Mangoola

Coal Continued Operations Project will have a massive impact on ourselves as local neighbouring

residents, as well as the wider community. I strongly feel that this impact is far too great for the

project to be given approval and instead Mangoola Coal should be focusing on its previous

intention of winding down operations and assisting the community to transition towards its

completion and rehabilitation.
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BLUFF POINT, Western Australia

I object the project as it has been known that china and japan, our top buyers of coal are moving to

cleaner energy. In 2023 they will stop buying coal from Australia, financially i strongly object to the

coal mine being extended both in land and future monies. As for the environmental impact it is not

worth it.
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MAROUBRA, New South Wales

In the light of the decision on the Rocky Hill Coal Mine by Chief Justice Preston of the Land and

Environment court earlier this year, this mine extension should not go ahead. His Honour ruled that

Rocky Hill would impact on the aesthetics of the lovely rural area of Gloucester; would

disadvantage the Community; would not have the Economic gains expected; and above all, it would

add to the present Climate Change crisis.

I urge you all to consider that we live in one world, we breathe the same air, we all suffer if that air

is polluted, and that Climate Change is real therefore we must start to counteract the causes. No

more coal mines, and no more coal mine extensions should be the rule.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,
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1

Bailey Williams

From: claire morgan 
Sent: Wednesday, 28 August 2019 4:18 PM
To: Gen Seed
Subject: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Hi Genevieve 
 
I have had some issues trying to create an account to lodge a submission regarding 
the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project. Each time I tried to validate the 
account I received a message to say the link had expired. Therefore, please accept 
this email as my submission.  
 
I object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project application for the 
following reasons: 
 
The proposed expansion project for Mangoola Coal will render nearby properties 
unsalable. Many of these properties do not have to be compulsorily acquired by the 
mine under the planning rules, and will leave residents with no options should they 
need to sell their properties.   
 
The mine's community enhancement program does not address the inability to sell 
properties. There are elderly residents who will no longer be able to cope maintaining 
a rural property and now have no option to liquidate their primary asset and move 
on. How is the mine planning to help residents who may not be able to drive into 
town? Get to medical appointments many hundreds of kilometres away? Take their 
rubbish to the tip? Pump water from the creek? If they have no option but to stay on 
their property who will look after them?  
 
Residents who live nearby will have to live with increased levels of noise and dust 
(and already do). Many residents moved to rural areas to avoid the noise levels 
associated with living in cities and suburbs. It is not good enough to offer air 
conditioning and double glazing. People do not live primarily indoors, and will be 
adversely affected by the mine.  The projections for the noise are illogical and 
unlikely to prove accurate after the mine's expansion. This must be further 
investigated.  
 
Under the UNFCCC and the Paris agreement, Australia has committed to keep global 
temperature increases to below 1.5º - 2ºC above pre-industrial levels. The Mangoola 
mine expansion would directly impact climate change in the long term by releasing 
more GHG emissions into the atmosphere.  The Australian government must invest in 
clean energy, not the continued devastation of the natural environment at a cost to 
every living being on this planet.  
  
Development approval for this project should be refused. 
 
Yours in good faith,  
 
Claire Morgan  
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16 Sept 2019 

Laura Evans 
Resource Assessments 
NSW Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 
SYDNEY  NSW 2001 
 
Dear Ms Evans, 

 
Mangoola Coal Continuation Project – SSD 8642 – Muswellbrook Shire Council 
Comment 
 
I refer to the Environmental Impact Statement, prepared by Umwelt for Mangoola Coal 
Operations P/L (“the Proponent”), for the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project 
SSD - 8642.  Council appreciates the opportunity for comment. 
 
The proposal seeks approval for: 
 

 Continued operations within the existing mine and new mining operations to the 
north of the existing mine until the year 2030. 

 Open cut mining peaking at the same rate as the current approval, which is 
13.5Mtpa of run of Mine coal using truck and excavator mining methods.  A total 
of 52 Mt of coal is expected to be extracted from the new mine area, adding to 
the 150 Mt of ROM approved on the existing site. 

 An increase in disturbed area of 623ha with the new mining area proposed. 
 Construction of a haul road overpass over Big Flat Creek and Wybong Road to 

connect the new and existing operations. 
 Establishment of out-of-pit overburden emplacement areas 
 Realignment of Wybong Post Office Road. 
 Construction of a water management system to manage mine water, runoff, 

floodwater and provide for reticulation of mine water. 
 Ongoing rehabilitation to a final landform in line with current standards, including 

use of natural landform design principles. 
 Final voids of 48ha in the south (existing mine area) and 82ha in the north (new 

mine area) of the site. 
 
Council’s submission has two parts.  The first Part contains comments directed to the 
planning authority that will assess and determine this application, and DPIE, to consider 
cumulative impacts.  The second part provides comments specific to this project. 
 
 
Part 1 - Cumulative Impact Assessment 
 
1.0 The compounding impacts of multiple mining operations stretch environmental, social, 
human and economic capital. Multiple mining operations may demonstrate additive effects 
(e.g. mine impact + mine impact) and compounding effects (e.g. mine impact x mine impact). 
The conventional mine-by-mine approach to assessment, management and mitigation does 
not provide confidence for the local communities impacted. 
 



DA 231-7-2000 MOD 7 submission Page 2 of 26 

 
 

2.0 Impact assessments for individual mine projects flag that it is difficult to consider 
cumulative impacts due to factors beyond the control of the proponent.  A cumulative 
assessment typically consists of an aggregation of the contribution of the project to the 
impacts of existing activities and whether the increased impacts meet regulatory 
standards. Such analysis is almost exclusively conducted on sink impacts such as noise, 
air quality and traffic. Assessments rarely assess the effect of planned and foreseeable 
future projects (e.g. the West Muswellbrook mine proposal) and do not employ explicit 
methodologies to model plausible future scenarios, understand the pathways of 
interaction of cumulative effects, or determine or describe thresholds and limits. 
 
3.0 A better approach would involve investment in regional datasets, scientific modelling, 
scenarios and preferred futures, research into impact interactions, trends, effects 
pathways and areas of maximum mitigation impact, better regional planning, the 
establishment of thresholds and limits, joint monitoring, the collection of information on 
planned developments and more consistent data standards and methodologies.  The 
Upper Hunter Cumulative Impact Study and Action Strategy 19971 needs to be updated 
by an independent party. 
 
4.0 Solastalgia –Albrecht et al. in 20052 published a paper on the impact of large-scale 
open-cut coal mining on individuals in the Upper Hunter Valley of NSW. It found that 
people exposed to environmental change had negative reactions brought about by a 
sense of powerlessness over the unfolding environmental changes and uncertainty in a 
once predictable environment.  Added to environmental change is the loss of place and 
communities (through properties being purchased by mines), loss of social contacts (as 
people move away) and feelings of differential treatment, as some are purchased and 
families get to move away from the stress of being a neighbour to a mine, while others 
have to remain.  The effects of solastalgia are not overcome by Community 
Enhancement Contributions. 
 
5.0 Impacts on rural landscapes.  Cumulatively, the various mines have impacts on the 
sense of place felt by the community, and attractiveness of the Upper Hunter 
experienced by the travelling public. Drive along the New England Highway, Golden 
Highway, Denman Road and Wybong Road today and the visual landscape is definitely 
industrial, with open pits, overburden stockpiles, road and rail infrastructure and CHPP 
clearly visible.  The MCCO project will try to limit views of mining area using screen 
planting and a visual landscaped bund.  This in turn has an impact changing the outlook 
from open rural country to a walled off and clearly “manufactured” vista. Some of these 
changes are temporary (maybe 50 years), others, if there aren’t appropriate 
rehabilitation actions, will be permanent.  Is this an acceptable outcome? 
 
6.0 The Upper Hunter regularly experiences shortages in affordable accommodation and 
housing close to mines, particularly in phases of infrastructure construction, and mine 
and power station shut down periods where intense maintenance efforts require a short-
term increase in workforce.  There are often skills shortages in trades, and pressure on 
community services such as child care, employment and skills training, health and 
emergency services (e.g. driver fatigue related accidents). Essentially, Muswellbrook 
suffers amenity impacts from the mines, and these are not offset by  economic benefits 

                                                
1 New South Wales. Department of Urban Affairs and Planning.  1997,  Upper Hunter : Summary - Upper 
Hunter cumulative impact study and action strategy  Department of Urban Affairs and Planning [Sydney] 

2 Albrecht, Glenn (February 1, 2007). "Solastalgia: The Distress Caused by Environmental Change". 
Australasian Psychiatry. 15: S95–S98. doi:10.1080/10398560701701288. PMID 18027145. 
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due to Drive In, Drive Out work and travel arrangements, and major support 
industries/companies building the headquarters closer to Newcastle for connectivity, 
workforce and lifestyle reasons. 
 
7.0 Council has identified that loss of population, and issues of housing availability and 
affordability, are linked to the acquisition and demolition of homes as part of the 
expansion of mine operations and development throughout the Shire.  DPIE, through 
access to ABS data, has been identifying that overall dwelling numbers in the Shire have 
declined despite a number of new subdivisions and housing approvals.  Council is 
preparing new LEP clauses to facilitate the retention of, or to mitigate the loss of 
housing, and to create comparable accommodation to satisfy the demand. It is difficult 
for each mine project to make a cumulative assessment of the impact of mining on 
housing loss, and loss of rural properties.  DPIE is better placed than Council to 
introduce policies that facilitate the retention of or mitigate the loss of housing due to 
mining. 
  
8.0 While Mangoola’s cumulative air pollution analysis assesses total concentration of air 
pollutants, being background pollutants plus project-specific contribution, the area of 
analysis is limited to the air quality contours of the mine and not the surroundings. The 
surrounding region has a total of eight coal mines and two coal power stations.  And 
there are proposals for additional mines in relative close proximity e.g. West 
Muswellbrook Mine, Maxwell underground mine. 
 
9.0 Council’s view is that the 24 hour averaging period for air pollution monitoring has 
the unintended consequence of obscuring issues of elevated dust levels at night as a 
result of surface temperature inversions, and that a 12 hour average would be better. 
Council acknowledges there may be insufficient empirical evidence as to the effect on 
human health of exposure to elevated levels of dust at night. In light of this, Council 
requests that the State Government commission a study into the effects to human health 
of exposure to night-time dust levels in the Upper Hunter.  This research is essential to 
improving the understanding of the consequences to human health, particularly 
respiratory and cardiovascular health, of exposure to night-time dust levels generated by 
mining. 
 
10.0 The Upper Hunter region’s equine industry is a significant contributor to the regional 
economy with 85 per cent of all operating expenses spent within the Hunter Valley 
region3.  The equine industry suffers from reputational risks due to local coal mines and 
this conflict has been documented in prior coal mines applications (e.g. Bickham, 
Drayton South, Dartbrook). Reputational risk is also posed to the local viticulture 
industry. The expansion of the mining industry has claimed a number of wineries in the 
past, which has reduced the critical mass of the viticulture cluster in the Upper Hunter, in 
turn affecting the tourism market. 

11.0 Water sharing now and in the future.  Each of the mines has a permanent impact 
on water availability in the local catchment they are located in, and the Hunter River and 
Goulburn River more generally.  Each mine operation dismisses this by saying they hold 
sufficient water licences to cover this “loss of water”.  But the loss is permanent, and if 
the water sharing regime needs to change in the broader catchment for societal, 
ecological, or climate change reasons, or to satisfy the requirements for emerging 
industries, the water loss due to mines will place limitations on the ability to change the 
water sharing regime. 

                                                
3 Department of Primary Industries, Upper Hunter Region Equine Profile, Fact sheet No.6, June 2013 
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12.0 The project will add to or prolong current levels of traffic movements on the New 
England Highway, Golden Highway and train movements Main Northern Railway Line.  
Movements should be included in models held by Transport NSW and Roads and 
Maritime Services to understand the cumulative impacts on: 

 The level of service on State Roads and significant intersections from 
Muswellbrook through to the Newcastle Link Road and Pacific Highway.  

 Passenger rail service movements, including future ability to increase 
frequencies of service between Muswellbrook and Newcastle. 

 Rail noise and dust along the railway corridor from Muswellbrook to the 
Newcastle Port. 

 
13.0 Transitioning to a Post-Coal future. Communities in the Hunter, from near the mine 
sites to the coast, have experienced rapid transitions associated with expansion of the coal 
mining industry.  In the next few decades they face the prospect of the coal mine industry 
contracting as a result of declining global resource demand. While communities have 
benefited from the expansion of the coal industry through the creation of jobs and the 
investment in economies, an abrupt and/or unplanned transition would have resounding 
social and economic impacts on the Region and the State. 
 
 
Part 2 – the MCCO Project impacts 
 
Council’s response to specific impacts of this proposals follows the order that issues are 
addressed in the EIS document: 
 
Social Impact and Community Issues 
 
14.0 Table 3.3: Stakeholder Participation in SIA Program (page 15). A total of 146 
stakeholders were consulted in the preparation of the Social Impact Assessment. It is 
considered that a larger and broader mix of stakeholders would provide a more accurate 
and inclusive range of information informing the Social Impact Assessment. 

 
15.0 Section 4.2.1 Glencore Community Perception Survey. The survey does not relate 
specifically to the MCCO Project proposal, but to the wider Hunter Valley region. 
Glencore operations within the Hunter Valley include the Mangoola Coal Mine, Bulga, 
HVO Joint Venture, United, Ravensworth, Liddell, Mt Owen Complex and Integra. As the 
broad, non-specific survey results do not provide any detail with regards to the specific 
Mangoola Coal Mine or the MCCO Project, the survey results cannot be considered to 
provide a reliable view of the local community’s perception of Glencore Mangoola. 

 
16.0 Section 4.2.2.1 Perceptions of existing Mangoola Coal Mine. The sample size of 
the consultation process appears to be 25 correspondents. The report does not state 
whether or not this is the total sum of proximal landholders to Mangoola Mine. 
 
17.0 Reduction in population in proximate areas reduces the ability of these areas to 
attract members to emergency service organisations, such as the Rural Fire Service. 

 
18.0 With regards to the employment profile of Mangoola Mine. There is a vast 
male/female imbalance in employee numbers. 

 
19.0 The SIA addresses mental health concerns associate with the MCCO Project, but 
needs to provide a range of individualised solutions. ‘In addition to physical health 
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concerns, 11 landholders commonly reported psychological health concerns, 
predominantly related to stress and anxiety, as a result of the MCCO Project. Specific 
comments centre on the increased pressure on interpersonal relationships and 
apprehension/anxiety regarding future lifestyle and financial stability – if unable to sell 
their property. Noise concerns impacting sleep patterns were also noted, particularly in 
relation to increased irritability and a lack of ability to focus on work or study’ (p. 
165).This has not been adequately addressed. 

 
20.0 Mangoola Coal must provide information to stakeholders in a form that is readily 
understood, and must be proactive in managing reasonable community concerns. It is 
unsatisfactory to merely respond to complaints. ‘Residents noted heightened stress 
when navigating industry reports, stating that technical jargon, data analysis and lack of 
industry knowledge creates confusion. Some stakeholders commented that they have 
been encouraged by Mangoola to utilise the grievance system to allow appropriate 
redress of issues associated with their operations, however some landholders perceived 
that the continual need to complain to Mangoola was limiting their ability to cope with the 
MCCO Project coming closer, and they did not want to be labelled a ‘whinger’ (p.166). 
The evidence that improvement in this area is required is that ‘landholder satisfaction 
with company engagement totalled 4.9 out of 10 on average; with landholders noting the 
need for engagement to be proactive, transparent, timely and consistent as a means to 
improve stakeholder relationships’ (p. 175). 
 
21.0 A deeper, more authentic level of understanding and engagement with the 
indigenous community is required. For example, there are contributions from the mining 
community, but broader issues like rent rises are not addressed. For example, there was 
a downturn a few years ago, so people in social housing went to private rentals because 
the rent became cheap, then the boom came, rent went up, and people had to ask for 
social housing back’ (p. 181). Will Mangoola Coal consider the introduction of a specific 
indigenous employment programme? 

 
22.0 The SIA identified that one of the most significant social risks, based on stakeholder 
perceptions and unmitigated technical risk analysis, included ‘concerns about potential 
loss of community members and population decline in the locality and the subsequent 
impact on community cohesion. 

23.0 The project will remove the social community context of the area, particularly the 
Wybong Post Office Road area and its intersection with Yarraman Road. Wybong 
Community Hall is a strong indicator of the social prominence of this locality in 
Muswellbrook Shire, and that it is still regularly used by the community provides 
evidence of the area’s continuing important social perspective. This context is supported 
by section 5.5.3.2: Other Project Developments in the Region. In this section of the EIS, 
parallels are drawn to similar social degradation issues caused by Wilpinjong Coal Mine, 
where the residents of Wollar have experienced considerable social stress, where 
‘community members consulted reported a significant strain on those left within the 
community to keep the village alive, due to the loss of population, community 
relationships and services.” Similarly, section 5.5.4 Summary of Mining and Community 
Response to Change, highlights the social risk created by coal mining: ‘While mining 
projects can result in significant positive economic benefits, they also have the potential 
to impact the social amenity of proximal landholders and communities as a result of 
environmental impacts such as dust, noise and blasting impacts. Additional impacts that 
may be experienced include a reduction in sense of community, community participation, 
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social cohesion and service delivery due to property acquisition and population change 
over time. This may result in people feeling displaced and detached from their networks 
and community structures/associations’. 

24.0 The Social Impact Assessment does not provide any consideration of the social 
perspective of the community post mining, and how impoverishment of the local 
community’s social fabric may be avoided. The project will contribute to social isolation 
and possible perceptions of exclusion from the remaining rural community, and the 
impoverishment of the community’s social fabric. This may create a local and wider 
perception of an area in social decline, with residents moving from the area and thereby 
perpetuating the perception of the area as one experiencing prolonged decline. This 
reduces optimism relating to the future sustainability of the directly or indirectly impacted 
rural community.  

25.0 The closure planning process has to commence now, not at the cessation of mining 
(p. 247). What will the community look like post mining? 
 
26.0 Impacts will be ongoing for a long time, for example base flow to Big Flat Creek is 
predicted to remain impacted for a 500-year recovery period.  What mechanisms will 
Mangoola put in place to take responsibility for ongoing issues after Mine closure? 
 
27.0 The current approval includes a requirement for Community Enhancement 
contributions and payments to road maintenance costs to assist with mitigating 
cumulative impacts of the mine.  This condition should be updated to reflect the more 
contemporary contributions being made by other mines operating in the Shire.  The 
Proponent has approached Council with an initial offer on the terms of a VPA, however 
further negotiations are required before a VPA can be finalised.  This is anticipated to 
be: 
 
Item Development Contribution Proposed 

 
Mangoola Community Contribution  $500,000 per annum (indexed annually 

according to CPI). A community 
representative committee will be 
established, including Applicant 
representatives, to make 
recommendations to Council regarding 
these community contributions. 
 

Council Road Maintenance and 
Infrastructure Costs 

Costs associated with the maintenance of 
roads, and provision of infrastructure, 
calculated as an annual payment based on 
tonnage of product coal produced, and 
indexed annually (according to CPI). 
 

Environmental Officer The Applicant to make contributions to an 
Environmental Officer, up to a maximum of 
$20,000 per annum (indexed annually 
according to CPI). 
 

Apprenticeships The Applicant to use its best endeavours 
to engage 4 apprentices per year for the 
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life of the mine sourced from residents 
within the Muswellbrook Shire. 

  
 
Economic 
 
28.0 Council seeks greater fidelity to predictions of labour requirements for the MCCO 
Project so that it can adequately assess and plan for social impacts. Due to 
inconsistency in the Environmental Impact Statement, it is unclear if the new Full-Time 
Employees are entirely new positions or if they are continuing positions for the existing 
miners at the current mining site. 
 
29.0 The Economic Impact study projects benefits to the local economy based on the 
percentage of Mangoola’s current workforce that is based in the Upper Hunter. However, 
it is not clear how many of the current Mangoola employees migrated to and settled in 
the area, and how many were based in the Upper Hunter and previously worked in other 
regional industries before being employed at the coal mine. Council notes that one of the 
underpinning assumptions for the Local Effects Analysis (Appendix 7, p.45) is the 
expectation that 73% of the workforce for the MCCO Project will be “supplied from the 
SA3 region.” The assumption lacks clarity on whether the potential future employees will 
be based in the region after migrating from elsewhere in NSW or Australia, or they will 
be hired from the current local residents. It is therefore difficult to make any credible 
impact assessment on the local economy, especially in relation to effects on industries 
with lower wages (e.g. local hospitality businesses) or pressure on support services (e.g. 
childcare and health services).  
 
30.0 The Environmental Assessment for the MCCO Project notes that “Scope 3 
emissions simply acknowledge that products will continue to generate greenhouse gas 
emissions as the move through the value chain.” That acknowledgement is not 
accounted for in the cost of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the Economic 
Assessment. In Appendix 7, the assessment measures Scope 1 and Scope 2 only. 
Consequently, while GHG emissions for purchased goods and services and employees 
commuting to and from work are not considered (Scope 3), the benefits of the project to 
workers and suppliers are included in the calculations as net economic benefits. 
 
31.0 The Economic impact assessment (Appendix 7) does not account for the 
cumulative air pollution in the entire Muswellbrook LGA. While Mangoola’s cumulative air 
pollution assesses total concentration of air pollutants, being background pollutants plus 
project-specific contribution, the area of analysis is limited to the air quality contours of 
the mine and not the surroundings. The surrounding region has a total of eight coal 
mines and two coal power stations. Greater consideration should be given to the 
pollution in the surroundings and the resulting cost. 
 
32.0 Just or equitable distribution of environmental benefits and burdens of the mine is 
not considered, as the cost and benefits are only calculated for the current population 
and not future generations. The project’s environmental impacts will affect people 
beyond the operational timeline of the project. The Rocky Hill Coal Mine case4 pointed 
out the importance of avoiding distributive inequity in making the impact assessments. 
 

                                                
4 NSW Planning Assessment Commission,  Determination Report Rocky Hill Coal Project, 14 December 
2017 
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33.0 Health impacts are not quantified and, due to lack of evidence, pollution impact is 
disregarded as detrimental to human health. Council is aware of NSW Health5 concerns 
that “any increase in fine particulate pollution is statistically likely to lead to an increase in 
health impacts”.  Failure to quantify this impact and include the cost when estimating the 
net benefits of the MCCO Project renders the assessment incomplete. 
 
34.0 To investigate the full impact of the air quality impact, Council recommends that a 
non-market valuation study be conducted. This study will investigate the “recreational 
amenity of an area, sense of local community, and regional reputation associated with 
characteristics such as fresh produce and livestock”  Muswellbrook Shire is home to the 
two largest horse studs in the southern hemisphere - Coolmore and Darley Woodlands. 
Overall, the Upper Hunter region’s equine industry is a significant contributor to the 
regional economy with 85 per cent of all operating expenses spent within the Hunter 
Valley region.   
 
35.0 The Social Impact Assessment (SIA) does not consider whether the Mangoola Coal 
Continued Operations (MCCO) Project will impact upon the community’s ability to 
access and enjoy the Manobalai Nature Reserve and large Crown Land holding to the 
south of that Reserve. 
 
36.0 Table 4.3: Location of Suppliers’ Main Offices (p. 27). Only 8.7% of supplier 
expenditure is paid to companies with offices in Muswellbrook Shire. This appears to be 
an extremely low percentage and does not provide the level of social benefit that would 
be obtained from a higher percentage of local spend. 
 
37.0 Contribution required for social diversification of the economy post mining. This is 
due to mining locking up employment in the LGA, and inhibiting the opportunity for 
economic diversification, which could supply more varied employment to residents now 
and into the future. The LGA has high economic dependence on the mining industry. 
Open cut mining operations are disrupting highly productive industries and reducing the 
potential to further develop these industries to create diversity of employment. In 
addition, land use uncertainty is impacting on investment in diversified industries. As a 
result, uneven economic growth and distribution of economic resources (including 
wages) is experienced due to the mining industry (p. 130). 
 
38.0 Loss of surplus to other industries. This section attempts to quantify the “surplus” 
rather than the value of the agricultural industry as a whole. In the case of productivity 
loss, it doesn’t consider the loss of veterinary and farm services to the local economy 
due to reductions in critical mass, and of course, the flow on effects. 

39.0 Table 16 (P28) estimates agricultural productivity loss over 38 years at $930,000, 
this is considerably lower than the calculated $3.42 million with no explanation for the 
$2.49 million discrepancy. However, this is only the surplus, the full loss to the local 
economy over this period would in fact total $11,100,000 

Noise 

40.0 The key issues of noise, blast vibration, dust, lighting, traffic, fume and odour, as 
identified on page 36 of the SIA document, are consistent with other mining operations 
within Muswellbrook Shire.  This result demonstrates a cumulative impact that is not 
readily addressed in the SIA.  

                                                
5 Planning Commission Technical Note 5 Air Quality 
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41.0 The SIA responses to these issues reflect similar mitigation measures by other 
mining companies.  Council recognises that many of these matters will be addresses by 
individual consent conditions.  However, the lack of cumulative data related to this 
particular location is not available and therefore it is difficult to assess the social impact 
of ‘mining in general’ that elevates the frequency and consequences of each of these 
key issues. 

42.0 Management of noise must be made a high priority, and should be proactively 
monitored in a manner that is satisfactory to the proximate community. This is not a 
single solution problem, but should be tailored to individual stakeholders’ needs. ‘The 
perception of noise impacts appears consistent with the complaints received by 
Mangoola across a 4-year period from January 2013 to November 2018, with noise 
complaints, accounting for over 90% of all complaints received during this period. Noise 
was the most prominent issue raised during 2017-18. Noise complaints included general 
noise from site machinery, typically during night-time activities. In particular noise from 
excavation and loading, eg, shovel activities. Stakeholders consider that the MCCO 
Project will likely contribute further noise impacts that will affect their social amenity 
and/or their ability to sell their properties, should they wish to leave the area’ (p. 160). 

Blasting 

43.0 Table 6.18 identifies Infrastructure and Historical Heritage Item Blasting Impact 
Assessment Criteria.  It is not clear, but it seems the intention is that these criteria will be 
used to manage blasts so that they do not exceed the ground vibration and overpressure 
levels identified for receivers that are not residences on privately owned land.  Council 
staff have experienced 5mm/s ground vibration and 115 dBL overpressure, as our 
Administration building is exposed to these levels on an irregular basis.  Table 6.18 
indicates higher levels would be acceptable criteria for heritage items and rock 
formations and rock shelter sites.  Council requests that these criteria be amended to 
match the criteria for residences on privately owned land to avoid damage. 

Water Resources 

44.0 The MCCO project will disrupt surface water flows to Big Flat Creek, resulting in 
reduction in flow for that creek on a permanent basis.  This will impact on the biology of 
the creek and the plant and animal species dependent on current flow rates and water 
levels in the alluvium. 

45.0 Big Flat Creek. Hydro Engineering and Consulting notes streamflow gauging station 
SF01 that the location of the stream depth sensor was for many years above the stream 
cease-to-flow level. Therefore, estimated streamflow for the period of record has limited 
accuracy (P19) and have attempted to build a model based on data from Dartbrook near 
Aberdeen. That a partially operable sensor “was for many years above the stream 
cease-to-flow level”  raises concerns over the thoroughness of monitoring data used for 
other Mangoola activities. 

46.0 Water Quality. Table 8, (P21) indicates high Total Dissolved Solids in surface water 
with only 2 of 6 monitoring sites with full data not exceeding safe limits for cattle at least 
some of the time and exceeding Protection of Aquatic Ecosystems limits 89 to 98% of 
the time. Table 9 (P26), records water samples with Aluminium, Copper, Chromium, 
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Lead, Manganese, Iron, Silver and Zinc exceeding ANZECC guidelines at a number of 
sites along Big Flat Creek. While these cannot be attributed to current mining operations 
they do have implications for the water quality in the final void. 

47.0 Detectable levels of Arsenic, Barium, Beryllium, Boron and Cadmium have been 
recorded in water storages the current mining operations (Table 11). 

 The data given in Table 11 indicates higher metals concentrations in site 
storages for some metals compared with the monitored values in stream samples 
(e.g. arsenic, boron, lead, zinc) while others remain at very low or non-detectable 
concentrations (e.g. mercury, silver, cobalt, cadmium, chromium). Given the 
nature of open cut mining operations, it is expected that some metals would be 
mobilised more readily than in the background environment. (P39) 
 

48.0 After final closure, final void salinity levels are likely to keep rising with: 

Possible uses of the final pit lakes may include recreational activities and 
freshwater aquaculture (for the periods where salinity remains below 
4,700 µS/cm or 3,000 mg/L TDS (P104) 
 

which is achieved around the 50 year mark (figure 46 below), though there appears to 
be little demand for freshwater fish production in any of the numerous current or 
expected mine voids, however as noted  

The most likely longer term climate change prediction (Section 3.3.6) would result 
in lower equilibrium water levels, these being reached sooner and with an 
increased rate of salinity rise. 
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49.0 (P103) Based on a geochemical assessment by EGi (2019), runoff and seepage 
from overburden is not expected to be acidic and should not contain significant metals 
concentrations. However, this relates to runoff and leaching from overburden provided 
the overburden is capped with “a minimum 3m cover of clean overburden” (Appendix 21: 
Geochemical Assessment. P37). This report appears to only refer to leachate and runoff 
from overburden and water quality in the tailings dams and doesn’t take into account 
inputs of groundwater. 

50.0 Appendix 12 Groundwater Impact Assessment (P84) states: 

The tables show salinity is the main constraint to beneficial use of groundwater in 
the mining area and surrounds with all bedrock geological units having a water 
quality that is often unsuitable for aquatic ecosystems, irrigation, or potable 
consumption. The results also indicate that several metals are present in 
concentrations above guideline thresholds. The exceptions are bores GW10-A2 
and GW10-P2 which have a suitable salinity for potable consumption but which 
exceed guideline values for a number of metals including aluminium, iron, and 
lead. Natural variability in the concentrations of dissolved solutes and the 
beneficial use is common in groundwater systems with relatively low 
permeability. 
 

51.0 App 12 P119 Also notes: 

As predicted in the Mangoola Coal Mine EIS groundwater assessment (MER, 
2006) several monitoring bores in close proximity to the Mangoola Coal Mine 
have recorded mining related drawdown in recent years. As water levels have 
fallen the bores have often become more saline. This likely represents the mixing 
of water from different depths within the groundwater regime. Although the 
salinity in the bores has increased there are no nearby groundwater users that 
are affected by the changes, and any water moving away from the bore will be 
migrating towards the pit, where it will be captured. 

No modelling of concentrations of metals in the void pit water appears to be evident. 

Biodiversity Assessment 
 
52.0 Review of the Biodiversity Assessment (Appendix 13 and Main Report) brought to 
light a number of issues requiring clarification or further work. Of most concern were the 
threatened vegetation communities assessment and the metrics listed for determination 
of successful rehabilitation.  

53.0 Appendix 13 (P30), 3.1.1 Soils, states:  
The detailed soil survey undertaken within the Development Footprint (EMM 
2018) found that the soils have mostly been derived from the Triassic Narrabeen 
group” and further in the report it states (p51) “according to the soil studies by 
EMM (2018) there are no clearly Permian derived soils” and (P55) “The soil 
assessment concluded that there are no clearly Permian derived soils on site. 
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From: Appendix 19 Soils, Figure 3.4 clearly showing Permian soils in the South East of the site, Appendix 12 
Groundwater Impact Assessment Figure 4.1 also shows Permian geology in the south east corner of the proposed 
project site. 

This in conflict with Appendix 19 Soils, Figure 3.4 (shown above) which shows roughly a 

third of the site being Permian soils. This has major implications regarding the 

determination of EPBC listed communities particularly the Critically Endangered 

Ecological Community (CEEC) “Central Hunter Valley eucalypt forest and woodland”, 

which Umwelt has discounted on the grounds: 

 
This vegetation zone is not consistent with any TEC listed under the EPBC Act. It 
does not meet the key diagnostic features for the Central Hunter Valley Eucalypt 
Forest and Woodland Critically Endangered Ecological Community (CEEC) as it 
does not occur on Permian derived soils (App 13, p39) 

 
54.0 This claim is repeated throughout section 3.2 (3.2.1.3, 3.2.1.4, 3.2.1.5, 3.2.1.8 

3.2.1.9). Reconsideration on the status of the presence of Central Hunter Valley 

Eucalypt Forest and Woodland should be undertaken in light of this apparent conflict. 
 

55.0 Category 2 Regulated Rural Land. Page 50 notes the presence of planted 
vegetation. In the mid to late 1990’s much revegetation work was undertaken in the 
Wybong area by the Blackjack’s Mountain Landcare group as well as government 
agencies. Vegetation planted with the assistance of government funding formerly came 
under the classification of “Protected Regrowth” (Native Vegetation Conservation Act) 
and is now defined as Category 2 Regulated Land under the Local Land Services Act, 
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2013 (Part 5A, Division 2, Section 60I, 2 (a)). There appears to have been no attempt to 
determine if these plantings are Category 2 Regulated Land.6 

56.0 Threatened Species. Appendix D Page 11 records the presence of Cymbidium 
canaliculatum, which is an endangered population in the Hunter Catchment 7, however 
there is no mention of this species in Section 3.3 or discussion of efforts to determine the 
size of the population or of management strategies. 

57.0 Specific threats for this species include: 

Majority of known sites (>90%) within the Hunter population occur on private or 
non-conservation land and are potentially vulnerable to clearing (with or without 
approval). Habitat clearing associated with major mining developments in the 
Upper Hunter is a significant concern to its long-term survival. 

58.0 Avoidance and Minimisation Measures (Page 65) 

Due to selecting the preferred option and not proceeding with the alternative 
mining options and infrastructure locations, the MCCO Project was able to avoid 
key impacts through the reduced surface disturbance footprint and extent of 
proposed operations. 

Each alternative was considerably smaller than the preferred option and with 
considerably smaller impact, adding together the total areas of the alternatives then 
claiming it as a large avoidance of impacts is spurious at best. Considered separately, as 
they should be, the impacts of even the largest of the alternatives are far smaller than 
the preferred option. 

59.0 Access Corridor. Page 69 : 

The location where this access corridor is required includes approximately 12 ha 
of the originally proposed biodiversity and cultural heritage offset areas. This 
portion of the former offset area has been excised from the Conservation 
Agreements that are currently being formalised with the NSW Government 

 

Has this “offset” been offset? Has it been accounted for in the area to be cleared? 

60.0 Page 69 : 

Importantly, the main function of the corridor, which is to maintain gene flow 
across the landscape (not just species movement) is unlikely to be affected in the 
short or medium term while the overpass exists or in the long-term after the 
mining has ceased and the vegetated connection along Big Flat Creek is re-
established.  

                                                
6 LLS Act. 
https://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/#/view/act/2013/51/part5a/div3/sec60n?dq=Within%20Title%3D%2
2Local%20Land%20Services%20Act%202013%20No%2051%22,%20Exact%20Phrase%3D%22protected%2
0regrowth%22&fullquery=(Content%3D((%22protected%20regrowth%22))) : Protected Regrowth, P2  
http://141.243.8.146/resources/vegetation/150581-clearing-approval.pdf 

7 https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/threatenedspeciesapp/profile.aspx?id=20049), 
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Gene flow across the landscape requires movement of species across the landscape, 
given that a portion of this corridor is to be cleared for vehicle movement then it stands to 
reason that gene flow, and species movement, across this section will be affected. 

61.0 Fugitive Light Emissions. (P70) “There will be no substantial change to fugitive light 
emission impacts on the surrounding fauna habitat given that the proposed mine 
operation is already is part of, and adjacent to, existing mining operations with existing 
lighting impacts” Given mining operations, and hence light sources, will be moving a 
couple of kilometres closer to fauna currently on the northern side of the mine this claim 
appears misleading. 

62.0 Noise Impacts. (P70) “There will be no substantial change to noise impacts on 
fauna given that the proposed mine operation is part of, and adjacent to, an already 
existing operation with existing impacts. The same applies to vibration with the vibration 
impacts broadly consistent with the blasting impacts from the existing mining 
operations.” Again, mining operations are to move by a couple of kilometres, sources of 
noise and vibration will also move by a couple of kilometres, again, this claim appears 
misleading. 

63.0 Air quality.  (P70) “In regard to potential impacts on biodiversity, there will be no 
substantial change to air quality impacts given that the proposed mine is part of, and 
adjacent to, an already existing operation with existing impacts.” Again, move the source 
and you will increase the effects on species already affected and affect others currently 
not affected. 

64.0 Groundwater dependent ecosystems. While a number of forested wetland 
vegetation communities have been identified on site and would extend outside the 
boundaries of the project area, (these are: Forest Red Gum Grassy Open Forest on 
Floodplains of the Lower Hunter, Forest Red Gum Grassy Open Forest on Floodplains of 
the Lower Hunter – Derived Native Grassland, Swamp Oak - Weeping Grass Grassy 
Riparian Forest of the Hunter Valley, Swamp Oak - Weeping Grass Grassy Riparian 
Forest of the Hunter Valley - Rough-barked Apple Variant) only Swamp Oak – Weeping 
Grass Grassy Riparian Forest and Eucalyptus crebra/ Eucalyptus moluccana grassy 
woodland of the central and upper Hunter are in areas considered likely to be affected 
by groundwater drawdown.  

65.0 While the Eucalyptus crebra/ Eucalyptus moluccana grassy woodland of the central 
and upper Hunter is considered to have a low dependence on groundwater, the Swamp 
Oak – Weeping Grass Grassy Riparian Forest is regarded as moderately dependent: 

It is expected that Swamp Oak - Weeping Grass Grassy Riparian Forest has a 
moderate potential to be dependent on shallow groundwater resources during 
periods of reduced surface water flow. The dependence of the vegetation 
community on groundwater will depend on the depth of root systems and their 
efficiency at utilising rainfall and surface moisture. 

While during average to wet years surface moisture may be adequate to maintain these 
communities, during dry years, such as we are experiencing, presence of groundwater 
would be vital for the survival of this community. 

66.0 Biodiversity Offset Strategy. While in perpetuity conservation agreements are 
generally regarded as good outcomes often times “in perpetuity” is only until the granting 
of a mining licence over the site. Proposed offset areas to the north of the project site are 
subject to exploration licence EL8064 (Ridgelands Resources). This raises questions 
over the long term security of some of the offset sites. 
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From: https://www.ridgelandsresources.com.au/ 

67.0 Prasophyllum petilum. Umwelt commissioned an expert report by Dr Steven Bell of 
Eastcoast Flora Survey to estimate numbers of Diuris and Prasophyllum in offset areas. 
The methodology does not appear to have been used on either the proposed project 
area nor to existing Mangoola site to estimate total numbers lost:  

Vizer (2013) investigated a range of aspects of the ecology and biology of Diuris 
tricolor and Prasophyllum petilum at Mangoola Coal. He found peak flowering to 
occur from mid- to late September, but that less than 20 % of plants would be 
flowering on any particular day at this time. This implies that a ‘one-off’ survey, 
even if conducted on the day of peak flowering, would likely overlook more than 
80 % of individuals in that population. (Appendix C: Page 10) 

68.0 While the surveys on the proposed project site were carried out in more optimum 
conditions, it is likely the true population of Diuris tricolor (1326) and Prasophyllum 
petilum (691) on the proposed project site is higher than claimed (1326 and 691 
respectively). In addition this adds to the orchids lost, both known and unknown, from the 
development of the current Mangoola operations. 

69.0 It is noted that 3,000 orchids had been translocated during the development of the 
current operation however while a number of translocated orchids have been recorded 
flowering the ongoing drought makes it difficult to ascertain the long term success of this 
activity.  The proposed MCCO project does not appear to be planning any further 
translocations from the affected area. 

Historic Heritage 

70.0 While there may be few built items of heritage significance in the area, the village  
and surrounding properties that constitute Wybong have existed for more than a 150 
years.  The Shire of Wybong was constituted in 1906.  There are memories associated 
with this location and the decline in population living in this locality, due to mining, 
disrupts the ongoing cultural links for this community and place. 

71.0 Council requests that a condition of consent be included that requires the 
proponent to pursue a planning proposal for  lifestyle housing blocks in the vicinity of the 
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existing Wybong Hall as a part of the Rehabilitation Plan for the project, in order to 
restore the ‘Village of Wybong’, and to provide replacement of a housing type that has 
diminished in the Shire overall due to mining. 

72.0 The EIS states that based on the findings of the Heritage Assessment, there are no 
recommendations for assessment, investigation or recording with regards to Historic 
Heritage. Yet the description of the Millville homestead indicates it is very representative 
of the evolution of homesteads in these early pioneer locations:  The naïve, or 
vernacular architectural style, the ongoing additions that reflect the improvement in 
economic circumstances, and the change in status from pioneers to respected long-
standing members of the community. 

73.0 There is a lot of focus on the grand homes of the landed gentry, such as the 
Whites, but they are only a small part of the history of the Region.  At minimum there 
should be a demolition plan prepared, and followed, for the Millville residence, that 
allows detailed photographic evidence to be taken to document the phases of 
construction, and a report prepared that captures the important values and themes this 
residence represents for Wybong and the early settlers of the Valley. 

Traffic and Transport 

74.0 The SEARs for the MCCO Project require the EIS to address the following: 

 An assessment of the likely transport impacts of the development on the 
capacity, condition, safety and efficiency of the road and rail network; and 

 A description of the measures that would be implemented to mitigate any 
impacts, including concept plans of the proposed overpasses and road 
alignment, developed in consultation with the relevant authorities. 

75.0 The assessment contained in the GHD Report for Umwelt – Mangoola Coal Mine 
Continued Operations 2219171 is an inadequate assessment because it fails to satisfy 
the requirements of the SEARs.   

76.0 There isn’t an assessment of the operational traffic associated with the 
development.  No proper assessment of the likely transport impacts, such as volume of 
operational traffic, capacity, road condition, safety and efficiency on the road network 
from the operating phase of the development has been undertaken. The reason given in 
the assessment is that operational traffic volumes are not expected to increase following 
construction of the project.  However this seems contradictory to the facts contained in 
the Economic Impact Assessment, page 24 section 2.5.1, which states that an additional 
199 FTE workers will be employed. 

77.0 Council asks for clarification on the traffic volumes predicted and specifically if 
these include both operational and construction traffic during the construction phase.  
E.g. the report states that ‘the construction vehicle traffic estimated to be generated by 
the MCCO Project has been determined based on information provided by the client in 
relation to the project’.  The data indicates that during construction the project will 
generate up to 169 trips per hour.  Does the predicted traffic volume include operational 
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traffic?  As this data has been provided by the client, has it been independently verified 
to be a correct estimation? 

78.0 Section 2 of the Traffic and Transport Impact Assessment (TTIA) - Existing 
Conditions - provides commentary on the existing road network characteristics including 
how the roads are classified and the function that they perform according to the Roads 
and Maritime classification system.  This information omits any consideration or 
reference to Muswellbrook Shire Council’s ‘Road Asset Management Plan’ which 
identifies mine affected roads such as Wybong Road as having specifically identified 
functions and hierarchy.  Therefore, the information given in the report is not specific to 
Council’s roads and does not align which the class descriptions and required functions of 
the roads according to Council’s Road Asset management plan.   

79.0 The report concludes in the Executive Summary that the TTIA finds no road 
upgrades or changes are required to the regional road network as a result of the MCCO 
project.  Council is not satisfied that the impacts of the proposed development have 
been adequately assessed to reach this conclusion. 

80.0 The TTIA indicates that the proposal will have impacts to Wybong Road, Wybong 
PO Road and Yarraman Road, with changes to the road network proposed.  Any 
changes to the road network, including road closures, will be subject to the approval of 
Muswellbrook Shire Council.  Council’s current policy is that it will not approve any 
closures to public roads and or changes to the Shire’s road network until the ‘Mine 
Affected Roads Network Plan (2015)’ has been reviewed and updated. 

81.0 Section 3.2.2 of the TTIA -The proposal includes the construction of an overpass 
over Wybong Road.  This structure has the potential to restrict  vehicular movement at 
this location specifically for Over Size Over Mass vehicles (OSOM).  Council at the 
meeting 30 July 2019, noted the preliminary design of the overpass on Wybong road, 
that is proposed to have a clearance of 5.4m vertical and 7m seal width (10m width 
clearance) across Wybong road.  The proposed clearance is of concern to Council as 
this route is used on a regular basis as an alternative route to the Golden Highway by 
OSOM vehicles which cannot cross the Hunter River Bridge on the Denman Road, or 
when emergency detours and road works are in place (see map below). Council records 
indicate that of the 95 + OSOM approvals for the use of Wybong Road from January 
2019 to June 2019, 62 truck movements were in excess of 5.4m height, with the average 
being 5.8m high.  The largest vehicle that has recently travelled on this part of Wybong 
Road measured 9.5m wide and 5.8m high.  Therefore based on the historic use of the 
road for OSOM vehicles Council would reject this design of the Wybong Road Overpass 
due to the height and width restriction that it would impose, if submitted as part of the 
S138 application to construct.   

82.0 Section 2.1.8 Freight Routes, makes no comment of the importance of Wybong 
Road to the freight industry in terms of a transportation route for OSOM vehicles used for 
transportation of equipment and goods within the state.  With reference to the Roads 
and Maritime Services ‘Bridge Detour Map’ below, Wybong Road is used as an alternate 
transport route due to the restriction imposed by the bridge over the Hunter River on the 
Golden Highway at Denman.  Council records indicate that of the 95 + OSOM approvals 
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for the use of Wybong Road from January 2019 to June 2019.  Therefore based on the 
historic use of the road for OSOM vehicles the assessment is inadequate in determining 
the impact from the development on this transport route and for the transportation 
industry. 
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83.0 During the construction phase for the proposed Wybong overpass it is proposed to 
construct a bypass of Wybong Road.  Construction of a side track would be subject to 
Council approval and would need to be guided by the requirements of RMS Traffic 
Control at Worksites manual which requires a full design to be submitted to Council for 
approval.  Any proposed sidetrack would need to be suitable for use by OSOM vehicles 
and would be subject to conditions for the maintenance during the construction period or 
period that it is in use. 

84.0 Section 3.2.3 –  Although the existing conditions of consent (see condition 48 
reproduced below) allow employees to use Wybong Road east and Kayuga Road, 
Council would not permit traffic to use these roads, to maintain consistency with the 
conditions of consent for other mines. Therefore the assumptions used in section 3.2.3 
are not correct.  Council also requests that this existing condition be amended. 

 

85.0 Section 2.1.9 Active Transport and Public Transport makes no mention of the 
impacts, if any, to the ‘National Trail’ which includes part of Wybong Road (see map 
below). 
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86.0 Section 2.3 - Crash Data - acknowledges that there is crash data and history on the 
immediate sections of the road network adjacent to the mine site and on roads which are 
used to access the mine.  Although the crash history is acknowledged, the report 
suggests that there is no significant  safety deficiencies in the road network near the 
intersections of interest.  What is this assumption based on and is it based on safety 
audits conducted on the roads?  The report fails to mention the existing conditions 
imposed by the State Coroner following a fatality which occurred on the road.  Therefore 
Council considers that an inadequate assessment of the impacts to road safety from the 
development has been undertaken. 

Visual Impacts 

87.0 Appendix 18 – Visual Amenity Assessment Materials is very brief – has there been 
an error in production of the EIS that has meant a lot of the material has been 
inadvertently deleted? 
 
88.0 The EIS analyses potential visibility of mining operations from a number of 
locations, most notably from Wybong Road.  The installation of landscaped bund for the 
full frontage of the project area to Wybong Road is proposed to lessen visibility.  The EIS 
does not provide detail on heights of the bund, the proposed density/type of plantings or 
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assess the impact this amelioration measure will have.  Council requests that conditions 
be included that require: 
 

 That screen plantings be installed at sufficient density to assist with screening 
mine components from sensitive viewpoints, including Ridgelands Road and 
Wybong Road. 

 
 A minimum screen planting canopy density, measured from ground level to a 

height of 8m above ground level, of 60% (alternatively expressed as a leaf to air 
gap ratio of 2:1) is to be achieved adjacent to Ridgelands Road; 

 
 A minimum screen planting canopy density, measured from ground level to a 

height of 6m above ground level, of 60% (alternatively expressed as a leaf to air 
gap ratio of 2:1) is to be achieved adjacent to Wybong Road; and 

 
 The visual bunding adjacent to Wybong Road is to be removed as part of the 

closure plan for the site. 
 
‘ 
Land use and Agriculture 

89.0 Reference is made in the Social Impact Assessment for the MCCO, to the impacts 
that may be experienced regarding the sense of community, community participation, 
social cohesion and service delivery due to property acquisition and population change 
over time (Umwelt, 2019 Social Profile – p 56).  Reference to the sustainable livelihoods 
approach (DfID, 1999) as a methodology used by Umwelt, on behalf of Mangoola, to 
provide a “comprehensive understanding of the relevant communities proximal to 
Mangoola’s operations and the MCCO Project”.  This approach has only briefly noted the 
decline in population and the impact that this will have on the remaining residents in the 
proximity to the mine for services and community support/cohesion. 

90.0 Over the last two decades there has been a gradual decline in population in the 
Wybong area as a direct result of mining activity and land acquisitions in the Wybong 
Valley.  In the 2001 ABS Census (Source: ABS CCD number 1 1,130,502 Wybong 
NSW) the Wybong area was described as a small rural settlement with an estimated 
population of 537 people, comprising 158 families. The current population (2016) sits at 
approximately 127 people. 

91.0 The 2001 census data indicated that there were approximately 161 homes in the 
Wybong area, comprising 71 (38.4%) as private dwellings, whilst 45 (24.3%) were being 
purchased and 45 (24.3%) described as rented (Coakes Consulting Pty Ltd, 2006, Anvil 
Hill Project Socio-Economic Assessment Report, p. 26). Today entire portions of the 
Wybong Village area are owned by mining corporations, primarily Mangoola Coal 
Operations Pty Ltd.  This is particularly relevant and obvious in the area proximate to the 
Wybong Hall, in fact, all but one property along Post Office Road is owned by Glencore 
Mangoola as demonstrated page 40 of the Social impact assessment.  This same map 
describes approximately 70 properties in the area of ‘Wybong ‘and assuming that this 
area is also approximate to the ABS area identified as Wybong, there has been a 
decrease of over 60 homes in this location over twenty years, explaining a decline in 
both population specific service delivery in this area. 
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92.0 No commentary is provided on the final social outcomes post mining and what 
needs to be done to ensure the resilience and heritage of the community post mining. 
This is of significant importance to the community. ‘Impacts relating to way of life, 
including how people live, work, play, and interact with one another on a daily basis was 
the most prominent social impact category identified, followed by impacts relating to 
surroundings, including access to and use of the natural and built environment, and its 
aesthetic value and/or social amenity, associated with noise and dust, and subsequently 
impacts relating to personal and property rights, community, health, and wellbeing’ 
(p.146). 

93.0 Muswellbrook Shire Council has identified that loss of population, and issues of 
housing availability and affordability, are linked to the acquisition and demolition of 
homes as part of the expansion of mine operations and development throughout the 
Shire.  In response a draft section of the LEP has been developed to facilitate the 
retention of and mitigate the loss of housing and to create comparable accommodation 
to satisfy the demand for such accommodation.   

94.0 To mitigate the loss of housing, a condition of approval is requested that either: 

a) requires a financial contribution to a social housing provider towards the 
provision of affordable housing in Muswellbrook, to replace the equivalent 
amount of housing stock permanently or temporarily lost due to the project; or 

b) the construction of affordable housing in Muswellbrook, to replace the 
equivalent amount of housing stock permanently or temporarily lost due to the 
project. 

95.0 Post mining, Mangoola Coal should consider the development of a village around 
Wybong Hall and intersection of Wybong PO Rd and Yarraman Rd. ‘There was a strong 
‘nostalgic’ feel from current residents that their community had been changing, since the 
development of Mangoola Coal Mine, from what had once been a close and connected 
community, where people had strong ties and supported each other, to one that was 
more separate and detached. With the onset of development in the area, it was noted 
that many established families have moved away, and that the once vibrant social 
events and celebrations, e.g. Christmas and New Year, dances and group meetings, 
that used to occur in the Wybong Hall were now less frequent as a result of a dwindling 
population base’ (p. 157). It is important that the sense of community is regenerated post 
mining. This needs to be considered as an important component of the closure plan. 

Rehabilitation and final landform 

96.0 Each alternative mine and final landform scenario is considerably smaller than the 
preferred option for impacts on vegetation and final water catchment capture from Big 
Flat Creek.   Considered separately, as they should be, the impacts of even the largest 
of the alternatives are far smaller than the preferred option. Council prefers Final Void 
option 4  (One void in the North) to option 3 – MCCO project case (as included in the 
EIS). 

97.0 The mine rehabilitation aims to “Establish similar native vegetation communities to 
those that will be impacted by the MCCO Project.” Rehabilitation after seven years is 
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expected to be “trending towards benchmark”, without an actual expected and 
measurable value this term is meaningless. 

98.0 Expected credit points (excluding individual species credits) generated at the time 
of “Preliminary Completion” are expected to be 2,187, this is in contrast to the 17,718 
credit points the site is currently assessed at. There is no expected timeline for this and 
given that rehabilitation aims to “Reduce the need for long term monitoring and 
maintenance by achieving effective rehabilitation” it would appear there is an expectation 
to write rehabilitation of the site off well before it has become “similar”. Given that the 
criteria for preliminary completion is >50% benchmark richness and canopy class 
coverages ranging from 25 to 200 percent of benchmark values the completed 
rehabilitation could look nothing like that upon which it is based.  

99.0 Local communities are typically highly dependent on nearby mines for socio-
economic benefit which is then abruptly withdrawn following mine closure. The impact of 
closure on local and even regional socio-economics can therefore be significant and 
should be a key consideration in closure planning processes and documents.  At the 
close of mining operations every effort should be made to maintain the quantum of 
employment opportunities, in turn avoiding economic and social disruption to the local 
community through loss of job opportunities.  Post-mining land use opportunities for 
rehabilitated mine land could include: 

• Recreational uses 

• Hydropower and other renewable energy generation activities 

• Tourism and Theme parks 

• Wildlife habitat and conservation 

• Water storage and irrigation 

• Intensive Agriculture / Aquaculture 

• Industrial Development  

• Replacement lifestyle lots and creation of a new Wybong village community 
focused on land in the vicinity of the Wybong Community Hall. 

 

100.0 Transition to post-mining activities should commence before mining ceases.  This 
may require adjustments to Mining Lease conditions and the LEP to facilitate. 

101.0 A working party with participants from Muswellbrook Shire Council, DPIE, 
Premiers and Cabinet, Mangoola Coal Operations P/L, Muswellbrook Chamber of 
Commerce, traditional owners and local land council members and the Hunter JO 
Economic Transitions Committee should be established by the year 2025 to commence 
planning for the transition to a post-mining suite of uses for the site. 

102.0 There needs to be a high level of indigenous engagement with rehabilitation, final 
landforms and land uses, how the land will be cultivated. For example, is there a need 
for consideration of bush tucker? The indigenous community needs genuine participation 
in end use planning (p. 184). 



DA 231-7-2000 MOD 7 submission Page 25 of 26 

 
 

103.0 Open Cut Voids -  What are the rehabilitation “treatments” and revegetation plans 
for voids? How have these been determined? And what is their purpose (to what 
objectives and criteria)? 

104.0 Final land use is described as a combination of native woodland, grazing and 
water management areas. 

Water management is an oblique activity and not an end use. What is the end use of the 
proposed pit lakes? 

105.0 Landforms are to be independently assessed as safe and stable compatible with 
surrounding natural landscape. 

 By whom? 

 What discipline and qualifications?  

 How compatible?  

 What if they are not? what redress is expected? 

 

107.0 Voids are to be designed as long term groundwater sinks: 

 Has water balance modelling been undertaken for all final voids? 

 What were the findings and assumptions  

 How have groundwater flows been maximised? 

 

108.0 Final voids will be assessed by a qualified geotechnical engineer for stability to 
ensure they do not represent a safety risk: 

 How is “safety risk” defined? 

 What detail as to safety will be incorporated e.g., safety factors? 

 What management will be undertaken to manage all void safety risks  

 falls; and 

 drowning 

 
Greenhouse gases 

110.0 P 30:  “The impact of GHG emissions are global in nature, as a result, 
apportioning the whole costs of CO2e associated with the MCCO Project overstates the 
cost to NSW. To estimate the impacts on NSW, it is appropriate to apportion a 
component of the total global costs to NSW. The approach adopted is to apportion the 
global GHG costs estimated to NSW using the ratio of NSW population to global 
population. On a global basis, the total estimated GHG cost is $29.1 million in NPV 
terms, see Table 18. Attributing the GHG costs based on the NSW population, 
consistent with the Guidelines, results in an attributed GHG cost of $0.03 million to NSW 
in NPV terms.”  
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111.0 Using this reasoning Greenhouse gasses released when coal from Mangoola is 
burnt should be similarly apportioned, CO2e of coal produced by the MCCO project 
would total around 100 million tonnes, or roughly 25 times that released during 
production, using Cadence Economics methodology this would equate to around $0.75 
million, however on the polluter pays principle it should be paid at the source which 
would be a cost of $29 million dollars to the residents of NSW. 

 
112.0 The applicant should be required to prepare an Export Management Plan that 
ensures that any coal extracted from the development that is exported from Australia; is 
only exported to countries that are: 
 

a) parties to the Paris Agreement within the UN Framework Convention on Climate 
Change; or 

b) countries that have established policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to a 
level similar to the Paris Agreement. 

 

 
Council appreciates the opportunity to comment and would be pleased to provide 
additional information if requested.   
 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
Fiona Plesman  
GENERAL MANAGER  
 
 



                David Hayne 

          11 Powers rd 

                     Manobalai NSW 2333 

Planning and assessment 

Attention- Coal and Quarry assessments 

Department of planning, Industry and environment 
GPO Box 39 
Sydney NSW 2001 
 
 

To whom this may concern,  

 I am writing IN OBJECTION to the proposed Mangoola continued operations project 

as a neighbour of the ongoing concern currently working to the South-East of our property in 

the Upper Hunter of New South Wales. As a nearby neighbour we are concerned about the 

effects of Mangoola moving their operations further North-West, and ultimately closer to our 

home. We have participated in the studies by Umwelt and voiced our displeasure towards it. 

 We were visited shortly after purchasing our property by Mangoola representatives 

and an Umwelt representative who indicated to us that Mangoola would expand, become 

ever closer to us in proximity and be ‘good neighbours’. 

 During our interview process by representatives from Mangoola it has been indicated 

to us that not only will the effects of this mine increase, but that the representatives also live 

with the effects of coal mining , due to living in the Hunter Valley themselves. 

 We don’t believe that this mine and its extension will operate within their guidelines 

because, as follows, we’ve had to telephone Mangoola’s own hotline to inform them that 

they are impacting our comfort at home, whilst their own monitoring apparatus and systems 

do not seem to alert them to any increase in impacts to our community. Mangoola has many 

systems to best understand their impact on us as a community but seem to rely on us 

informing them before, any change in their operation can begin. I have listed some examples 

below of my own noise complaints. 

 10/11/18 - 7.25am Machinery movement noise. Can be heard with house closed up. 

 30/11/18 - 4.50am Bulldozer movements clearly heard with house closed up. 

 15/12/18 - 3.00pm Engines revving could be heard over am radio in workshop. 

 Mangoola called us back and informed us our complaint had been acknowledged. 

 22/12/18 –6.25am Engines revving and machinery movements. 

 23/01/19 – 9.25pm Bulldozer and trucks movement. EPA case # 160924 very loud  

19/03/19 – 5.40 am Machinery noise rattling dining window. 



29/04/19 – Machinery noise heard over radio in workshop. EPA case #CO6218-2019 

 What I don’t understand is whilst we communicate to this mining operation our 

complaint, surely their own monitoring equipment must register and alert Mangoola of 

increased impacts to our community so they could reduce their impact as they operate?  

If this is not the case then why can’t this operation, in the interests of community 

welfare or ‘good neighbourly’ conduct, continually monitor and if required, change their work 

to suit conditions like temperature inversions? 

The question may well be asked of the current monitoring situation and its actual 

effectiveness? I ask you to consider robust and meaningful change in the event this proposal 

is considered regarding noise monitoring. 

Regarding property value sterilisation, as a concerned landholder in close 

proximity to this mine currently, will we see any effects against our worth? During Umwelts 

impact study property valuation or sterilisation was of major concern. As a landholder how 

am I able to effectively improve my property if the area around this mine is sterilised?  

In the proposal of this continuation it is suggested there will be two final voids left after the 

completion of the project. In my opinion, in this day of age, it is absolutely abhorrent that we 

as a community, would be left with an eyesore and a lasting environmental issue that 

could not be considered managed at all, once the mine has completed their business.  

These final voids must not remain, and must not be considered a solution in any 

proposal.  Environmentally we must acknowledge best practice, and apply them to all 

rehabilitation after these projects finish up. 

In closing, I am not sure of the ability of the current operators to adequately manage 

the impacts that they currently expose our community to, or to manage any impact proposed 

or otherwise. 

Regards, D. Hayne.   
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WYOMING, New South Wales

Dear Sir/Madam,

Submission of Objection – Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

My name is David Le Breton, I am writing to object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations

Project as a concerned member of the wider community and a relative of neighbouring residents. I

am currently undertaking an undergraduate degree in Environmental Management and have a

background in ecological restoration. The 2 main areas of concern I would like to address are:

1. Impact on the environment

2. Health impacts

1. The Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project will undoubtedly have a large impact at both a

local and global level. The destruction of the threatened ecological communities and resultant loss

of habitat for many species will be potentially devastating and irreversible. The proposed

biodiversity offsets are not adequate for the destruction of these threatened communities and

species.

The climate change impacts of the expansion of the mine will have a cumulative effect of increasing

global carbon emissions at a crucial time when the majority of nations have committed to

decreasing emissions. As with the Rocky Hill coking mine in Gloucester, these impacts should be

given far greater weight when assessing the approval of this expansion.
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2. I have grave concerns for the health of my elderly parents living adjacent to the mine being

exposed to an increase in dust levels, as well as my 3 year old son who regularly spends time with

them. There have been many concerns raised by both local communities and medical practitioners

around the potential issue of living in the vicinity of opencast coal mining sites and the effects on

respiratory ill-health (Pless-Mulloli et al. 2001). Due to the large amount of rural populations living

near coal mining operations in NSW, the NSW government organisation known as NSW Health

has taken steps to provide data to outline the potential health risks. An example of such data may

be accessed by the public through the online factsheet titled ‘Mine Dust and You’ (NSW

Government, 2017). However, the current information distributed by NSW Health could potentially

be judged as being inadequate due to not keeping up to date with recent studies into this issue, as

well as failing to recognise past research which raised health concerns. A comprehensive report

authored by Fiona Armstrong (2015) on behalf of the Climate and Health Alliance (CAHA) titled

‘Coal and Health in the Hunter: Lessons from one valley for the world’ provides greater analysis of

the situation. This 68 page report cites over 270 references to support claims of increasing health

risks in the Hunter Valley due to coal mining and the associated economic and social costs

surrounding this (Armstrong, 2015). The CAHA is an alliance of 28 health and climate

organisations, including many from NSW Health such as the NSW Nurses and Midwives

Association (NSWNMA, 2015), who posted an online article highlighting some of the findings of the

CAHA report. Articles from the Sydney Morning Herald (Hannam, 2017) and Newcastle Herald

(McCarthey, 2018) identify recent spikes in pollution levels from mining operations in the Hunter

region. The health impact of mines has become a major argument in the opposition to current

mining level expansion with a call for a complete overhaul of mining dust regulations (Climate and

Health Alliance, 2015).

Examples of data supporting the argument that coal mining dust has adverse respiratory effects on

the population are:

• PM10 and PM2.5 particulates commonly associated with mining have been strongly linked to

many forms of respiratory health issues (Armstrong, 2015).

• In 2014 the national standard levels for PM10 was exceeded 110 times in the Upper Hunter

mining region. No national standard has been established for PM2.5 putting Australia out of step

with the World Health Organisation (Armstrong, 2015).

• In 2017 PM10 levels were exceeded 190 times (Hannam, 2017).

• A 2010 survey revealed that the Hunter region had the highest proportion of children diagnosed

with asthma in the state (Armstrong, 2015).

• Health costs associated with fine particle pollution from coal sources in the regional NSW mining

towns of Singleton and Muswellbrook are estimated to be $65.3 million per anum (Armstrong,

2015).

Concluding remarks - The environmental and health impacts of the Mangoola Coal Continued

Operations Project are of an extreme level. Whilst it is apparent that efforts have been made to
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address these impacts, they fail to adequately do so as the impact level is so great that no

abatement or offset measures are possible. Therefore the only logical reasoning is for the approval

of this expansion to be declined.
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SCONE, New South Wales

My family has bred seedstock beef cattle for 105 years over 5 generations on our property at

Scone. I have relatives who live close to Mangoola Coal Operations and visit the area regularly.

The Upper Hunter has already reached tipping point in terms of the cumulative impacts from the

multiple mining operations in existence. Our community wants a sustainable future with industries

that do not destroy our local environment as is currently occurring with mining. A balance is

required and to obtain this balance there must be a stop put to further mining in the Upper Hunter,

for the sake of our communities and our future. I strongly object to this project for the following

reasons:

1. Air quality/Health issues - the Upper Hunter regularly experiences air quality exceedances to the

detriment of the community's health and well-being. This project will only add to the already very

concerning and dangerous levels of air pollution, due to the cumulative impacts of the many

existing mines in the area. This also negatively impacts our other alternative and sustainable

industries including agriculture, throughbreds and wine.

2. Social/Community Impacts - The project will be destructive to the fabric of the local community.

Residents will be negatively impacted by way of poor air quality, noise and light emitted from the

project. Land values in the local area especially will decrease; and some residents will be unable to

sell their properties at all due to the proximity of the project, and because potential buyers will not

be willing to suffer the negative impacts. Other residents will move away due to the negative

impacts of the project which will further diminish the community.
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3. Impact on water resources - Mangoola has already exceeded its own previous forecasts for

water usage in its existing operations. This is a major concern regarding security of water

resources especially in relation to other sustainable industries in the area requiring essential water

supplies to continue to operate.

4. Environmental Impacts - It is time that the Planning Department and NSW Government consider

this seriously in their decision making; and support alternative, innovative and sustainable

industries in conjunction with renewable energy projects, as opposed to additional high emission,

fossil fuel industry projects. Our landscape is being severely damaged by mining projects to the

point of no return. We want to preserve our environment for future generations. This project will

only serve to increase the multiple negative impacts on our local environment.

5. Impact on other sustainable industries - the issues of air quality, land degradation and

community impacts as outlined above all contribute to negatively impact on other sustainable

industries within the Upper Hunter. Agriculture, thoroughbreds and wine industries may not employ

the numbers in the short term the mines do, but our jobs are ongoing for generations. Our young

skilled workforce is constantly being taken by the mining industry. We need an industry balance in

this region. The Department of Planning needs to be aware of our other existing sustainable

industries and support them by way of ceasing further mining projects in the area.
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The following information is required before the EPA can recommend conditions:  

Water Quality: 

Further information relating to the Surface Water Assessment (SWA) is required to determine the 
impacts to the receiving environment as a result of the Project. The EPA requires the SWA to be revised 
to include the following additional information:  

 

• Assessment of the potential impacts of discharges on the environmental values of the 
receiving waterways – The SWA proposes a water management system that would include 
discharges to the Hunter River, Big Flat Creek, Anvil Creek and Sandy Creek. The SWA needs 
to be revised to include a quantitative assessment on the effect of discharges on pollutant 
concentrations in the receiving waterways and the potential impact on their environmental 
values. The SWA also needs to be revised to consider the full range of pollutants potentially 
present at non-trivial levels and provide an assessment with reference to the relevant Australian 
and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality guideline values. 

 

• Derivation of site-specific guideline values used in the discharge impact assessment –
Whilst the SWA compares monitoring data from local waterways to the Australian and New 
Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality guideline values, the SWA needs to be 
revised to provide sufficient justification or detail for the derivation of site-specific trigger values 
in Tables 8 and 9.  

 
Further details of the information required is provided in Attachment A.  
 

Noise impacts: 
 
The Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) predicts impacts to surrounding receivers as a result of the 
Project. Prior to recommending conditions of approval the EPA requires the following additional 
information to inform its assessment: 
 

• Confirmation that predicted noise levels align with noise enhancing meteorological 
conditions – The noise predictions made in the NIA are based on a cumulative distribution 
approach. The Applicant is required to confirm that the predicted noise levels using the 10 h 
percentile approach align with noise enhancing meteorological conditions in the Noise Policy 
for Industry (NPfI). 
  

• Further analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures – the NIA must be 
revised to include a comprehensive analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures 
identified for “marginally” and “negligibly” impacted receivers in accordance with the NPI.  
 

• Assessment of construction noise impacts out of standard hours – The NIA proposes to 
apply the existing operational noise limits for activities undertaken outside of standard 
construction hours. The NIA must demonstrate that the prerequisite circumstances outlined in 
the Section 2.3 of the Interim Construction Noise Guideline (ICNG) are met and that 
construction activities can be managed to satisfy the ICNG out of standard construction hours 
noise management levels. 

 
Further detail of the information required is provided in Attachment B.  

 

Air Quality Impacts 
 
The Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) demonstrates that minimal impacts to the surrounding 
receivers are likely to occur as a result of the Project. However, the EPA requires clarification of the 
following points prior to recommending conditions of approval: 
 

• Justification of background levels – Section 5.4 of the AQIA notes that background data for 
PM10 and PM2.5 assumes that the “minimum values from these sites reflected a location that 
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was not being influenced by emissions from the sources/operation to be modelled”. The 
Applicant must provide justification for the chosen methodology and detail whether the 
contemporaneous dataset considered wind direction in determining the upwind monitor.  

 

• Calculation and assumption of peak daily emissions – it is unclear in the AQIA whether 
peak daily emissions were modelled for each scenario. The Applicant must confirm if peak daily 
emissions were modelling and provide details and calculations for the throughput assumed for 
each scenario.  

 

• Justification of emissions management measures including watering of haul roads – the 
AQIA has assumed an 85% emission control for hauling overburden and coal on unsealed 
roads including watering of haul roads, compaction, restricting vehicle speeds and fleet 
optimisation (see Table 20). The National Pollution Inventory notes that at 75% emission control 
is Level 2 watering, equivalent to greater than 2 L/m2/h. It is unclear whether the dispersion 
model assumes watering of haul routes for all hours and if the Applicant proposes to undertake 
this level of watering during operations. The AQIA should be revised so that controls are only 
applied when watering is proposed to be undertaken.  

 

• Additional detail of proposed watering of stockpiles and unloading operations – the AQIA 
has assumed emission control factors for water sprays during unloading coal to ROM hopper 
and to minimise wind erosion from ROM and product coal stockpiles. The Applicant needs to 
provide detail on whether this will occur continuously during operations or if it will be triggered 
by particular meteorological conditions.  

 

• Additional detail of proposed enclosure of conveyors to stockpiles, coal processing and 
coal unloading to ROM hopper – Table 20 of the AQIA notes that coal processing and 
conveyors to stockpiles will be enclosed. It also notes that unloading coal to the ROM hopper 
with be partially enclosed. It is unclear at what stage of the operation this will occur, or if it forms 
part of the existing operation, and to what degree these activities will be enclosed, and how. 
The Applicant must provide additional details including maps of the static control measures.  

 
• Additional detail on meteorological triggers to be implemented in the Trigger Action 

Response Plan - Section 10 of the AQIA notes that the Applicant will “implement a range of 
dust management measures for the key dust generating activities” and that “reactive air quality 
management will assess the need to modify the activities in response to the following 
triggers…meteorological conditions, such as dry, strong winds”. The Applicant must provide 
additional details on what meteorological triggers, such as wind speed, direction, temperature 
etc, will be used in the reactive air quality management system and how this will feed into the 
Trigger Action Response Plan (TARP). The Applicant has not provided detail on when the 
TARP process will be enacted and what management responses will be used to manage dust 
during operations.   

 

The EPA is unable to recommend conditions of approval until all of the above issues have been 
addressed and further information has been supplied. 
 
If you have any questions about this matter, please contact Genevieve Lorang on (02) 4908 6869 or 
by email to hunter.region@epa.nsw.gov.au 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
MITCHELL BENNETT 
Head Strategic Operations Unit - Hunter 
Environment Protection Authority 
 
Encl: Attachment A- further information required - Surface Water Quality 
         Attachment B- further information required - Noise   
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ATTACHMENT A – FURTHER INFORMATION REQUIRED - SURFACE WATER QUALITY 
 

The SWA needs to adequately assess the potential impact of discharges on the environmental 
values of the receiving waterways 

The SWA proposes a water management system that would include controlled discharges from the 
Pit Water Dam to the Hunter River and managed overflows from sediment retention basins to Big Flat 
Creek, Anvil Creek and Sandy Creek. The SWA does not include a quantitative assessment of the 
effect of discharges from the Pit Water Dam on pollutant concentrations in the receiving waterway 
and the potential impact on the environmental values. The SWA indicates that the Pit Water Dam 
would contain elevated pH and electrical conductivity and concentrations of aluminium and zinc 
would be slightly elevated. 

The SWA estimates the electrical conductivity of discharges and the loads of salts expected to be 
discharged, comparing these to the total background loads. However, the SWA does not consider the 
full range of pollutants potentially present at non-trivial levels. 

An assessment of the effect of discharges on the water quality in the receiving waterways with 
reference to the relevant Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality 
guideline values is required to determine whether the proposed discharges would maintain or restore 
the environmental values. The SWA does not provide this. 

 
The applicant should revise the discharge impact assessment to include: 

• a characterisation of the controlled discharges to waters in terms of the concentrations and 
loads of all pollutants expected to be present at non-trivial levels 

• comparison of the expected pollutant concentrations in the immediate receiving waterway 
during discharges to the relevant Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and 
Marine Water Quality guideline values under typical and worst-case conditions 

• where relevant, identification of practical measures to address identified impacts. 
 

Any site-specific guideline values used in the discharge impact assessment should be 
derived consistent with the Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine 
Water Quality 
Tables 8 and 9 of the SWA compare monitoring data from local waterways to the Australian and New 
Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality guideline values and in some cases ‘site-
specific trigger values’. It is unclear how these ‘site specific trigger values’ were derived.  

The Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality states that in some 
cases, default guideline values can be appropriately modified to account for naturally elevated 
background concentrations (natural toxicant concentrations unrelated to human disturbance). The 
guidelines recommend that site-specific guideline values should be based on at least 2 years of 
monthly monitoring data from an appropriate site, representative of water bodies unimpacted by 
human disturbance. For toxicants, the guideline states: 

The extent to which the ecosystem can accommodate further elevation of toxicant concentrations 
should be considered where there is evidence that the local ecosystem may be naturally stressed, 
has reduced biodiversity or has altered structure compared with ecosystems without naturally 
elevated concentrations. 

If the aquatic ecosystem has a limited ability to tolerate substantial further increases in concentration, 
then it might be necessary to set the reference-based guideline value at a value below the 80th 
percentile of the reference data (closer to the median value), and to implement biological monitoring 
as a condition of using the guideline value in a weight-of-evidence process. 
 
If site specific guideline values are used to assess the impact of discharges, the applicant should 

demonstrate these have been derived consistent with the Australian and New Zealand 
Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality.   
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ATTACHMENT B – FURTHER INFORMATION REQUIRED - NOISE 
 

Confirmation that the levels derived using the 10th percentile approach would align with the 
noise enhancing meteorological conditions in the NPI.  

The NIA has assessed noise for four operational scenarios identified as Years 1, 3, 5 and 8. The 
noise predictions are based on a modelling process that considers 260 individual meteorological 
conditions and is commonly referred to as a cumulative distribution approach. The ultimate predicted 
level is then established based on the upper 10th percentile of predicted levels.  

 

The Applicant should confirm that the predicted level would align with the noise enhancing 
meteorological conditions in the NPI. 

 

Further analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures in accordance with the 
NPI for all “marginally” and “negligibly” impacted receivers.  

Nineteen receivers are identified as “marginally” impacted and 31 receivers are identified as 
“negligibly” impacted. The NPI requires that the starting point should be identifying mitigation 
measures that would achieve the Project Noise Trigger Levels and then determining those measures 
that are both feasible and reasonable. The later part of this process has not occurred in the NIA. Prior 
to the EPA considering licensing to these locations (or representative locations) should the planning 
approval afford mitigation rights to these locations; the NIA must be revised to include further 
analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures in accordance with the NPI.  

 

The Applicant should provides a further analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures 
in accordance with the NPI for all locations identified as “marginally” or “negligibly” impacted. 

 

Assessment of out of standard hours construction impacts 

The NIA has adopted daytime construction noise criteria consistent with the Interim Construction 
Noise Guideline (ICNG) i.e. LAeq,15minutes 45dB(A). However, the NIA proposes to apply the 
existing operational noise limits in PA 06_0014 for out of standard hours construction activities. The 
EPA will accept assessment of daytime impacts against the ICNG, however out of standard hours 
construction should not occur unless the prerequisite circumstances outlined in Section 2.3 of the 
ICNG are met and the construction activities can be managed to satisfy the ICNG out of standard 
construction hours noise management levels.  
 

The Applicant must demonstrate that the prerequisite circumstances outlined in Section 2.3 of the 
ICNG can be met and that the construction activities can be managed to satisfy the ICNG out of 
standard construction hours noise management levels. 



Major Projects Sign in

Back to Submission List

Submission for: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Objects

NORTH MANLY, New South Wales

I object to this project on the following grounds:

1. Loss of property value: My family live in close proximity to the current mine and proposed

expansion. Our property was listed for sale and not one offer for purchase was received. The

expansion of the mine effectively has destroyed the value of property in this area. Residents are

unable to sell their properties at an un-impacted price and many young families/ageing families are

suffering extreme financial distress as a result of this. My parents have suffered an enormous

amount of stress due to being unable to sell their property due to the mine in its current capacity -

an expansion of the project closer to their property (the property will now border Mangoola owned

land) will exacerbate this stress to an unacceptable level. It is unjust to impact peoples lives,

financial stability and emotional well-being in this way for the sake of corporate profit.

2. Destruction of local community: The expansion of this project will result in the further destruction

of local community, resulting in a lack of diversified economic base in the LGA. Local families are

leaving the area because of the already omnipresent impact of mining in the upper hunter, at a

great loss to the culture of the region.

3. Environmental concerns: I regularly visit this region and am already concerned about the

environment in this area, an expansion of this mine will only increase the destruction of the
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environment in the Wybong region specifically, and the Upper Hunter generally. An example of this

concern is that after bathing my young children at our property in Wybong there is a black film in

the bath tub that has only appeared in recent years from the coal dust collected on the roofs of the

house (this also goes into the drinking water to the property). The level of dust and noise is

unacceptable with the kind of rural amenity that people choose to live in this area for. I personally

notice black dust on every exposed surface on the property at Wybong we visit and am concerned

about my young children being exposed to coal dust in this volume. The noise of the current

operation is at an extent which it impacts upon the quiet enjoyment of being on the property (the

mine is audible from the property 24/7). Further expansion will make this unbearable. The air quality

in the Hunter is already in a terrible condition with instances of asthma etc. at record levels. On a

global level the carbon effect on climate change from mining and burning coal is doing irreversible

damage to this planet and cannot be sustained.

For the sake of the environment, the local community, residents of Wybong, and the well-being of

my own family in particular I strongly oppose this project.

03/10/19, 5:26 pm https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/submission/...



The Department of Planning, Industry and Environment acknowledges the Traditional Custodians of

the land and pays respect  to all Elders past, present and future.

Major Projects Sign in

Back to Submission List

Submission for: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Objects

Manobalai, New South Wales

Against Mangoola coal/ living in close proximity to the operation an affected area, I have a major

concern with increased dust we already have issues with this.noise is the next problem we have we

already have complained many times about this it will only be worse seeing that the mine is coming

within 2500metres from our property!! Another major problem is the devaluation of our property!!!

We are currently wanting to renovate our house and spend on fencing and infer structures but we

sit in no mans land, can’t see the point when the value will go backwards if the mine is approved!!

Local realestates have valued our property now and then if the mine is approved and we will be

-$400k!!! Financially fucked!! The biggest thing is now if we want to sell and can’t because of the

mine, what can we do! Stagnant land is what we all end up with!! Any suggestions what the people

in the affected area should do??? I don’t have a problem with coal mines just when they are this

close to my house and family.
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BRIDGMAN, New South Wales

As a permanent resident of the Hunter Valley I strongly object to this project for the following

reasons:

.Further deterioration of air quality we are forced to endure due to the number of existing mines in

the valley

.Increasing invasion of homes due to dust and coal dust as mining operations continue

.Destruction of landscape, flora and topography with no evidence of existing mining restoring

mining sites to any were near originality, namely Draytons South and Integra mine sites

.Increase in traffic volumes including heavy vehicles, mine shift workers using rural roads not

designed or suitable for this increased usage

.Apparent disregard by mining companies (notably Glencore) for the disruption, lack of reasonable

compensation or compassion of the neighbouring landholders whose properties may or may not be

in the acquisition zone

.The provisions of VLAMP appear to be totally in favour of the mining companies
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MUSWELLBROOK, New South Wales

I do not support Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

I live with my family within 4 km of Mangoola mine since the start of mining we have experienced

increasing dust levels and noise.

The work proposed to extend the mine will only make dust and noise worse. Mining to the north of

the existing mine will be done out on the valley floor and will be more exposed to wind and less

protected by the adjacent hills.

The proposed overpass of Wybong Rd will have large fully loaded haul trucks raised well above the

valley floor carrying overburden and coal with no noise mitigation evident on the plans, they will

also be exposed to the wind blowing dust onto Wybong Rd and surrounds.

The plan to leave a final void is very worrying, to leave what will be a toxic legacy to future

generations a damning indictment of mining company greed.

The pollution from large mining equipment has to be accounted in the overall air quality that has

been degraded since the start of mining in the area. With large excavators using 8000lt of diesel,

mine trucks using 3000lt, dozers 800lt per day plus other ancillary machines it quickly adds up, but

unlike modern road going diesel vehicles mining equipment don’t have pollution mitigating devices.

This is like having a small city if old trucks next door.
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The following information is required before the EPA can recommend conditions:  

Water Quality: 

Further information relating to the Surface Water Assessment (SWA) is required to determine the 
impacts to the receiving environment as a result of the Project. The EPA requires the SWA to be revised 
to include the following additional information:  

 

• Assessment of the potential impacts of discharges on the environmental values of the 
receiving waterways – The SWA proposes a water management system that would include 
discharges to the Hunter River, Big Flat Creek, Anvil Creek and Sandy Creek. The SWA needs 
to be revised to include a quantitative assessment on the effect of discharges on pollutant 
concentrations in the receiving waterways and the potential impact on their environmental 
values. The SWA also needs to be revised to consider the full range of pollutants potentially 
present at non-trivial levels and provide an assessment with reference to the relevant Australian 
and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality guideline values. 

 

• Derivation of site-specific guideline values used in the discharge impact assessment –
Whilst the SWA compares monitoring data from local waterways to the Australian and New 
Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality guideline values, the SWA needs to be 
revised to provide sufficient justification or detail for the derivation of site-specific trigger values 
in Tables 8 and 9.  

 
Further details of the information required is provided in Attachment A.  
 

Noise impacts: 
 
The Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) predicts impacts to surrounding receivers as a result of the 
Project. Prior to recommending conditions of approval the EPA requires the following additional 
information to inform its assessment: 
 

• Confirmation that predicted noise levels align with noise enhancing meteorological 
conditions – The noise predictions made in the NIA are based on a cumulative distribution 
approach. The Applicant is required to confirm that the predicted noise levels using the 10 h 
percentile approach align with noise enhancing meteorological conditions in the Noise Policy 
for Industry (NPfI). 
  

• Further analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures – the NIA must be 
revised to include a comprehensive analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures 
identified for “marginally” and “negligibly” impacted receivers in accordance with the NPI.  
 

• Assessment of construction noise impacts out of standard hours – The NIA proposes to 
apply the existing operational noise limits for activities undertaken outside of standard 
construction hours. The NIA must demonstrate that the prerequisite circumstances outlined in 
the Section 2.3 of the Interim Construction Noise Guideline (ICNG) are met and that 
construction activities can be managed to satisfy the ICNG out of standard construction hours 
noise management levels. 

 
Further detail of the information required is provided in Attachment B.  

 

Air Quality Impacts 
 
The Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) demonstrates that minimal impacts to the surrounding 
receivers are likely to occur as a result of the Project. However, the EPA requires clarification of the 
following points prior to recommending conditions of approval: 
 

• Justification of background levels – Section 5.4 of the AQIA notes that background data for 
PM10 and PM2.5 assumes that the “minimum values from these sites reflected a location that 
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was not being influenced by emissions from the sources/operation to be modelled”. The 
Applicant must provide justification for the chosen methodology and detail whether the 
contemporaneous dataset considered wind direction in determining the upwind monitor.  

 

• Calculation and assumption of peak daily emissions – it is unclear in the AQIA whether 
peak daily emissions were modelled for each scenario. The Applicant must confirm if peak daily 
emissions were modelling and provide details and calculations for the throughput assumed for 
each scenario.  

 

• Justification of emissions management measures including watering of haul roads – the 
AQIA has assumed an 85% emission control for hauling overburden and coal on unsealed 
roads including watering of haul roads, compaction, restricting vehicle speeds and fleet 
optimisation (see Table 20). The National Pollution Inventory notes that at 75% emission control 
is Level 2 watering, equivalent to greater than 2 L/m2/h. It is unclear whether the dispersion 
model assumes watering of haul routes for all hours and if the Applicant proposes to undertake 
this level of watering during operations. The AQIA should be revised so that controls are only 
applied when watering is proposed to be undertaken.  

 

• Additional detail of proposed watering of stockpiles and unloading operations – the AQIA 
has assumed emission control factors for water sprays during unloading coal to ROM hopper 
and to minimise wind erosion from ROM and product coal stockpiles. The Applicant needs to 
provide detail on whether this will occur continuously during operations or if it will be triggered 
by particular meteorological conditions.  

 

• Additional detail of proposed enclosure of conveyors to stockpiles, coal processing and 
coal unloading to ROM hopper – Table 20 of the AQIA notes that coal processing and 
conveyors to stockpiles will be enclosed. It also notes that unloading coal to the ROM hopper 
with be partially enclosed. It is unclear at what stage of the operation this will occur, or if it forms 
part of the existing operation, and to what degree these activities will be enclosed, and how. 
The Applicant must provide additional details including maps of the static control measures.  

 
• Additional detail on meteorological triggers to be implemented in the Trigger Action 

Response Plan - Section 10 of the AQIA notes that the Applicant will “implement a range of 
dust management measures for the key dust generating activities” and that “reactive air quality 
management will assess the need to modify the activities in response to the following 
triggers…meteorological conditions, such as dry, strong winds”. The Applicant must provide 
additional details on what meteorological triggers, such as wind speed, direction, temperature 
etc, will be used in the reactive air quality management system and how this will feed into the 
Trigger Action Response Plan (TARP). The Applicant has not provided detail on when the 
TARP process will be enacted and what management responses will be used to manage dust 
during operations.   

 

The EPA is unable to recommend conditions of approval until all of the above issues have been 
addressed and further information has been supplied. 
 
If you have any questions about this matter, please contact Genevieve Lorang on (02) 4908 6869 or 
by email to hunter.region@epa.nsw.gov.au 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
MITCHELL BENNETT 
Head Strategic Operations Unit - Hunter 
Environment Protection Authority 
 
Encl: Attachment A- further information required - Surface Water Quality 
         Attachment B- further information required - Noise   
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ATTACHMENT A – FURTHER INFORMATION REQUIRED - SURFACE WATER QUALITY 
 

The SWA needs to adequately assess the potential impact of discharges on the environmental 
values of the receiving waterways 

The SWA proposes a water management system that would include controlled discharges from the 
Pit Water Dam to the Hunter River and managed overflows from sediment retention basins to Big Flat 
Creek, Anvil Creek and Sandy Creek. The SWA does not include a quantitative assessment of the 
effect of discharges from the Pit Water Dam on pollutant concentrations in the receiving waterway 
and the potential impact on the environmental values. The SWA indicates that the Pit Water Dam 
would contain elevated pH and electrical conductivity and concentrations of aluminium and zinc 
would be slightly elevated. 

The SWA estimates the electrical conductivity of discharges and the loads of salts expected to be 
discharged, comparing these to the total background loads. However, the SWA does not consider the 
full range of pollutants potentially present at non-trivial levels. 

An assessment of the effect of discharges on the water quality in the receiving waterways with 
reference to the relevant Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality 
guideline values is required to determine whether the proposed discharges would maintain or restore 
the environmental values. The SWA does not provide this. 

 
The applicant should revise the discharge impact assessment to include: 

• a characterisation of the controlled discharges to waters in terms of the concentrations and 
loads of all pollutants expected to be present at non-trivial levels 

• comparison of the expected pollutant concentrations in the immediate receiving waterway 
during discharges to the relevant Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and 
Marine Water Quality guideline values under typical and worst-case conditions 

• where relevant, identification of practical measures to address identified impacts. 
 

Any site-specific guideline values used in the discharge impact assessment should be 
derived consistent with the Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine 
Water Quality 
Tables 8 and 9 of the SWA compare monitoring data from local waterways to the Australian and New 
Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality guideline values and in some cases ‘site-
specific trigger values’. It is unclear how these ‘site specific trigger values’ were derived.  

The Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality states that in some 
cases, default guideline values can be appropriately modified to account for naturally elevated 
background concentrations (natural toxicant concentrations unrelated to human disturbance). The 
guidelines recommend that site-specific guideline values should be based on at least 2 years of 
monthly monitoring data from an appropriate site, representative of water bodies unimpacted by 
human disturbance. For toxicants, the guideline states: 

The extent to which the ecosystem can accommodate further elevation of toxicant concentrations 
should be considered where there is evidence that the local ecosystem may be naturally stressed, 
has reduced biodiversity or has altered structure compared with ecosystems without naturally 
elevated concentrations. 

If the aquatic ecosystem has a limited ability to tolerate substantial further increases in concentration, 
then it might be necessary to set the reference-based guideline value at a value below the 80th 
percentile of the reference data (closer to the median value), and to implement biological monitoring 
as a condition of using the guideline value in a weight-of-evidence process. 
 
If site specific guideline values are used to assess the impact of discharges, the applicant should 

demonstrate these have been derived consistent with the Australian and New Zealand 
Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality.   
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ATTACHMENT B – FURTHER INFORMATION REQUIRED - NOISE 
 

Confirmation that the levels derived using the 10th percentile approach would align with the 
noise enhancing meteorological conditions in the NPI.  

The NIA has assessed noise for four operational scenarios identified as Years 1, 3, 5 and 8. The 
noise predictions are based on a modelling process that considers 260 individual meteorological 
conditions and is commonly referred to as a cumulative distribution approach. The ultimate predicted 
level is then established based on the upper 10th percentile of predicted levels.  

 

The Applicant should confirm that the predicted level would align with the noise enhancing 
meteorological conditions in the NPI. 

 

Further analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures in accordance with the 
NPI for all “marginally” and “negligibly” impacted receivers.  

Nineteen receivers are identified as “marginally” impacted and 31 receivers are identified as 
“negligibly” impacted. The NPI requires that the starting point should be identifying mitigation 
measures that would achieve the Project Noise Trigger Levels and then determining those measures 
that are both feasible and reasonable. The later part of this process has not occurred in the NIA. Prior 
to the EPA considering licensing to these locations (or representative locations) should the planning 
approval afford mitigation rights to these locations; the NIA must be revised to include further 
analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures in accordance with the NPI.  

 

The Applicant should provides a further analysis of all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures 
in accordance with the NPI for all locations identified as “marginally” or “negligibly” impacted. 

 

Assessment of out of standard hours construction impacts 

The NIA has adopted daytime construction noise criteria consistent with the Interim Construction 
Noise Guideline (ICNG) i.e. LAeq,15minutes 45dB(A). However, the NIA proposes to apply the 
existing operational noise limits in PA 06_0014 for out of standard hours construction activities. The 
EPA will accept assessment of daytime impacts against the ICNG, however out of standard hours 
construction should not occur unless the prerequisite circumstances outlined in Section 2.3 of the 
ICNG are met and the construction activities can be managed to satisfy the ICNG out of standard 
construction hours noise management levels.  
 

The Applicant must demonstrate that the prerequisite circumstances outlined in Section 2.3 of the 
ICNG can be met and that the construction activities can be managed to satisfy the ICNG out of 
standard construction hours noise management levels. 
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Wybong, New South Wales

I strongly oppose the Mangoola Coal continued operations proposal. This projects has many

impacts on our quality of life, such as; an increase in the noise level, amount of dust within and

around the area, devaluing of our property, possible interference with the groundwater and the

stress this proposal has on our lives. I strongly recommend the department should reject this

proposed mining extension.
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WYBONG, New South Wales

“Tillabudgery”

760 Ridgelands Road

Wybong NSW 2333

OBJECTION TO MANGOOLA COAL CONTINUED OPERATIONS PROJECT

My residence (#263) is less than 2 kilometres from the nearest projected earthworks in the CCOP

application. The extension to mining operations should be refused on the following basis:

1. The most significant concern of residents in the mines proximity is the negative impact on value

of properties immediately outside the predicted VLAMP acquisition zones. The proponent has put

forward a list of mitigation and enhancement proposals that either only partly mitigate the noise and

dust impacts caused by the mine or are applied in neighbouring towns or areas more than20 kms

from impacted properties. None of the enhancement proposals addresses loss of value for

landholders.

2. Associated with property impact is the inability to sell properties affected by proximity to the mine

expansion at fair market value outside of the mining company. At least three properties have been

for sale for more than a year drawing potential buyers who, when appraised of the mine expansion,

walked away without making an offer. Owners need to move on for work, health, retirement or

family reasons and cannot realise their biggest asset. The SIA proposes to develop a Community
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Enhancement Project but fails to directly address this issue.

3. The predicted noise contours in the EIS defy belief. Odd properties either included in higher

zones or property predictions outside lower contour lines indicate a lack of proper rigour. Local

experience is that noise levels vary widely both in intensity, time of day and location. Averaging of

noise measurements and discounting levels when temperature inversion occurs fails to recognise

that industrial noise wakes people, grates on their nerves and destroys their enjoyment of the

environment however it is transmitted.

4. Levels of airborne and deposited dust are already at intolerable levels. Every morning all external

surfaces are covered with a fresh layer of fine dust. This may be a cumulative result of mining in the

area but a mine extension towards our residence will only make that worse.

5. The project will increase the release of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. In the decision

against Gloucester Coal the Land and Environment Court found merit in that Groundswell argued

that the Project should be refused because the GHG emissions from the Project, both direct and

indirect, would be inconsistent with Australia’s commitments under the United Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Paris Agreement to keep global temperature

increases to below 1.5º to 2ºC above pre-industrial levels, and would have a cumulative impact on

climate change in the long term. (source: corrs.com.au)

James Morgan

25th August 2019
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KEY ISSUES:

Air quality, the issue of leaving a final void, climate change impacts (on rough numbers the Scope 3

emissions from this extension would be more than Australia's entire Paris commitment), the

potential loss of more community members displaced by mining and the opportunity cost of seeing

more land and water devoted to mining rather than more sustainable industries are all significant

issues for the health and wellbeing of our community.
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The proposed mangoola project will have many profound impacts on the day to day life and quality

of life of many people and families like mine living and working in the area. The air quality will be

worse, the traffic on local roads will be greater and the noise will be much louder.

As a student completing the HSC, the proposed project has put a significant level of stress on

myself and family worrying about having to move and be uprooted from my home along with the

value of out property decreasing if the project is approved and mines move closer to our home.

If the project were to be approved, my sisters would have to travel an even greater distance to

school with the school bus route on Wybong Post Office rd being moved.

The area where I live is seriously beautiful and if the continuation of mangoola is approved, the

landscape and countryside scenery would be diminished.

The environmental impacts of the proposed mine also cause a great deal of stress and worry

because I wonder what will happen when all the coal is gone ? What’s going to happen to the land

and the community when the mine closes? While this is in the distant future, I wonder what what

will happen to the beautiful place that I call my home ? Will they expand further and further? Living

in a mining area I can see how a coal mine can drastically change the landscape the coal mines
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and fear that the limited non mined area where I live will turn out like the other mines which are

depressing to look at.

The proposed mangoola project will have many impacts on myself and family and therefore we

oppose the project.
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Background 

In 1999 my husband, Craig Manwarring (who is now deceased), and I purchased this 

property from my parents, Noel and Marion Flanagan. The land has been in the 

Flanagan family since 1866 and formed part of the original Flanagan property on 

which I grew up.  

In 1986, as a 16 year old, I was involved in a serious school bus accident on 

Mangoola Road. As a result of the accident I am a paraplegic.  

I had received a settlement following the accident. The compensation money was 

intended to allow me to live, as far as is possible, the life that I would have had, if not 

for the accident. 

In 2000 my husband and I constructed a forever home. My compensation money 

was invested into the building of my home. Having lived in houses that had been 

modified post construction for my disability both my husband Craig and I were 

determined that this house would suit all my needs. 

In addition to this the environment was pristine and we built an architecturally 

designed home that met my needs as a person with a disability, not only physically 

but emotionally and spiritually. 

Since purchasing our property my father has passed away and my mother has sold 

the remainder of the original Flanagan farm to move to town. For my extended family 

my property is the connector to our shared heritage as well as to the environment. 

In 2013 Craig died in a motor vehicle accident. Since then, I have lived here with my 

two children, Safia (15yrs) and Ella (11yrs). As a family unit our home and surrounds 

has been crucial in coping with the loss of my husband and the girl’s father.   

The existing Mangoola Coal mining operation has created distress and uncertainty 

as to our future for me and my family. The expansion by Mangoola Project with the 

MCCO Project has added to that distress and uncertainty. 
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I am on the direct path of encroachment from the MCCO Project and my home is 

assessed as on the limit for the triggering of the voluntary acquisition rights for all the 

impact assessment criteria for the project. 

Having reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement it is clear that the modelling of 

impacts, by which my home was assessed contains errors in their assumptions and 

their methodology.  

Furthermore, the cumulative impact of all the encroachments on my home, the noise 

impacts, the dust emissions, groundwater loss as well as the social impact caused 

by the MCCO Project are such that the peace and quiet enjoyment of my property is 

irretrievably impacted. 

I request that the approval for MCCO Project is unilaterally rejected or 

alternatively that my property be afforded voluntary acquisition rights in 

accordance with Voluntary Land Acquisition and Mitigation Policy. 
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Executive Summary 

My home is identified as Property ID#144 and I am considered as a proximal 

landowner and included in the Wybong State Suburb.  

My home will be located 1.95kms from the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations 

(MCCO) Project. The MCCO Project reflects a significant shift in mining intensity to 

an area directly adjacent to my home. 

Mangoola Coal ask us to trust that, despite significantly reduced operational buffer 

zones and their lack of baseline data, that for the next eight years the ridgeline will 

serve as a noise and dust barrier for my home. 

The increase in mining operations increases the noise, the dust, the impact of 

blasting and the groundwater impacts for my home. Despite 4-5 years of supposed 

preparation for this project, Mangoola Coal does not appear to have baseline data 

for many of these impact assessments.  

I draw specific attention to the noise model and in particular to the simplistic mining 

fleet assumptions used in the noise model. The time granularity of the model is 

deficient and the model lacks the appropriate baseline data. This data could have 

been provided for with sufficient fixed noise monitoring stations, weather stations and 

inversion towers for the project.  

The simplistic mining fleet assumptions coupled with the conservative static positions 

adopted for the sound modelling and the lack of granularity in the model does not 

accurately reflect the mine development and as such the impact that this 

development will have on my home. 

Mangoola Coal are seeking permission from the Department of Planning and 

Environment and the state of New South Wales to further encroach on my home. 

They do so despite their poor track record of transparency of their current operation, 

their derisory modelling of the environmental impacts and their complete disregard 

for my personal circumstances. 
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I reiterate: 

• I am on the 40 dB(A) limit. 

• The noise from the current operations is already problematic. 

• The MCCO Project will be located within 2 kms of my home. 

• The noise model lacks rigour in assessing the impact of the 

combined mining fleet configurations, the worst case scenario, 

for the MCCO Project. 

• The sound source positions in the model are biased to the more 

southern mining locations and do not reflect the intensity of the 

northern pit activity – which underestimates the noise impact on 

my home.  

I reiterate my request that the approval for MCCO Project be unilaterally rejected, or 

alternatively that my property be afforded voluntary acquisition rights in accordance 

with Voluntary Land Acquisition and Mitigation Policy. 

Further to this I have reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement available to me 

and my major areas of concern are set out in this submission: 

a) Noise  

The noise impact modelling contained within the EIS is inadequate and as 

such fails to appropriately consider my home, ID144. 

b) Air Quality 

The air quality modelling contained within the EIS contradicts the publicly 

available records for dust emissions Mangoola Coal's current operations and 

as such cannot be regarded as dependable. In addition, in assessing the 

impact of dust emissions the EIS has failed to adequately consider my needs 

as a person with a disability. 

c) Blasting 

The EIS fails to consider the impact that blasting will have on my use of my 

home and my associated licenced areas. The MCCO Project is using my 
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licensed areas, for which I pay and for which I have usage rights, as their 

buffer zone. That is unacceptable. 

d) Groundwater Impact 

My 2 private bores, GW201 589 and GW080 507 provide my house with 

domestic water. The EIS does not effectively consider the impact that the 

drop in the water table will have on my bores and the consequence of the 

loss of water access for me and for the value of my property.  

e) Loss of Amenity 

The aggregation of each transgression by the MCCO Project on my home 

and my right to the peace and quiet enjoyment of that home has not been 

considered as part of the EIS. 

f) Loss of Property Value 

My home is sterilised in the current property market. With the direct impact of 

the MCCO Project I have significantly reduced options to attract a buyer for 

my home should I want to sell. In either the short- or long-term period, I have 

just one option for sale – Mangoola Coal and to date Mangoola 

Coal/Glencore's behaviour has indicated that they intend: 

i. to take full advantage of the diminution in my property value caused by 

their mine; and 

ii. to not recognise that my home is designed for my disability and that the 

value of my home reflects this customisation. 
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1. ENM and Noise Impact 

I object to the MCCO Project as the potential noise impact of the operations on 

my home have not been appropriately considered.  

The Environment Noise Model (ENM) is inherently flawed as to the noise 

impact and fails to consider the following: 

a) the intensity of movement and the location of equipment particularly in 

Years 1 through to Year 5 of the MCCO Project. 

b) the existing acoustic environment and in particular the assumption that 

the ridgeline mitigates noise propagation. 

c) the topography of the local area and in particular the effect of echoing 

and funnelling through the complex terrain. 

d) the effect of the local meteorological conditions on noise and in 

particular the impact of temperature inversion occurrences.  

e) the systemic inability of the current operation to address noise 

complaints in a considered and pro-active manner. 

MCCO Project Noise Impact Assessment 

A more rigorous analysis of the location and movement of equipment over the 

life of the project to determine the true worst case (as compared to the report's 

'typical worst-case scenario') is required for my home.  

This comprehensive review of the MCCO project would have resulted in 

my home (ID144) triggering the Voluntary Land Acquisition and Mitigation 

Policy (VLAMP). 

• The MCCO Noise Impact Assessment (NIA)1 claims that the noise impact 

assessment results are ‘conservative’ in their modelling. I do not agree with 

their assessment of their model as being conservative and consider it is in 

fact inadequate. As such, I have retained Dr Darlene Heuff, Advanced 

                                                 
1 Appendix 8 of the EIS 
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Environmental Dynamics Pty Ltd to provide comments on the mining – 

noise impact methodology of the NIA. Dr Heuff's comments inform our 

response for each year of the operations as set out below. 

o In Year 1, on commencement of MCCO Project operations the two 

largest and loudest 996 Excavators (according to the equipment 

table and sound power data levels) are positioned within 3 

kilometres of my home. As these Excavators and the established 

truck fleets establish initial surface operations they are encroaching 

towards my home. In Year 1 my home's noise prediction for night is 

40dB(A). A noise prediction above 40dB(a) is considered significant 

and triggers the Voluntary Land Acquisition and Mitigation Policy 

(VLAMP).  

I consider that the model is inadequate as it pertains to my home, as 

it relies on a fixed average location of the excavator / fleet sound 

points2. These fixed positions do not reflect the worst-case scenario 

for mining operation in the more northern area nor the intensity of 

activity in these early years (Year 1 to Year 3) – the locations are too 

centralised and too far to the south.  

The model location and depth of the sound modelling source 

locations is critical to the efficacy of the model3 and therefore the 

assessment of the impact on my home.  

The results of a data model are reliant on the variable inputs of that 

data model. Given the limitations I have identified with the variable 

inputs, it is not appropriate for the MCCO Project to assess my 

home as being only marginally impacted by their proposed 

operations. 

                                                 
2 Figure B-1 of the Noise Impact Assessment 
3 Dr Darlene Heuff, Advanced Environmental Dynamics Pty Ltd 
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A true worst-case modelling scenario would include 

circumstances where the mining fleet is in the most northern 

locations on the upper mining benches and a second or third 

mining fleet is in close proximity (reflecting the mining intensity 

in that area).  These noise source locations should then be 

modelled with worst case wind speed and direction and worst-

case temperature inversion occurrences.  This is probable to 

increase the dB(A) reading for my home to between 42-45 

dB(A)4. The current fleet modelling locations assumption are 

too simplistic and do not accurately reflect the true variability.  

o There is no Year 2 assessment. In accordance with the mine plan 

detailed in the NIA modelled source locations, between Years 1 and 

Year 3 there will be frequent periods when more mining equipment 

will be operating on the upper benches, and for more sustained 

periods in the northern part of the MCCO pit. These locations are in 

close proximity to my home and have the most direct impact on my 

home5. In line with my comments above there needs to be additional 

modelling to capture the true mining intensity during Year 1 to Year 

3 period.  

o In Year 3 (through to Year 5) there is a significant increase in mining 

equipment allocated to the new pit areas of the MCCO Project. Over 

60% of the mining equipment fleet, largely constituted by the loudest 

equipment, is now located in the new pit areas of the MCCO Project. 

Given this concentration of equipment, the location of the sound 

modelling source locations at average positions in the central part of 

the MCCO Pit is inadequate.  

                                                 
4 Dr Darlene Heuff, Advanced Environmental Dynamics Pty Ltd 
5 Figure B-2 Modelled Source Location 
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In Year 3 to Year 5 my home's noise prediction for night is 39dB(A). 

The very minor drop in the noise prediction (from Year 1 40dB(A)) 

appears to rely on the noise source points being located on the 

lowest benches and therefore the noise being shielded by the (only) 

ridgeline which separates MCCO from my home. The model is 

inadequate as it relies heavily on assumptions as to shielding effect 

of the ridgeline. There is no baseline data to support this hypothesis.  

The coupled assumption of noise shielding by the ridgeline and 

failing to account for likely variances in the mining operation fleet 

locations is inadequate for making the determination of 39dB(A) for 

Year 1 to Year 5.  

As this is the timeframe of most concern to me, the model is 

too simplistic and inadequate as it pertains to my home. 

o In Year 5, when my home is assessed at 39dB(A) all mining activity 

for Mangoola Coal is now located in the MCCO Project area and 

operating at levels of 13.5Mtpa ROM Coal Production. This is the 

equivalent of all the current Mangoola Coal annual production. 

Adding to this in Year 5, the MCCO Pit spoil dumps are at full height 

and are encroaching from the west in the direction of my home. No 

allowance appears to have been made in the NIA for the increased 

activity of the trucks in and around the dumps, and particularly with 

regard to the now predominate dumping by trucks at height and in a 

progressively easterly direction (the direction of my home). The NIA 

does not appear to give appropriate weight to the height of the spoil 

dump. Given proposed production rates, it is likely that the spoil 

dump height at this time will be significant and will be close in height 

to the ridgeline and even exceed the ridgeline height.  The modelling 

and the analysis appear to be silent on this consideration. 
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o Despite assertions that ROM Coal Production will decrease to 

6.0Mtpa, the NIA for Year 8 is unlikely to be accurate for a 13.5Mtpa 

ROM Coal production rate (for which this approval is being sought). 

According to the NIA, any increase in production or change in 

production timelines is proposed only to be dealt with by 'reasonable 

and feasible' mitigation measures. This places me in a position 

where I am solely reliant on Mangoola Coal's mine management 

practices during the years of operation of the MCCO Project. I am 

particularly vulnerable in the years of the project when mining 

operations intensely concentrated at the base of the ridgeline less 

than 2km in distance from my home.  

• Given that all mining equipment is now located within the concentrated 

mining area which sits at the base of the ridgeline bordering my home and 

is less than 2kms from my home, the production rates in the NIA are critical 

to the assessment of the noise impacts on my home. 

If the variation in the indicated annual production plans as outlined for Year 

5 to Year 8 occur, then it is reasonable to expect the noise impact on me 

would be greater than predicted (39dB(A)). This would then result in full 8 

years of significant noise impact on me and my family.  

• No allowance has been made in the NIA for the combined operating sound 

power of multiple mining loader, dozer, drill and truck units. The aggregate 

of the mining units can have a combined operating sound power of 

125dB(A) – 127dB(A)6, which is far in excess of the stated values for 

individual mining units. This is further intensified when one to three fleets 

are concentrated as outlined in all of the MCCO operating assumptions. 

                                                 
6 Procter T, Tomerini D, Brown A, 'Noise Management in the NSW Coal Industry, Proceeding of 
Acoustics 2016  
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The sound power data in the NIA fail to consider this effect which I consider 

is to be of critical importance in modelling the impact on my home. 

• The NIA only refers to a 'typical' worst case scenario. This appears to be an 

attempt to limit the worst-case scenario that may affect adjacent properties 

such as my home. Given that the noise levels that impact my home are 

consistently on the VLAMP limits, limiting the model to a 'typical' scenario 

appears to be an arbitrary construct that is designed to advantage the 

MCCO Project at my expense. 

• My retained mining - noise expert has advised me that a more 

comprehensive analysis of the fleet mix, fleet positioning and fleet mining 

depth assumptions is required. These assumptions need to be matched to 

the revised combined power estimates. This is particularly critical for Year 1 

to Year 3 of the MCCO Project. This comprehensive analysis should also 

reflect a robust approach to the equipment positioning in locations of 500m 

– 1,000m further to the north than the positions assumed in Figures B-1, B-

2 (and even B-3) Modelling Source Locations Year 1, 3, 5 respectively.  

• I am certain that when this comprehensive analysis is matched with the 

worst case weather conditions that it will demonstrate the sensitivity of 

mining fleet positioning in the MCCO Project to the increased noise impact 

on my home. 
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Existing Acoustic Environment 

Given the emphasis that the NIA places on the ridgeline as a "natural barrier 

that will mitigate noise propagation to the north and north west of the proposed 

Additional Mining Area"7 I would consider that as a minimum Mangoola Coal 

should have been undertaken extensive unattended noise monitoring in these 

locations to validate the assumption and methodology of the noise model. 

Noise monitoring locations NC02 and NC10 which are used to obtain the 

baseline data for the noise model are NOT located to the north of the ridgeline. 

As no unattended monitoring data is available to the north of the 

ridgeline, I do not consider that Mangoola Coal should be able to rely on 

the assumption that the ridgeline mitigates noise propagation in their NIA. 

• The NIA states that the unattended monitoring data used to qualify the 

existing background levels is sourced from monitoring locations NC02 and 

NC10.  

• According the NIA, NC02 and NC10 are considered "representative of all 

areas east, west, and north of the proposed Additional Project Area that 

may be impacted by noise the proposed mining operations"8.  

• We do not consider that NC02 and NC10 are representative of the existing 

noise levels for areas north of the ridgeline and in the direction of the 

advancing MCCO Project's mining operations.  

• NC02 and NC10 are located on flat ground, east and west of the existing 

mine and to either side of the ridgeline. They are not in a position to 

capture the noise propagation and/or reduction around the ridgeline.  

                                                 
7 Section 1.2 of the  NIA 
8 Figure 8 Monitoring Locations 



KIM MANWARRING 

PROPERTY #144 

MANGOOLA COAL CONTINUED OPERATIONS  

Application SSD-17_8642 

13 

• Likewise, NC02 and NC10 are not suitably positioned to capture the noise 

echoing and funnelling that occurs through the complex topography. 

• The Sleep Disturbance Assessment clearly shows that the predicted noise 

level at my home will often be over 40dB(A), with LAmax dB 44db(A) levels 

recorded in Year 1. This clearly demonstrates the intrusiveness of the noise 

from the operations during Year 1.  

• The Sleep Disturbance Assessment for my home shows that my home is 

affected, and often to a greater extent than the homes that have triggered 

the VLAMP acquisition process. 

• The level of noise complaints for the existing operations from properties 

north of the ridgeline would indicate that there are serious flaws in the 

assumption that the ridgeline mitigates the propagation of noise.  

• Mangoola Coal has had ample time to locate noise monitoring stations to 

the north of the ridgeline over the course of current operations. The fact 

that Mangoola Coal has chosen not to do so and now seeks to rely on that 

lack of data to its advantage is cause for concern.  

Topography of the local area 

The NIA relies heavily on the ridgeline mitigating the noise propagation to the 

north and north west of the MCCO Project and the methodology provided in the 

NIA does not adequately address how the complex topography is included in 

the model.  

• The NIA states that the model takes into account barrier and ground 

attenuation and that the ENM Terrain Category 2 for rural land has been 

adopted. However, it is not possible to ascertain from the EIS whether 

Terrain Category 2 is the correct category as no justiciation for this choice 
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is provided. Given the complexity of the topography surrounding my home 

there may be a more appropriate category than Terrain Category 2.  

• As the NIA relies largely on the effect of the ridgeline on the noise impacts 

for my property, I cannot determine from the methodology provided in the 

NIA that the appropriate height data for the ridgeline and the variability of 

the contiguous ridgeline has been considered. Neither can I see mention or 

evidence of analysis of noise impact where the mining equipment is 

operating on spoil dumps that are as high or higher than parts of the 

ridgeline.  

• My lived experience of the current Mangoola Mine is that the worst noise 

levels experienced at my home occur in association with reflected noise i.e. 

the echoing and funnelling of mine noise as a result of interaction with local 

complex terrain. The ridgeline is not a continuous barrier and the 

assumption that it is erroneous. While a computer model with poor input 

variables may show it as a continuous barrier, I can attest as someone who 

has walked and ridden around that ridgeline my entire life, that it is not a 

continuous barrier. 

• The ridgeline dips towards the low point (AHD 220m) and incorporates 

many lower saddles. This, when coupled with the mining in the shallow 

areas particularly in Years 1 - 3, wind direction and temperature inversions 

significantly increase the potential for higher noise impact for my home than 

is described in the NIA.  

• Mangoola Coal's own report highlights the significance of the ridgelines in 

the noise mitigation of the mining operations. The NIA has made no effort 

to create a sophisticated and tailored model to improve the accuracy of 

noise predictions. The NIA has NOT accounted for the complexity of the 

terrain especially under adverse meteorological conditions. 
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Effect of meteorological conditions on noise 

The MCCO Project does not appear to have installed an inversion tower in line 

with best practice and as such seeks to rely on the averaged meteorological 

data for the operation of the current mine. This data is not sufficient and fails to 

capture the effect of the temperature inversions. 

This failure can be seen in the current level of noise complaints 

referenced in the Complaints Register9 and will only increase with the 

approval of the MCCO Project.  

• Noise levels will increase under inversion conditions as the sound waves 

are refracted downwards (over and around the ridgeline that is supposed in 

the NIA to act as a shield to my home which is less than 2km away).  

• The NIA relies on the data from the weather station. Best practice would 

require that this weather station would also include an Inversion Tower. 

This does not appear to be the case for the MCCO Project and therefore 

the NIA is not best practice. It is unclear how the temperature inversion 

occurrences were modelled – one can only assume using averaged data 

from another location?  

Once again, Mangoola Coal seek to use their lack of data to its advantage. 

Failure to address noise complaints from current operations 

In 2018/2019 I lodged a total of 44 noise related complaints as a result of the 

current operations. At no time have my complaints, or my requests for more 

comprehensive noise monitoring been addressed to my satisfaction. 

• Mangoola has been in operation since 2010. Since its commencement 

noise has been an issue. The complaint register shows that in the last 6 

                                                 
9www.mangoolamine.com.au/en/publications/ComplaintsRegister 
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years there were 874 community complaints. From the data available in the 

last 2 years it would seem that over 700 of these complaints are likely to be 

related to noise. This neither reflects compliance to model nor best 

practice. 

• The existing Mangoola Mine is 4 – 6km away (in a South - South West 

direction) from my home and supposedly shielded by significant ridgeline 

terrain which is assumed to be beneficial for noise reduction.  

• In accordance with the worst case noise contours (Modification 6) my home 

should be experience a noise level of significantly less than 35 dB(a), and 

from the noise contours provided be at approx. 32 dB(A). That is a 

negligible VLAMP Noise impact level. Mitigation measures are currently in 

place for the sleeping zones in my home. This is tacit acceptance by 

Mangoola Coal that the current noise impact is in reality higher than models 

indicate. 

• Despite this we regularly experience noise and sleep disturbance. When I 

measure the noise, I routinely register noise levels of greater than 40 

dB(A) and sometime in excess of 50dB(A).  I have sent such evidence to 

MC as part of recent noise complaints. I have yet to receive an appropriate 

response to my complaints. 

• I have made numerous noise complaints with regard to the existing 

operations. The noise complaint register shows that I made 24% of the 

approximately 200 community complaints in the last 12 months. 

• I have made a total of 268 noise related complaints about Mangoola Coal 

existing operation since 2011. 

• Mangoola Mine's current noise impact model is incorrect. These errors 

have continued to be promulgated in the NIA as it pertains to my home. 

Given that the Mangoola Mine is seeking consent for their mine to further 
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encroach to within 2km of my home, the notion that I will be only marginally 

impacted is frankly absurd.  

• The noise from the current operations creates stress and anxiety disturbing 

me and my two daughters physically and mentally. My children are forced 

to move their study out of their rooms of an evening so they can 

concentrate. At times they wake from disturbed sleep because of the night 

time noise from existing mining operations and subsequently go to school 

tired and exhausted. This is impacting their schooling and I am concerned 

that it may impact their mental health if it continues for the 8 years of the 

MCCO Project. 

• I use the Mangoola Coal Community Complaints system. The provision of 

basic information surrounding the complaints takes enormous amounts of 

time. I have now involved Planning Compliance to assist, however it still 

takes weeks to receive a response regarding complaints that I made in the 

month’s previous. Information is presented in technical formats and 

Mangoola Coal requests me to describe what equipment is making the 

noise - when I know nothing about mining. I am left bewildered and 

disempowered by their process and by a mine management that won’t 

even leave their operation / homes of a night time to experience the noise 

impact they are inflicting. 

• Mangoola Coal repeatedly fails in its obligations to me and the wider 

community to satisfactorily address these concerns.  
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2. Dust Emissions 

I object to the MCCO Project as the adverse impacts of dust emissions from the 

expanded mining operation have not been appropriately considered for my 

individual circumstances. 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA)10 only considers the impact that the 

emissions have on a typical member of the community. Given my disability the 

impact of the dust emissions on me is greater. The threshold level at which an 

impact is assessed as being severe should therefore be lower. 

The AQIA is also inherently flawed as to dust emissions and fails to consider 

the following: 

a) the impact of a range of meteorological conditions on dust emissions. 

b) the disconnect between the model and the dust emissions for the current 

operation. 

c) the impact that the proposed mitigation measures have on the lifestyle of 

my family and the community. 

Dust and my disability 

I am extremely worried about the future health impacts for me of 

increased dust emissions.  

An increase in the dust level in my environment has a disproportionate 

increase in my health risks. 

• Respiratory concerns are an ongoing issue for paraplegics regardless of 

the amount of time since their injury.  

• The dust emissions from the current operation and its impact on my built 

environment is considerable and with the expansion of MCCO Project will 

only increase.  
                                                 
10 Jacobs (Appendix 9 of the EIS) 
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• In addition to this, as a person with a disability, maintaining my home is 

physically more strenuous and yet is required if my daughters and I are to 

enjoy our outside built environment. My two daughters suffer from allergies 

and asthma like conditions and their health suffers with increased dust 

exposure. 

Meteorological conditions and dust emissions 

The MCCO Project AQIA model does not correlate with the reported dust 

emission for Mangoola Mine obtained from the National Pollutions Register. 

I consider that the veracity of the model is flawed in the air quality 

predictions (all stages, all years) and that it is likely that the dust 

emissions for my home will trigger the Voluntary Land Acquisition and 

Mitigation Policy criteria. 

• For 2011/2012 through to 2017/2018 in the National Pollutions Register, 

Mangoola mining operations reported annual PM10 emissions between 

2,500,000 kg and 5,900,000 kg. 

• The AQIA estimated the PM10 emissions from the MCCO Project would 

range from 656,339 kg (Year 8) to 1,209,436 kg (Year 3).  

• Given that the mine plan for the Mangoola Mine shows that the existing 

operation moves to be located entirely within the MCCO Project area by 

Year 3 and that the production volume for the mine remains constant at 

13.5Mtpa Coal Production. It seems improbable to suggest that the MCCO 

Project's projected PM10 emissions are significantly lower than what the 

current operation is reporting. Are the PM10 estimates grossly 

underestimated for the MCCO Project?  Do the PM10 estimates in fact 

trigger VLAMP provisions for my home which is directly adjacent. 
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• The MCCO Project Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA)11 only 

considered a single year of meteorological data (i.e. 2014) which is poor 

baseline understanding the impact on my home.  

• It is my opinion that the choice of a single year, 2014, as ‘typical’ was 

subjective.  

• Consideration of a minimum 3 consecutive years of varying meteorology 

would have captured a more appropriate range of meteorological 

conditions of the local terrain and provided a truer reflection of dust 

emissions. 

Impact of dust emissions on my life 

The mitigation measures which are proposed by the MCCO Project to 

compensate for increased emissions remove my homes connectivity to 

its surrounds and given my circumstances the impact of this is 

magnified. 

• My home reflects connectivity with the outside environment it has been 

purpose built for my disability, the layout enables me to access the outside 

environment with ease and this satisfies my emotional and spiritual 

wellbeing and is designed to offset my physical limitations. 

• My limited mobility means that many outdoor activities are not available to 

me. My built environment, including my house and landscaping was 

designed by myself and my husband Craig to allow me to maintain my 

connectivity to the bush and to the land that I grew up on. 

• The mitigation measures that are proposed for my home by the MCCO 

Project clearly indicate that my family and I will now need to retreat inside 

like hermits and turn on air conditioners to combat the impact of noise and 

maintain an ‘assumed’ healthier air quality. This mitigation measure is the 

                                                 
11 Jacobs (Appendix 9 of the project EIS) 
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antithesis of the very principles on which my husband and I designed our 

home and our built environment. 

• Already we live with our home being altered to accommodate mitigation 

measures to minimise noise, dust and air quality impacts from the current 

operations. The sleeping quarters' windows and glass doors have been 

replaced; air conditioning and fans and the sealing of gaps throughout 

majority of the house, as well as the cleaning of water filters and regular 

dredging of my drinking water tanks. 

3. EIS and Blasting Impact Assessment 

I object to the MCCO Project as I do not consider that the Blasting Impact 

Assessment for the EIS gives sufficient weight to the impact of blasting in the 

MCCO Project on me.  

There is no indication in the EIS that the alert system will be anything other 

than what is used for current operations.  

This is not sufficient for my home (ID144) given my proximity to MCCO 

and my active use of my licenced areas. 

If blasting occurs when my family and I are using our licensed areas for 

recreation, we will be subject to a harm incident. This further lessens my quiet 

and peaceful enjoyment of my property.  

• My home (ID144) includes a large parcel of licenced land.  

Licence Agreements (LA) 

DP or Folio Identifier  54/750 968 - License Number 315 203; 

DP or Folio Identifier  105/750 968 - License Number 315 204; 

DP or Folio Identifier  145/750 968 - License Number 315 205; 

I have paid substantial yearly license fees for the past 19 years for these 

LAs and I utilise them for both grazing and recreational purposes. 
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• My freehold blocks of land are attached to these LAs and further to this two 

of these LAs adjoin the MCCO Project.  

• The LAs are utilised on a continual basis by myself and my family to 

connect with the bush. Extensive walking and horse riding tracks are 

established right down to the adjoining MCCO Project disturbance area. 

• I contest that my daughters and I, as well as our family members have not 

been adequately considered in the Blasting Impact Assessment12 as there 

is an assumption in the EIS that the LAs will serve only as a buffer zone 

and are not actively used. 

• Blasting Mitigation requires that an alert system ensures safety from fly 

rock for people as well as the safety of livestock and domestic animals. The 

EIS is vague as to how the extent of the alert system, stating only that it is 

in line with current operations. Given my immediate proximity to the blasting 

events, a notice in the local paper is not sufficient to guarantee my safety, 

my family's safety and my animal's safety.   

• The EIS therefore fails to consider the impact of my use of my LAs 

appropriately. 

4. Environment Risk Assessment 

I object to the MCCO Project as I do not consider that the Environment Risk 

Assessment attached to the EIS gives sufficient weight to the impact of the 

potential increase in bushfires originating at the MCCO Project on my home 

(ID144) and in particular on me as an impacted person with a disability.  

The EIS fails to consider that the operation of a mine, with blasting, heavy 

machinery and people, significantly increases the bushfire risk in the 

Wybong area. The impact of a bushfire on me, with my disability, is 

potentially catastrophic. 

                                                 
12 Appendix 10 Blasting Impact Assessment 
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• The Mangoola Coal Continued Project will be using blasting, hot 

equipment, and high voltage electrical and maintenance practices, that 

could easily trigger an outbreak of fire into the nearby surrounds 

• My family and I will be residing in close proximity of the Mine and if a 

bushfire was to come over the surrounding hills I will be exposed to a fast 

moving fire front.  

• I stress once again I am a single parent with a disability and have limited to 

no capacity to combat a bushfire.  

• The Environment Risk Assessment states only that the Mangoola Coal 

Bushfire Hazard Management Plan will be updated. This is insufficient. I 

want assurance that my safety and my family's safety will be paramount at 

all times. At a minimum this would include alternate access points, which 

must be ramps to accommodate my disability, from my property to the road. 

• To reduce the stress of this potential threat to myself and my family I 

request that a sophisticated bushfire suppressant system be implemented 

on my home. 

5. Ground Water Impact 

I object to the MCCO Project as the Groundwater Impact Model cannot be 

relied upon to accurately assess the impact of the project on my home.  

The bores located within 2 kilometres of the MCCO Project are both my bores. 

Any impact on groundwater levels is catastrophic to my water supply.  

The groundwater impact model contains fundamental errors.  

The assessment that the impact of the MCCO Project on my home bores is not 

comprehensive and cannot be allowed to stand given the errors in the 

modelling. 
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• The 2 bores that are within 2kms of the MCCO Project proposed footprint 

are my home's bores (ID144). The impact on groundwater is therefore 

critical to me13. 

• The groundwater model contains fundamental errors in the location of my 

bores, identifying GW201 589 as being located closest to the Mangoola 

Coal mine boundary and GW080 507 as being located closest to my house. 

• Given the predicted maximum drawdown in any model layer for my bores is 

between 5.2m and 4.1m the location of my bores is critical to the efficacy of 

the model. 

• All predictions are theoretical based on an estimated model layer. Given 

the errors in the base data (both bore location and associated descriptions) 

these modelled predictions should not be allowed to stand unchallenged. 

• Further to this at no stage has the MCCO Project tested my bores for base 

line data to determine the validity of their assumptions. 

• I am reliant on bore GW201 589 and bore GW080 507 for both stock use 

and for my domestic water. My home is a dry block and has no other 

access to a permanent water source, nor has it been required. 

• The EIS also fails to address the impact of mining on the quality of the bore 

water. The final void will be approximately 1.5 km of my home Given that 

my use of bore water includes domestic use this model is profoundly 

inadequate. 

• Mangoola Coal has had ample time to gather long term baseline ground 

water data and assess the impact of the predicted drawdown estimates on 

my private bore holes over the life of the mine to date. This has not been 

done.  

                                                 
13 Of the 5 bores identified as being within 2kms of the MCCO Project proposed footprint, the other 3 

bores are no longer current, being backfilled, acquired and converted to DIPNR monitoring.  
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• There is no explanation in the EIS as to how the water levels will be 

monitored following the commencement of the MCCO Project. 

• For nearly 20 years I have been entirely self-sufficient for water. There is no 

acknowledgment of this and no explanation in the EIS as to how my home 

water supply will be maintained following the commencement of the MCCO 

Project. 

• Constant water deliveries are not an option without my house driveway 

being upgraded as it is not designed for heavy vehicle traffic. Given my 

disability, I have serious concerns that any mitigation measures that MCCO 

will propose will be unacceptable for my home.  

6. Loss of Amenity 

I object to the MCCO Project as I do not consider the loss of amenity that I will 

suffer is adequately considered by the EIS. The aggregation of the different 

environment impacts of noise, dust, water and blasting, and the proposed 

mitigation measures associated with each of these transgressions results in a 

significant diminution to the amenity of my home and erodes my peace and my 

quiet enjoyment of my home. 

The EIS fails to adequately consider the loss of amenity for my home and 

family. The aggregated impact of each of the mitigation measures 

proposed by the MCCO Project for their environmental transgressions 

erodes my peace and quiet enjoyment of my property. 

• Already my girls and I live with our home being altered to accommodate 

mitigation measures to minimise noise, dust and air quality impacts from 

the current Mangoola Mine operations. Our sleeping quarters' windows and 

glass doors has been replaced; air conditioning installed, and the gaps 

sealed throughout majority of the house. Even with these mitigation 
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measures in place the noise, the dust and the air quality of our home is 

impacted. 

• The communication and provision information provided by 

Glencore/Mangoola Coal has not been forthcoming. It has required me to 

be constantly asking the right question to get information that is of any 

benefit, and at times information requests can take up to 6-8 weeks. The 

aggregation of impacts is magnified as any information sought from 

Mangoola Coal is hindered by what appears to be deliberate obfuscation. 

• It has been 2 years since Mangoola Coal representatives raised the 

possibilities of the MCCO Project with me. During this time I have 

experienced significant stress around the decisions that I make around my 

home in particular around repair and maintenance.  

• My plans to improve our living conditions such as installing a pool and 

extending the living quarters to link to the fourth bedroom have had to be 

put on hold. 

• A significant loss in landowners in the local community as a result of the 

development of Mangoola Coal has resulted in a transient population that 

are attracted to renting with no connectivity with the local community. This 

impacts on my daughters who are denied the connection to community that 

was one of the key motivations of my husband and I buying the land from 

my parents and building our home. 

7. Loss of property value 

The aggregation of the environmental impacts, and the proposed mitigation 

measures from the MCCO Project results in a diminution of my peace and my 

quiet enjoyment of my property. At the same time the MCCO Project reduces 

the value of my home and renders my home unsaleable.  
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This home represents my financial compensation for my accident as well 

as my connection to my heritage and my husband.  

We invested in a pristine block of land that had not been intensely farmed and 

was surrounded by the Australian bush. We have a family connection to this 

land that is over 150 years old.  

• The development of the existing Mangoola Coal has reduced the value of 

my home over the past 10 years.  

• Even if I wanted to sell, I cannot as the existing operations in addition to the 

MCCO Project cripples any possibility of selling to people interested in 

living a rural bush lifestyle. I have had this verified through discussions with 

many local Real Estate agents. 

• The financial compensation I was awarded following my accident reflected 

the severity of my injury. The compensation was to allow me to live a life as 

close to the one I would have lived if it wasn't for my accident. The 

compensation recognised that I was an innocent victim of a tragic accident 

that shook the Wybong community.  

• I invested that compensation in my home, long before Glencore and 

Mangoola Coal began operations and I expected that it would remain my 

home. 

• The only buyer for properties in this area is Mangoola Coal. Mangoola Coal 

by its actions, has both driven down the value of my property and sought to 

be advantaged by that action by offering me a price lower than the market 

value of my property, and indeed a price which does not reflect the 

customisation of my home that my disability requires. To sell to Mangoola 

Coal, at Mangoola Coal's lower price, is to forfeit a significant portion of my 

initial compensation.  
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Submission for: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Objects

Wybong, New South Wales

I totally object to the proposed expansion of the Mangoola Coal

Continued Operation Project on the grounds of,

1- The noise levels that will impact our property situated only 1km

from the most western end of the proposed pit

2- The likely impact on our ground water bore situated North West of

the mine in the Sydney City aquifer and 88 meters from ground level

and flowing at approx 400 liters per minute

3 - The impact on property value and the ability to sell our property

on an open market.

4- Dust levels which would be way above the Australian standards

5- Blasting- noise and ground vibration would cause damage to our

residence particularly on pre-split blasting

6- increased traffic in the area on sub par country roads

7- School bus stop for our kids being approximately 800 meters from

the proposed pit.
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Gen Seed

From: Louise Shewan 
Sent: Monday, 2 September 2019 6:47 PM
To: Gen Seed
Subject: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project SSD 8462

Dear Ms Seed 
I object to approval for the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project SSD 8462 because of the failure of 
Mangoola Coal to Comply with its Obligations and our request to Noise Mitigate my family's home, Residence 205, 
Significantly Noise Impacted, as was/is required in the DOP Approvals for Anvil Hill (Mangoola Coal), Specific 
Environmental Conditions No’s 3 and 8 and listing in Table 1, from inception 2007 and which Obligation remains 
unfulfilled. 
Dr Louise Shewan 
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Submission for: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Objects

Wybong, New South Wales

I object to the project for the following 5 reasons:-

1. The value of property in proximity to a mine is significantly diminished. In our community there

are several members who are reaching the age where they will be needing to move. Their financial

future is in jeopardy with the decreased value of their property. Anyone in the community who

needs/wants to move will also experience difficulty in selling, if indeed they are able to sell at all!

2. A sense of Community is an important part of rural life. Already many members of the Wybong

community have been displaced and an expansion would further impact on the disintegration of our

community feel. The Hall, once a hub of social life holds a small percentage of activities compared

to years gone by. Many of the community members mourn this loss.

3.There is also the very obvious environmental concerns. The beautiful landscape with its unique

flora and fauna will be replaced by massive destruction. By Glencore's own admission it will be

15-20 years before the land is usable again after the mine operations are finished. It is intolerable

that 2 extremely large voids will be left. So much for the landscape being "rehabilitated".

4. I am concerned about the air quality. I don't care how many tests have been done I know the

dust is an issue every time I clean the house, look at my white car, look out over the hills. Every

time I drive to town the air is worse than Sydney's polluted skyline. If the mine comes closer this is

only going to get worse.

5. The noise of the mine is already louder than it was as it is moving. At night there is a steady

rumbling and blasting is louder. Again, tests mean nothing when the proof is in the living with it.

Search by Project Name or ID
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As an overview, these 5 points taken together add up to a drastic deterioration in lifestyle for the

people who live and/or work in this community. The project extends the mine life by 5 years. It

destroys the landscape for at least 20 years, displaces people for the rest of their life, pollutes the

air for the life of the mine and creates no extra employment for the local area. The council receives

an extra 5 years of revenue - then what? They still need to provide services. Does/has this extra

revenue kept businesses open in Muswellbrook? No. Does/has this extra revenue provided the

Wybong community with any extra services? No.

As far as I can see, there are no real benefits to this project and the effects it will have on our

community are significant. Approval for this project must be considered to be detrimental to the

continuing welfare of this rural community and so therefore I would urge it to be denied.

Thank You

Lee Curran
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“Mangoola	Coal	Continued	Operations”	
New	Coal	Mine	

	
DAMSHEG	objects	to	the	Mangoola	Expansion	because	of	the	long-term	local	and	global	
environmental	and	social	consequences.		
	
These	consequences	include	
- exacerbating	climate	change,		
- exacerbating	air	pollution,		daily	health	alerts	are	already	being	issued	and	Summer	is	months	

away.	
- exacerbating	destruction	native	species	and	habitat	including	the	orchids		
Prasophyllum	petilum	and	Diuris	tricolor.	These	orchids	were	not	acknowledged	in	the	initial	Anvil	
Hill	EIS	and	so	Mangoola	proceeded	on	a	false	premise.			
	
- The	further	destruction	of	623Ha	reduces	the	opportunities	of	plant	and	animal	migration	(as	a	

response	to	climate	change)	offered	by	the	Great	Eastern	Ranges	(GER)	The	GER	is	already	
narrowed	in	this	area.	

- In	2014,	when	Mangoola	sought	to	ramp	up	production	neighbours	to	the	mine	gave	heart	
wrenching	accounts	of	the	impact	of	noise	and	dust	on	their	lives	and	were	treated	with	tough	
minded	indifference.		

Mangoola	mined	out	their	lease	faster	than	initially	approved	and	now	want	to	continue	with	on-
going	environmental	destruction.		
We	urge	that	you	listen	to	young	people	who	have	realized	the	urgency	of	our	catastrophic	
environmental	situation	and	not	approve	this	next	coal	mine	in	the	Hunter	Valley.	
	
Wendy	Wales	
For	Denman	Aberdeen	Muswellbrook	Scone	Healthy	Environment	Group	
	



90 Yarraman Rd 

Wybong NSW 2333 

 

28th August 2019 

To whom it may concern 

 

I wish to lodge my submission for the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations proposal 

currently on exhibition.  I would like to advise that I strongly oppose the project for the 

following reasons: 

1. We are currently subjected to constantly increasing noise form the mine. The noise 

seems to echo around our valley particularly in cold and still conditions.  When we 

complain we are usually told that the mine is compliant, and nothing is ever done.  

We purchased our property in 2014 and initially were not affected much by the 

mining operations of Mangoola.  The last 12 months particularly have been very 

disruptive and we feel that our rights to peace and quiet are greatly violated by the 

mining operations.  We have received conflicting information over the years from 

Mangoola about how the mine is measuring the noise levels- at times we have 

been told they use mobile devices and at other times they listen with their ears!!! 

How can one person judge if the mining noise is acceptable? I feel it is a gross 

injustice that our family must suffer these impacts from the current mine, we 

definitely do not want it any closer!!! 

2. I have little faith in the noise modelling for the new project.  I’m not sure if the 

evaluation has taken into account the acoustic effects of the large mountain directly 

opposite my home??? I would like to see comprehensive independent noise 

assessments made to evaluate the impact of noise on local residents. 

3. When we purchased our property for $1.03Million in 2014 we considered the 

impact the mine might have on our lifestyle.  We spent extensive periods of time at 

the property and were satisfied that the impacts from the mine were minimal.  We 

also considered the extensive buffer zone surrounding the mine. We always 

expected that any expansion would be subject to the same amount of land.  We 

are absolutely devasted to learn that Mangoola/Glencore are seeking an approval 

to continue operations without increasing the buffer zone as per the current 

VLAMP requirements.   

4. I love driving along Ridgelands Road! Particularly late in the afternoon when the 

sun is setting, everything looks pristine and natural.  I find the drive from 

Muswellbrook passing Bengalla, Mt Arthur and Mt Pleasant Operations particularly 

distressing as it is just plain ugly.  I am so stressed and upset to think that my 

journey home to our ‘idyllic’ country lifestyle may soon see me driving past mounds 

of dirt, machinery and trucks.  I worry about the water systems along that road. 

When it rains there is always extensive flooding through that area and I do not look 

forward to being swamped by a massive dam wall on our beautiful, once scenic 

drive! 



5. I am not happy about any interference with the groundwater.  I worry that the 

mining operations will affect Wybong Creek which has underground flows close to 

the proposed mining area. 

6. There is a high probability that we will shortly sell our property as our children are 

venturing to University in the coming years.  We do not think it is fair that our ability 

to sell is impacted by Mangoola and Glencore as we should have basic rights of 

being able to sell our home for fair market value in a reasonable period of time.  

Recent sales attempts by neighbours have seen properties sit for years unable to 

be sold. This would absolutely devastate my family financially if we need to move 

and must sell for a reduced value.  It is a terrible injustice that Glencore seeks to 

operate this mine with the intention of creating billions of dollars profit and local 

residents are the ones the most negatively impacted.  We have sought advice from 

our real estate agent that our properties value would be reduced if the mine goes 

ahead. 

7. We have heard gossip from mine employees about the local residents that 

complain about mine operations to Mangoola. This is downright bullying and 

scaremongering so that people are too ashamed or scared to complain.  I fear the 

impact of a boycott on our successful local business from mine employees if they 

were to learn we opposed the mine.  We have a right to work and operate a 

business without this stress and fear. The worry and concern that this issue has 

had on us is immeasurable.  We are very decent, hardworking local people who do 

not deserve to be caught up in this projects evaluation. 

8. The time taken and stress caused by having to evaluate and oppose this mine 

continuation has had a huge impact on my family’s day to day lives.  We receive no 

compensation or apology even for the disruption this proposal has had on our lives. 

9. I have school aged children studying for their HSC, one in Year 10 and another in 

Year 7.  My children have lost sleep from mining noise and the worry about our 

future on our farm.  They are all adamant that they do not want to be surrounded 

by more mines and find it inexcusable that the Government would allow mines to 

operate in the manner they do.  I am ashamed of the damage to the environment 

that the children of today and the future will inherit!!! 

10. I reject the notion that the mine employs local people.  I know for a fact that many 

of the mine employees live in the lower hunter and travel to the mine each day.  If 

the miners feel so strongly that it is safe and acceptable to live near a mine, they 

should all live here too! 

 

Our family life feels like it is on hold, for what may yet be years.  We live in fear of the 

unknown. Should I renovate my bathroom, plant trees, lay new carpet? Is it just futile? We 

want out, we want this over and we want to get on with our lives.  I strongly recommend the 

department should reject this proposed mining extension.   

 

Regards, 

Karen Dimmock 



 
 

Reply to: Georgina Woods  

PO Box 290  

Newcastle 2300 

georgewoods79@gmail.com 

 

27 August 2019 

Submission: Mangoola Continued Operations 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission about the Mangoola Continued Operations 

Project. 

 

Lock the Gate Alliance is a network of landholders, Traditional Owners, townspeople and 

conservationists concerned about impacts of coal and unconventional gas mining. We object to this 

project on the grounds that the modest economic contribution of just five additional years of coal 

mining are outweighed by the severe and longer-lasting social and environmental impacts the 

extended coal mine will inflict on the local and regional community and more broadly.  

 

We note that the mine operator elected to increase the rate of extraction at the Mangoola mine 

from 10mtpa to 13.5mtpa and secured consent from the NSW Government to do so just five years 

ago. As a result, the mine is expected to wind down by 2025, according to this EIS, although it has 

approval to continue operating until 2029. This undermines the proponent’s argument about the 

chief social and economic contribution claimed for this project – the continuation of mining jobs. 

Had the proponent been interested in sustaining jobs in mining, it would not have shortened the life 

of this mine by four years by accelerating its production rate.  

 

Mangoola mine has had a devastating impact on the rural community in Wybong. The noise from 

the mine has depopulated the district and those people that remain are stranded with intrusive and 

disruptive noise, but unable to leave.  

 

The social impact is unacceptably severe  

 

The social impact assessment (SIA) foregrounds the economic contribution of the mine and 

downplays the negative of the mine by qualifying all these as “perceptions” of the landholders 

affected, and “perceived mining-related health concerns” (our emphasis). Nevertheless, it is clear on 

reading the material that the proponent has been told that the project is unsustainable and that the 

Mangoola mine has severely damaged the community at Wybong and the financial position of a 

considerable number of remaining landholders in the district. The SIA describes how “once vibrant 

social events and celebrations e.g. Christmas and New Year, dances and group meetings, that used 

to occur in the Wybong Hall were now less frequent as a result of a dwindling population base,” how 

people have to live with their windows shut against the dust, how they are driven mad by noise and 

how their mental and physical health suffers. If this mine is not able to operate without inflicting this 

damage on the district, then it should not have been granted consent, and this application to extend 

mining for a further five years and exacerbate this damage must be refused.  

 



The social impact assessment reveals a failure of the mining industry more broadly to deliver social 

benefits for the Muswellbrook area. Muswellbrook has lower levels of education attainment than 

NSW, higher unemployment, “ranks poorly compared to other NSW LGAs in break and enter 

dwelling, drug offences, assault - domestic violence, and malicious damage to property, steal from 

motor vehicle” and is on the cusp of the lowest quintile for social disadvantage according to the 

Social Health Atlas of Australia. These challenges come off the end of a ten-fold increase in coal 

production in the Muswellbrook area in the last fifteen years, indicating that the extreme wealth 

captured by the mining companies has not benefited Muswellbrook broadly. This is reflected in the 

feedback given by the community for the social impact assessment. 

 

Despite the SIA clearly indicating that the community is disappointed by the social damage mining 

has inflicted and the failure of the proponent and the industry more broadly to improve the overall 

standard of living and health of people in the district and the region though the assessment qualifies 

landholder and public feedback about these negative experiences as “perceptions.” The SIA 

describes how a “perceived decrease in human health and wellbeing (physical and psychological) is 

one of the key issues raised by some community members regarding the perceived impacts from 

coal mining in the Upper Hunter region” (our emphasis). This is compounded by the SIA giving only a 

“low” social impact rankings for the impact of mine dust and “moderate” for mental distress despite 

the known health impacts of particulate pollution and clear feedback from nearby landholders that 

air pollution is affecting their health.  

 

Nevertheless, the SIA reveals the extreme distress the mine has caused landholders in the Wybong 

Valley who feel trapped and unable to move, all the while suffering the noise and air pollution from 

the mine and witnessing its negative transformation of the landscape of their home district. As Lock 

the Gate has frequently raised with the Department, the Voluntary Land Acquisition and Mitigation 

Policy (VLAMP) is doing considerable individual and collective damage in rural communities affected 

by large open cut coal mines. The distress and dislocation caused by this policy is clearly evident in 

the social impact assessment for this project and it is unconscionable that another development 

consent should be granted for expanding coal mining in this district under these circumstances. We 

have previously appealed to the Department to review the social and economic, private and 

collective damage inflicted by this policy and reviewing the social impact assessment of this mine 

indicates such a review is critical and urgent. This damage is not only evident in the experiences of 

people that have been left behind, feeling trapped and suffering sleepless nights and loss of value of 

their only asset, but also in the loss of community describe by those left behind as most of the 

community is driven away by the mine’s noise and air pollution.  

 

Overall, the mine’s consultants give the project a “moderate” social impact ranking for cumulative 

impacts which is clearly not in keeping with the data the impact assessment collected about the 

social and economic situation in Wybong and Muswellbrook. We would draw the Department and 

the proponent’s attention to remarks by the Mayor of Cessnock, Bob Pynsant, about the long-term 

social and environmental costs of mining in his region, at a recent parliamentary inquiry: “Council 

wants to note that not all mining impacts are direct. Community impacts of mining build over time. 

Impacts accrue and accumulate to leave a legacy of compounded and complex economic, social and 

environmental costs not fully comprehended or accounted for under the current approval or make-

good requirements.”1 

                                                            
1 Transcript, Singleton public hearing of the House of Representatives inquiry “How the mining sector can 
support businesses in regional economies.” 5 November 2018.  



 

Lack of information about transition planning  

 

Muswellbrook Council’s Land Use Development Strategy asserts the “need for a whole of life 

consideration for mining activities, including quality rehabilitation and restoration of mined land.” It 

is clear that the proponent is not considering a whole of life approach to mine management. On the 

contrary, it is putting Muswellbrook and surrounds at significant risk of economic and social 

upheaval from the unmanaged decline of coal mining. The SIA highlights that the development 

consents for the six closest mines to Mangoola are all slated to end within the next eleven years. The 

current consent for Mangoola would see mining cease in 2029, in the middle of this period. The 

intervening years are the time that Glencore should be spending preparing its own workforce for this 

change, as well as the broader community it admits is tightly intertwined with this mine and several 

other mines owned by the proponent. Were this extension application to be granted, it would only 

extend mining at Mangoola for five more years, delaying the important work of preparing the 

community for adjustment to closure.  

 

The social impact assessment clearly indicates that people in the region told the proponent “there 

was also a desire for greater economic diversification, through the development and attraction of 

other industry and business sectors (as stated in regional and local strategic plans), and the need to 

address land use conflicts and cumulative impacts e.g. workforce mix, community participation, 

workforce competition associated with the presence of a prominent industry sectors (e.g. mining, 

thoroughbred and viticulture) within the locality.” In counter to this, the proponent cites the scale of 

money it injects into the region, but this financial contribution has clearly not prevented the social 

impacts that have occurred in the last decade.  

 

The EIS reveals that coal extraction has increased ten-fold in Muswellbrook Shire in the last fifteen 

years (“from 4 Million tonnes in 2001 to 43 Million tonnes in 2011”) and notes that “the average 

annual salary of employees was almost double the average annual salary in NSW.” Though obviously 

these large salaries are enjoyed by the workforce and contribute to money moving in the local 

economy, the EIS fails to recognise the significant social risk faced by Muswellbrook and the Hunter 

region more broadly in having a highly-paid workforce in the prime age group of 35-45 years old, 

predominately male and with low educational attainment concentrated in one industry that is 

subject to market fluctuations beyond the control of the companies or any public authority in 

Australia.  

 

Experiences of structural decline of coal mining in generational mining communities around the 

world demonstrate the likely social and economic decline that Muswellbrook and the Hunter region 

face if preparations are not made for slow and orderly transition. Coal transitions in the UK, Czech 

Republic and the United States echo the local experience of Cessnock which has struggled to recover 

from the decline of coal mining. Investigations of structural adjustment in other coal regions 

highlight the importance of anticipation, the length of time adjustment takes, the scale of 

investment needed, the importance of local conditions and local knowledge and, crucially, the 

degree of acceptance in the community about the need for adjustment.   

 

The proponent of this project, as one of the largest coal producers in the Hunter region has an 

unmistakable role to play in this preparation, gradual adjustment and community acceptance. Far 

from acknowledging and preparing for this enormous social and economic challenge, the Social 

Impact Assessment states that, “The industry is only expected to grow further over the coming 



years, with the Mineral Council of Australia predicting a 400 Million tonne increase in worldwide 

demand by 2030.” The Minerals Council is far from being an objective authority to cite for this 

expectation and the SIA fails to mention that there is considerable doubt about the future of the 

mining industry in the region.  

 

Environmental impacts 

 

The proponent’s assessment of greenhouse and climate change impacts is inadequate. It asserts that 

the more than 100 million tonnes of greenhouse pollution that will be created by this project “is 

unlikely to influence global emission trajectories” but offers no supporting information that could  

substantiate this claim by contextualising the greenhouse emissions of the project within global 

carbon budgets consistent with the temperature goals of the Paris climate agreement and within 

coal demand and emissions trajectories of the countries where the coal will be burnt.  

 

The EIS asserts that “most of the product coal generated by the MCCO Project will be exported to 

countries who are parties to the Paris Agreement” but does not provide further information.  

 

The proponent goes to some lengths to argue that the greenhouse elements of the judgement in 

Gloucester Resources v Minister for Planning 2019 should not be relied upon in the consideration of 

this coal mine project. Glencore argues that “the climate change impacts and GHG emissions 

generated by the Project should not outweigh the significant social and economic benefits that the 

Project will deliver at a local, regional and State level.” 

 

Nevertheless, the proponent admits that downstream greenhouse emissions and ensuring that 

greenhouse emissions are minimised to the greatest extent practicable are mandatory 

considerations for this project under NSW law.  

 

The proponent erroneously refers to consideration of Scope 3 emissions from this project in its  

assessment and determination as “double counting” despite knowing that double counting is more 

accurately described as “occurring where the Scope 3 emissions generated by the burning of a 

mine's coal by other developments are counted twice in the context of calculating a country's GHG 

emissions for the purpose of tracking progress towards achievement of its NDC.” (Appendix 26) 

 

The consideration of Scope 3 emissions of this mine occurs outside the context of Australia’s NDC 

under the Paris climate agreement. Rather, in the weighing up of social and environmental impacts 

and benefits of this project, its Scope 3 emissions and consequential contribution to climate change 

is a mandatory consideration. Similarly, the proponent adheres its argument in Appendix 26 to what 

is strictly “required” of the consent authority, and Australia, under the NSW Environmental Planning 

and Assessment Act and under the Paris Agreement respectively. But the consent authority is not 

limited by these prescriptions and, indeed, should not be, given the high stakes involved and the 

absence of action from the proponent or the New South Wales governments to come to grips with 

the extreme environmental, economic and social challenge of climate change and the Hunter 

region’s dependency on coal exports.  

 



“Boomery” 

 

 

 

I object for the following reasons: 

The Social Impact Assessment within MCCO’s EIS clearly identifies that 

devaluation of property price and ability to sell is the major concern for 

proximal landholders.  The proposed Community Enhancement Program does 

nothing to address that concern.  I completely reject that it changes 

landholders concerns from High to Moderate.  I ask that the Department find 

that this proposal should not be approved as the major concern of landholders 

is not overcome. 

Our home will now be a neighbour to mine owned property.  There are no 

benefits for us in this project.  There will be serious disadvantages.  The 

impacts of the existing mine on our lifestyle, enjoyment of our home, health 

and economic position are already unacceptable.  Our neighbourhood has 

already been compromised by mine owned properties being let to tenants 

whom are not a suitable fit with the Wybong Community.   Any perceived 

benefit that flows to the LGA do not flow to the proximal landholders.  

 Our property values are already decimated and the ability to sell when you 

want/need to is taken away.  I feel like a hostage in my own home.  We spent 

approximately $7,000 marketing our property and had it on the market from 

8.11.2017 until 2.5.2019.  Despite many inspections, not one potential buyer 

got to the point of discussing sale price, most stating the proximity to 

Mangoola Open Cut Mine as the reason for not purchasing our property.  Only 

those who have lived with this dreadful situation can really understand the 

stress and powerlessness felt due to Government Policy.  The community has 

already been damaged.  How is this co-existence?  All the benefits go to the 

proponent and none to the Wybong community.   

Where will it end? Mangoola state themselves in their EIS that if market 

conditions and the resource are satisfactory they may wish to apply for further 

mining approvals.  The outcome of this uncertainty is that landholders stop 

spending money on improvements to their properties, which in turn has a 



negative impact on businesses in the area.  It also has a very detrimental 

impact on landholder’s health and enjoyment of their homes. 

The air quality in the Hunter Valley is already unacceptable and outside Health 

guidelines.  We do not need another open cut mine.  The greater distance the 

haul trucks will have to cart the coal to the prep plant will increase the dust 

load.  The medical profession have spoken about the negative impacts of 

Hunter air quality.  We cannot afford another mine.  Dust in our home and 

water supply has been unacceptable since Mangoola started operating.  I do 

not want that increased.  I have very real fears for the long term effect of living 

so close to the mine on my family’s health.  As I write this I am listening to ABC 

radio listing the locations that had unsafe levels of PM10 yesterday (18/8/19).  

All locations are in the Hunter Valley. 

We are already subject to intrusive noise from the mine, with frequent sleep 

disturbance in the winter months.  They are currently approximately 5 kms 

from our home and now seeking approval to come within approx. 2.5 kms.  We 

are told the worst case noise will be 37dB and the mine does not need to do 

anything to relieve the lived experience.  Our background noise levels are 22dB 

or lower (measured at a near neighbour’s property by Mangoola mine 

consultant EMGA/Mitchell McLennan in 2011).  I have concerns that the noise 

modelling does not take into consideration the local topography of the area to 

the North of the mine.  The noise comes across the low points in the range 

between us and the mine, travels across the creek flats hits Manobalai Hill and 

bounces back.  While it is already too loud at our home, on the southern 

boundary of our property it is actually louder over the rest of our property 

further away from the mine.   I worry that any increase in noise will be 

intolerable. 

Glencore with all its operations in the Hunter Valley should through natural 

attrition be able to relocate the Mangoola workforce as their current operation 

winds down with no forced loss of jobs.   

The espoused benefits from this project do not go to those closest to the mine. 

It is the proximal landholders who sustain all the negative impacts.  In fact it 

could be said the further you are from the proposed mine the greater the 

benefits.  There is no sharing of benefits.  Glencore will receive enormous 



wealth while the landholders in the local community will be economically 

disadvantaged through their properties being completely devalued. 

Muswellbrook Shire Council will receive money, none of which to date has 

been spent in our community.  A skate park in Muswellbrook won’t help me 

sell my property for a fair unimpacted market price. 

Money received by NSW and the Commonwealth in some small way 

supposedly flows to Wybong.  We have no mobile reception, limited free to air 

TV, only satellite internet, no garbage collection, no sewerage and no town 

water.  We did have a beautiful quiet rural environment before Mangoola 

started operations.  Muswellbrook medical services are already under 

pressure.  Schools in the LGA consistently perform below the state average.   

We do not want another mine in our community. 

I believe we have enough mining in the Hunter and we need to start to 

diversify our economy.  If we follow the scientists advice we need to leave this 

52Mt of coal in the ground.  Preserve the natural landscape.  It is an important 

wildlife corridor from The Great Eastern Ranges to the Manobalai Reserve.  We 

do not need another final void. 

I worry about the global effects of mining and burning this coal.  The 

assumption that this coal is cleaner to burn than other sources assumes that if 

this is dug up it will stop poorer quality coal being mined, this is absolutely not 

provable.  There is no intergenerational fairness in approving this project.  If 

the “Do no harm” rule is applied, this proposal cannot be approved. 

My objection to this proposal is strongly based on the gross inequity of the 

project.   If Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project is approved the 

Proximal Landholders and the Wybong community pay the greatest price and 

Glencore receive all the benefits.  How is this fair?   

I ask that you find the MCCO project should not be approved and  that you also 

determine that the existing conditions of consent should be changed so that 

Mangoola Coal have to do more to address the negative impacts they are 

causing with their current operations. 

Margot White  



 

 



“Boomery” 

 

 

 

I object for the following reasons: 

The Social Impact Assessment within MCCO’s EIS clearly identifies that 

devaluation of property price and ability to sell is the major concern for 

proximal landholders.  The proposed Community Enhancement Program does 

nothing to address that concern.  I completely reject that it changes 

landholders concerns from High to Moderate.  I ask that the Department find 

that this proposal should not be approved as the major concern of landholders 

is not overcome. 

Our home will now be a neighbour to mine owned property.  There are no 

benefits for us in this project.  There will be serious disadvantages.  The 

impacts of the existing mine on our lifestyle, enjoyment of our home, health 

and economic position are already unacceptable.  Our neighbourhood has 

already been compromised by mine owned properties being let to tenants 

whom are not a suitable fit with the Wybong Community.   Any perceived 

benefit that flows to the LGA do not flow to the proximal landholders.  

 Our property values are already decimated and the ability to sell when you 

want/need to is taken away.  I feel like a hostage in my own home.  We spent 

approximately $7,000 marketing our property and had it on the market from 

8.11.2017 until 2.5.2019.  Despite many inspections, not one potential buyer 

got to the point of discussing sale price, most stating the proximity to 

Mangoola Open Cut Mine as the reason for not purchasing our property.  Only 

those who have lived with this dreadful situation can really understand the 

stress and powerlessness felt due to Government Policy.  The community has 

already been damaged.  How is this co-existence?  All the benefits go to the 

proponent and none to the Wybong community.   

Where will it end? Mangoola state themselves in their EIS that if market 

conditions and the resource are satisfactory they may wish to apply for further 

mining approvals.  The outcome of this uncertainty is that landholders stop 

spending money on improvements to their properties, which in turn has a 



negative impact on businesses in the area.  It also has a very detrimental 

impact on landholder’s health and enjoyment of their homes. 

The air quality in the Hunter Valley is already unacceptable and outside Health 

guidelines.  We do not need another open cut mine.  The greater distance the 

haul trucks will have to cart the coal to the prep plant will increase the dust 

load.  The medical profession have spoken about the negative impacts of 

Hunter air quality.  We cannot afford another mine.  Dust in our home and 

water supply has been unacceptable since Mangoola started operating.  I do 

not want that increased.  I have very real fears for the long term effect of living 

so close to the mine on my family’s health.  As I write this I am listening to ABC 

radio listing the locations that had unsafe levels of PM10 yesterday (18/8/19).  

All locations are in the Hunter Valley. 

We are already subject to intrusive noise from the mine, with frequent sleep 

disturbance in the winter months.  They are currently approximately 5 kms 

from our home and now seeking approval to come within approx. 2.5 kms.  We 

are told the worst case noise will be 37dB and the mine does not need to do 

anything to relieve the lived experience.  Our background noise levels are 22dB 

or lower (measured at a near neighbour’s property by Mangoola mine 

consultant EMGA/Mitchell McLennan in 2011).  I have concerns that the noise 

modelling does not take into consideration the local topography of the area to 

the North of the mine.  The noise comes across the low points in the range 

between us and the mine, travels across the creek flats hits Manobalai Hill and 

bounces back.  While it is already too loud at our home, on the southern 

boundary of our property it is actually louder over the rest of our property 

further away from the mine.   I worry that any increase in noise will be 

intolerable. 

Glencore with all its operations in the Hunter Valley should through natural 

attrition be able to relocate the Mangoola workforce as their current operation 

winds down with no forced loss of jobs.   

The espoused benefits from this project do not go to those closest to the mine. 

It is the proximal landholders who sustain all the negative impacts.  In fact it 

could be said the further you are from the proposed mine the greater the 

benefits.  There is no sharing of benefits.  Glencore will receive enormous 



wealth while the landholders in the local community will be economically 

disadvantaged through their properties being completely devalued. 

Muswellbrook Shire Council will receive money, none of which to date has 

been spent in our community.  A skate park in Muswellbrook won’t help me 

sell my property for a fair unimpacted market price. 

Money received by NSW and the Commonwealth in some small way 

supposedly flows to Wybong.  We have no mobile reception, limited free to air 

TV, only satellite internet, no garbage collection, no sewerage and no town 

water.  We did have a beautiful quiet rural environment before Mangoola 

started operations.  Muswellbrook medical services are already under 

pressure.  Schools in the LGA consistently perform below the state average.   

We do not want another mine in our community. 

I believe we have enough mining in the Hunter and we need to start to 

diversify our economy.  If we follow the scientists advice we need to leave this 

52Mt of coal in the ground.  Preserve the natural landscape.  It is an important 

wildlife corridor from The Great Eastern Ranges to the Manobalai Reserve.  We 

do not need another final void. 

I worry about the global effects of mining and burning this coal.  The 

assumption that this coal is cleaner to burn than other sources assumes that if 

this is dug up it will stop poorer quality coal being mined, this is absolutely not 

provable.  There is no intergenerational fairness in approving this project.  If 

the “Do no harm” rule is applied, this proposal cannot be approved. 

My objection to this proposal is strongly based on the gross inequity of the 

project.   If Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project is approved the 

Proximal Landholders and the Wybong community pay the greatest price and 

Glencore receive all the benefits.  How is this fair?   

I ask that you find the MCCO project should not be approved and  that you also 

determine that the existing conditions of consent should be changed so that 

Mangoola Coal have to do more to address the negative impacts they are 

causing with their current operations. 

Margot White  



 

 



Major Projects Sign in

Back to Submission List

Submission for: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Objects

ABERDEEN, New South Wales

I am writing to object to the continuation of the Mangoola Coal Mine.

As a long term resident of the Upper Hunter I have witnessed first-hand the destruction caused by

coal mining to this once productive agricultural area, and now believe the region cannot sustain any

more coal mines without seriously impacting the health of residents.

On an almost weekly basis I observe clouds of coal dust hovering over Muswellbrook - usually

caused by blasting. In recent conversations with the EPA about specific incidents, I have been told

this blasting is mostly in accordance with conditions of consent.

If these conditions of consent are being followed and there are still dust clouds blowing over the

town, I can only conclude that the conditions are either far too lenient or there are simply too many

coal mines operating.

We need to protect what is left of the Upper Hunter, not jeopardise our future for the short term

gain of the Mangoola continuation.

If this continuation is approved, the owners should be made to foot the cost of installation for 24

hour cameras that the EPA has total control of.

At the moment, there is no EPA office in Muswellbrook and when breaches occur nobody is there

to witness them.
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The Department of Planning, Industry and Environment acknowledges the Traditional Custodians of

the land and pays respect  to all Elders past, present and future.

Department of Planning and Environment

NSW Government

NSW Planning Portal

Contact Us

Language assistance

Accessibility

Privacy

Copyright & Disclaimer

Operations need to be recorded 24/7 and NOT by the owner of the mine.

That is like the Police asking me to let them know if I've been speeding.

The other aspect I would like to comment on is rail movements. Does anyone at the Planning

Commission have any idea just how noisy coal trains are when they screech through a town?

I doubt it. It is horrendous.

Letting Mangoola continue only adds to this aural pollution - not to mention the dust dropped along

the way.

As coal continues to decline globally (a fact owners Glencore have acknowledged), we should be

looking at alternatives to this industry.

People are being turned off from living in the Hunter Valley due to the ongoing dust and particle

problems created by having so many large mines close to town.

Finally, the rehabilitation plan for this mine is inadequate. It should be the policy of the NSW

Government that no additional open voids can be left in the Upper Hunter landscape.

Yes, we need jobs - but they need to start being provided by other industries in the Hunter Valley. It

is time for the government to act and protect our future.

Regards, Matthew O"Connell
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Wybong, New South Wales

Dear Sir/Madam,

Submission of Objection – Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

My name is Michael Le Breton, I am writing to object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations

Project as a directly affected local resident and concerned member of the wider community. I am

grateful for the opportunity to lodge a submission as I have grave concerns about the further

development and expansion of the Mangoolah coal mine and its associated effects on the

environment and community. My key concerns are as follows:

1. Climate change

2. Local biodiversity

3. Noise and dust pollution

4. Social impacts

1. Climate change - The recent case in the NSW Land and Environment Court that has blocked

Gloucester Resources' proposed Rocky Hill coking coal mine on the ground that it would hasten

climate change provides grounds that other new or expanding mines should face the same scrutiny.

The decision by Chief Judge Brian Preston, SC, who is an expert on climate litigation, stated that

the mine "will be a material source of greenhouse gas emissions and contribute to climate change".

Approval of the project will not assist in achieving the rapid and deep reductions in GHG emissions

that are needed now in order to balance emissions by sources with removals by sinks of GHGs in
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the second half of this century and achieve the generally agreed goal of limiting the increase in

global average temperature to well below 2ºC above pre-industrial levels" (Financial Review,8th

February 2019). The Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project will have a similar climate

change impact to the proposed Rocky Hill coking coal mine and again in the words of Justice

Leach "the greenhouse gas emissions of the coal mine and its coal product will increase global

total concentrations of greenhouse gas emissions at a time when what is now urgently needed, in

order to meet generally agreed climate targets, is a rapid and deep decrease in greenhouse gas

emissions. These dire consequences should be avoided. The project should be refused." (Financial

Review,8th February 2019). The Glencore Position on Climate Change paper fails to address these

direct statements from Justice Leach and the associated context.

2. Local biodiversity - The proposed biodiversity offsets don't meet current NSW policy, which

requires that when endangered habitat is destroyed, it's offset must be “like for like”. That is, the

same area of the same remnant ecosystem must be protected somewhere else. The proponent has

not attempted to do this. So-called “supplementary measures” (such as paying into a fund) must

only be a last resort, according to the policy. The four NSW listed threatened ecological

communities, one of which is also listed as threatened at the Commonwealth level; White Box-

Yellow Box-Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodland and Derived Native Grassland Critically

Endangered Ecological Community have not been adequately protected and offset under the

current proposal. As a neighbouring resident we have been witness to the increasing amount of

local fauna seeking food and habitat on our property and fear that continued loss of habitat will

stretch available resources for local fauna unsustainably.

3. Noise and dust pollution – Current levels of noise and dust pollution are at an unsatisfactory

level with many instances of disturbance throughout the day and night. Noise can be heard

constantly at varying levels, disturbing the previously peaceful environment. Dust continues to be

an ongoing issue constantly caking the house and surrounds including the water tanks, particularly

after blasting. The dust is a particular concern to our health with both myself and my wife in our 70s

and more susceptible to respiratory disease, as well as the health of our young grandchildren who

often stay with us and are also vulnerable to respiratory issues. A report from the Climate and

Health Alliance (2015) provided an assessment of data from around the world that shows that coal

mining communities have higher rates of mortality from lung cancer and chronic heart, respiratory

and kidney diseases. A local group of more than 30 doctors who have formed the group Doctors for

the Environment have described the current air quality levels in the Upper Hunter region as in

“crisis…that is causing serious health damage” after a large spike in poor air quality alerts over the

last 2 years (Newcastle Herald, 5th September 2018). With current levels of both noise and dust at

unsatisfactory and dangerous levels, further increases to this will be of major concern both for

ourselves and the surrounding community.

4. Social impacts – The social impacts of the project far outweigh any social benefit. The once

thriving community of Wybong has been decimated by the mine since it began with a large

depopulation of the area and a loss of many highly valued agriculture farms. A further expansion
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and extension of longevity will only perpetuate this impact and will greatly decrease the area’s

potential of recovery with sentiment amongst the community at an all time low. The proposed social

impact statement fails to adequately address many issues, and as a neighbouring resident to the

mine we are yet to experience many of the stated actions that this document details.

Concluding remarks – From the 4 areas of concern outlined above it is clear that the Mangoola

Coal Continued Operations Project will have a massive impact on ourselves as local residents, as

well as the wider community. I strongly feel that this impact is far too great for the project to be

given approval and instead Mangoola Coal should be focusing on its previous intention of winding

down operations and assisting the community to transition towards its completion and

rehabilitation.
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Michael White 

20 Yarraman Rd 

Wybong 2333 

 

 

 

Reasons for Objections to MCCOP SSD-8642 

Negative impact on property values and the ability to sell 

The existing operation and planned MCCOP has already had a very significant negative 

impact on property values and the ability to sell at an unimpacted price for properties 

close to the mine.  The mitigations proposed by Mangoola (CEP and a couple of 

discretionary purchase offers with shut-up clauses) are a token effort that is of little 

effect and does not mitigate these significant negative social impacts. 

Community Disintegration 

This Project will result in further community disintegration in a community that has 

already been severely negatively impacted.  

Deteriorating Air Quality 

Upper Hunter air quality is already the worst in the State.  We should be planning to 

make it better not worse 

Additional Final Void 

There are already too many final voids in the Hunter 

Visual Amenity 

Our access to town is along Ridgelands Road.  We will be forced to drive along the edge 

of a mining operation every time we leave or return to our home. 

Significant Extra Mine Water Take From the Hunter River 

The Mangoola 2018 Annual Review, Table 33, page 67 shows comparison of actual 2018 

Water Usage 3,142ML vs. the 2014 MOD 6 high water demand scenario prediction of 

889 ML.  This is an increase of 353% above mine worst case predictions. 

Biodiversity threat  

This area contains rare or endangered flora and fauna which will be negatively impacted 

by the Project.  It will also threaten the wildlife corridor from the Great Eastern Ranges 

to the Manobalai Nature Reserve 

 

Noise at 20 Yarraman Rd (Mangoola residence number 206) 

 Our background noise levels are 22dB or lower (measured at a near neighbours by 

Mangoola mine consultant EMGA/MitchellMclennan in 2011).  

 Our maximum noise level (Night) is 37dB and this will be mining noise. 

 An increase in noise of 15dB means it will be almost 3 times as loud (2.8 times) and it 

will be mining noise not rural bushland noise 



 At 37dB under VLAMP this does not even qualify for mitigation.  And even if it did 

what would you do in a house like this? 

Dust at 20 Yarraman Rd 

We are already severely impacted by dust and Mangoola is proposing to come twice as 

close.  Yet the dust modelling seems nowhere near criteria limits.  This does not seem 

credible. 

On our sheet from Mangoola:  

 PM10 Annual average is  12ug/m3 

 PM2.5 is    5ug/m3 

How can this be right if according to the EA (main text p.190) the background level for PM 

2.5 (annual average) is already 5.2 ug/m3? 

 

I submit that this Project Application should not be approved 

 

Michael White 

23 August 2019 

 



 
 
 

28 August 2019 
 

Department of Planning, Industry & Environment 
 
 
Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD-8642) 
 
I am a joint landowner of the property situated at 380 Yarraman Road, Wybong and object to 
the Project for the reasons set out in this letter. 
 
I am concerned that if the Project is approved that it will devalue my property and will result in 
me owing the bank more than what the property is worth. 

 
I struggle to understand that Mangoola Coal estimates that they will take 52 million tonne of 
coal out of the ground approximately 3 kilometres away from my property, devalue my property 
in the process and just be able to wipe their hands of it because the criteria for voluntary 
acquisition rights set out in the VLAMP is not met. Mangoola Coal is set to make a huge profit 
from this Project with limited or no accountability for compensation to me or to nearby 
landowners. 
 
I have sleepless nights wondering how I would relocate my family if my wife, my children or 
myself become ill given the likely situation that my property will be devalued and/or sterilised if 
the Project is approved. How will I sell my property or recover the value? 
 
I have been reluctant for the past 2 years to spend money on improving the property due to the 
uncertainty of the Project. I am even more reluctant now due to the negative impact that the 
Project is set to have on the value of the property. I will never be able to recoup the money 
spent. 
 
As the existing operation has moved to the west (approximately 5kms from my property) I have 
already experience elevated noise levels particularly at night. This has caused many disturbed 
nights and I have lodged numerous complaints. I fail to see how Mangoola Coal have 
determined that I will not be impacted by the noise when the mining operations proposed under 
the Project will be approximately twice as close. 
 
I also fail to see how there will not be any increase in noise during the construction phase when 
both construction and existing mining operations will be operating concurrently for 
approximately 18 months. How will the noise that will be generated from the construction phase 
be dealt with? ie will it be treated and/or dealt with under the new Project conditions or will 
Mangoola Coal be required to ensure that noise levels pursuant to the existing conditions are 
met for both the existing operation and construction? 
 
The increase in Dust is also of concern. I fail to see how the dust will not be intensified given 
that the proposed mining operation under the Project will be twice as close to my property. I am 
also concerned about the health impacts on my family from the increase in dust and have 
already had to ensure that the kids toys are not left outside because of the dust. 
 



The realignment of Wybong PO Road will add approximately a further 10 minutes travelling 
time each way. Whilst this may seem like a minimal inconvenience it will equate to another 20 
minutes every time I have to go to Muswellbrook for either work or shopping etc. For 
perspective, that is approximately another 2.3 hours of travelling time just to go to work every 
fortnight. 
 
I am also concerned that there will be an increase in car accidents from kangaroos, wombats 
and deer that will be forced closer to Wybong Road, Wybong PO Road and Yarraman Road. 
The wildlife are currently undermanaged and all of my registered vehicles are currently dinted 
from the collisions. As the wildlife are further displaced from the proposed mining area they will 
be forced closer to the roads and my property. My property will again be impacted and I will be 
forced to undergo further pest management for the farming component of the property. 
 
I feel that I have no ability or power to challenge the modelling and have to accept the results. 
The modelling results are the only means of determining whether or not I am entitled to any 
voluntary acquisition rights under the VLAMP. 
 
The modelling results have determined that I will not be negatively impacted enough by either 
noise or dust to satisfy the criteria for voluntary acquisition rights. Therefore I have no avenue 
or right for compensation. How is this fair or just?  
 
If the Project is approved, the conditions of consent should impose better measures for 
addressing the impacts on landowners in relation to the noise, dust and should also include a 
compensation mechanism for replacement value for the devaluation and/or sterilisation of 
property. 
 
 
Micheal Blackhall 
 
 



Melissa Blackhall 
 
 
 

28 August 2019 
 
Department of Planning Industry & Environment 
 
 
 
Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD-8642) - Objection to Mine 
 
I am a joint landowner of property situated at 380 Yarraman Road, Wybong (Property Id: 124) 
(the “Property”).  
 
The current mining operation is approximately 5 km’s from my Property. The expansion under 
the proposed Project SSD-8642 (the “Project”) will result in the mining operation being 
approximately 3 km’s from my Property. 
 
I object to the Project for the following reasons: 
 

1. Impact on Property Value  
 
I am concerned that if the Project is approved that the value of my Property will be 
negatively impacted. I am further concerned that my ability to sell my Property in an 
open market in the future will be dramatically reduced (if I am able to sell at all) due to 
the Project’s close proximity to my property. 
 
I purchased this Property with my husband and this was our first home. It took 10 years 
to save enough deposit to purchase a rural property which ticked all our boxes. It was 
important that the property was close to town and had access to water to enable us to 
continue with our primary production business. To us, the Property was the perfect 
rural lifestyle to raise our young family that we had sought after for many years. I may 
not have lived at this Property all my life however this is my first home and there is a 
real sense of connection to this Property.  
 
I am not against mining operations, however, there has to be a balance and there 
needs to be accountability for the impact that the Project will have on the nearby 
landowners. 
 
I have a young family and am concerned that not only our future but their future is 
being compromised by the impact that the Project will have on the value of the 
Property. 
 
I am concerned that I will be left with a mortgage that far exceeds the value of the 
Property. 
 
If the Property value and ability to sell is affected as predicted, how will I repay the 
mortgage or any shortfall if I am required to sell for financial reasons, medical reasons, 
employment relocation or if forced to sell pursuant to a power of sale?  



2. Noise 
 
As the current mining operation has moved west towards my Property I have already 
experienced an increase in noise particularly at night. A number of complaints in 
relation to the excessive noise have already been lodged due to the sleep disruption. 
 
The modelling results indicate that my property will not be negatively impacted to the 
extent that I will qualify for voluntary acquisition rights.  
 
I fail to see how this can be feasible when the proposed mining operation will be twice 
as close when I am already experiencing increases in noise. 
 

3. Dust 
 
The Property is already impacted by excessive dust.  
 
The house (inside and out), veranda, pool and outdoor table and chairs are constantly 
filthy. The children’s toys are not left on the back veranda as they are constantly 
covered in coal dust and I am concerned about the excessive exposure of the dust to 
our health. 
 
I feel that there can only be an increase in dust once mining commences should the 
Project be approved as the mining operations will be twice as close. 
 

4. Disturbance/Inconvenience 
 
My Property will be further impacted by the increase of kangaroos, deer and wombats 
which will be forced towards my Property once mining operations commence. The 
wildlife cause significant damage to properties and I will be forced to implement further 
pest management practices.  
 
Not only do the wildlife cause damage to property but there is a real likeliness of 
increase in motor vehicle collisions as the wildlife are forced closer to the roads in 
particular Yarraman Road, Wybong Road and Wybong PO Road. 
 
The change in location of Wybong PO Road will also add extra travelling time each 

 time I am required to travel to Muswellbrook. 
 

5. Community benefits 
 
Whilst investment is made in the towns of Muswellbrook and Denman there is no direct 
benefit for what is left of the Wybong community and no direct benefit to the 
landowners. 
 

 
There is a real likeliness that the Property will be sterilised with no entitlement to be 
compensated. How is this fair? 

 
The only means of being compensated is pursuant to the voluntary acquisitions rights set out in 
the VLAMP.  



The modelling results have concluded that I am not entitled to any further mitigation or 
voluntary acquisition rights. Therefore I have no grounds for any compensation for the 
detrimental impact that I will experience as a result of the Project. 
 
There needs to be greater accountability or at least a mechanism in place to address 
sterilisation of property or the decline of property value instead of an arbitrary mechanism 
pursuant to the criteria in the VLAMP (ie, you either meet the criteria or you don’t and if you 
don’t it’s a case of bad luck). 
 
How is this just particularly when the proponent is set to make such a profit? The landowner 
receives nothing and will be placed in a worse position. 

 
I have contemplated selling now before it is too late, however, I feel that the ship has already 
sailed and it is too late. Even if we did sell, where do we find another property in the Local 
Government Area (“LGA”) that has rural acreage, with access to water, close enough to town, 
for the same replacement value? The answer is you can’t particularly if you consider that 
“mines” own around 50% of the land in our LGA. The costs to purchase what we have now will 
far exceed any sale price and we will be forced to move out of the area (meaning further travel 
time to school, work and shopping). 
 
Melissa Blackhall 















Post code: 2320 

 

Type of enquiry: Feedback 

 

Your enquiry is about: Major development proposals 

 

Enquiry details:  

Good evening, I’m writing to provide feedback on the plans to extend the Mangoola coal 

mine as requested via ABC News. I want to request in the strongest terms that this mine 

not be extended. I’m a young Australian coming to terms with the horrific consequences 

of climate change that my generation and my generations’ children faces, and knowing 

how much my government is contributing to this future is incredibly disheartening. I can 

only hope that the Dept. Planning acknowledges the severe and long-term impacts the 

mining industry has on our beautiful country, and the terrible consequences that arise 

from scarring our landscape open-cut mining—all for finite benefits that are not worth the 

cost. The Department ought to be well aware what these terrible consequences are, and 

if not...consult some climate and environmental scientists. Who knows, you might find 

resounding evidence condemning practices such as open-cut mining. Please, instead of 

extending this mine, pour your money—my money, as a taxpayer on moderate income—

into renewable, clean energy. Don’t waste money on projects and developments like 

open-cut mines, that create/sustain some jobs now...but that will leave a mess for my 

generation to clean up 10, 20 years down the line.  
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WYBONG, New South Wales

1. The quality of air will be worse than it is now (and it has been recorded that the air quality in the

Hunter region is worse than China)

2. The proposed expansion will endanger our water supply, the water supply to our property is 88

metres under ground and will be in serious jeopardy. The mine would not and could not guarantee a

water supply.

3. The increased traffic on the already rough country roads will no doubt make the roads worse to

drive on and much more dangerous. The roads are not maintained by the mine nor the council now,

let alone after the the increased truck and vehicle use will make them much worse.

4. The increased noise from the mine machinery will make living in the country noisier than Iiving in

the city.

5. The property values are plummeting and are in danger of being null and void, with no re-sale

ability.

6. The local community is being destroyed by the mine. Local people who have run businesses

from home have had hugely reduced production, reduced business, therefore reduced income

caused by the mine.

7. The mine blasting being in such close proximity to our property (800m) would be regarded as

seriously dangerous.
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MUSWELLBROOK, New South Wales

Mangoola failure to observe conditions 3 and 8 in relation to residence 205 over 8 years.
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

The value of property has already dropped and will drop further if this goes ahead it will be nearly

impossible to sell, I have even been asked by an employee of Mangoola that was looking at a

property for sale in this area if it may have been in the buffer zone (even though there is no buffer

zone and has been changed it was something I got asked) the answer was yes and they refused to

look at it again, if an employee of Mangoola won't live or buy out here how do you expect the rest of

us to do so or be able to sell our property when we need to. The noise can already be heard on

some nights and will only get worse, the coal dust( yes its black not brown ) is already coming in

my windows and will be so much worse as.
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

Objection to the “MANGOOLA COAL CONTINUED OPERATIONS PROJECT”

Application No SSD-8642

Dear Sir/Madam

I am writing to lodge a formal objection to the Mangoola Continued Coal Operations (MCCO)

Project for the reasons as stated below.

I chose to live in Wybong due to the area’s mix of farmland, bushland and its spectacular natural

sandstone escarpments and views. The Wybong valley contains fertile river flats with rich alluvial

soils allowing suiting a variety of agri business’. We have children who were raised in Wybong and

call this home. We had enjoyed a strong community within the Wybong district for many years

although I have considerable concern for remaining community members as a result of the MCCO

Project.

Firstly, I object to the project’s approval based on its impact on local landholders and their inability

to sell their affected properties at a pre-mining value. This is due to what was a small rural farming

community now being valued by the market as an expanding area of mining with some remaining

small and medium farms. The farmland is deemed “sterilised” by the market due to the mine’s

proximity. This effect devalues the land to a point where it can no longer achieve its pre-mining

Search by Project Name or ID

03/10/19, 5:24 pm https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/submission/...



potential market value. While the EIS has referred to this as a “Perceived Risk” it has been

demonstrated to be real with buyers walking away once they are aware of the MCCO project and

its proximity. This makes the concern very real for landowners and not “Perceived”. The real

unknown is how much discount to a pre-mining market value is required to achieve a property sale.

This concern has not been effectively addressed within the EIS. This outcome is entirely

unreasonable given the landholders’ equity at risk when compared with the potential value the

project will generate for the mining company.

A further objection is in relation to the impact on community and concerns relating to mental health

in the area. While the community currently struggles with overly dry conditions and the need to

continue to find feed and water for stock, the MCCO project creates further concern as stated in

the stakeholder engagement interviews. I believe a strong community continues to be one of the

most effective controls for Mental Health issues in rural and remote areas. This project currently

presents as a double edged sword, residents fear having to realise a loss on the value of their

property whilst their support network, neighbours and broader community members, are dwindling

in numbers due to the increase in mining in the area. This project and approval process places

unreasonable mental stress on residents due to the EIS not adequately addressing the concerns

raised during the stakeholder interviews.

While the project proposes a number of remedies in relation to land value, there is no corrective

measure proposed. The risk to property value became real for landholders when the project

became public. The Community Enhancement Program does not seek to mitigate this exposure

now if a resident has to sell today. If a resident has to sell even in the near term, the four phase

program as stated is unlikely to even have secured funding for projects let alone realised any

benefit. The funding itself is at risk as it relies on a redistribution of MSC VPA as proposed with no

specific commitments. Even a most optimistic view of the Community Enhancement Program’s

success does not deliver an effective control against property value impacts. This risk is clearly not

being effectively controlled by the Community Enhancement Program.

While I believe mining can play an integral part within communities, mining companies must be

held to account by government for their impacts. Unfortunately responsible corporate citizenship

generally requires a strong legislative framework in a free market. This project EIS should have

included the mitigation cost for landholders in its Cost Benefit Analysis as requested by

stakeholders. A number of methodologies have been discussed with the project team through the

stakeholder engagement interviews and Community Information Sessions which could have

resolved this issue. I expect a legislative response is now required.

Based on the EIS as provided I object to this project as proposed.
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

I wish to state my objection to the proposed Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project.

Landowner concerns regarding the effect of the proposed development on local properties,

particularly property values, was identified as the issue of highest concern by the Social Impact

assessment undertaken by Mangoola coal as part of the approval process.

Mangoola Coal proposes to address these concerns by undertaking a “community enhancement

program”. Whilst this would provide benefits for our local community, this measure, in no way,

addresses the financial concerns I have, as a land owner, regarding the value and saleability of my

property. I believe that no amount of “ community enhancement” will entice prospective buyers to

purchase a small farm lifestyle property which is 4km from a proposed working coal mine.

I wish to state that I am not opposed to coal mining. I fully understand the importance of the

industry and the economic benefits it brings to our region, the vital commodity it produces and the

valuable employment opportunities it provides. I do, however, believe that legislation around the

approvals process does not go far enough to protect the interests of land owners affected by

mining activities. Mining companies will always do what they are required to do by law in order to

gain approval for projects. As land owners, we need a system which provides financial security, a

guarantee that we will be compensated fairly for the very real decline in our property values. I do
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not seek an exorbitant sum of money as compensation, just a guarantee that when I sell my

property I can expect to receive a fair market value which is not based on its proximity to a coal

mine that did not exist when I purchased it. The importance of this issue can not be understated. I

have witnessed friends and neighbours develop mental health problems bought on by the stress of

knowing that their homes are virtually unsaleable.

I, like all of my neighbours, have invested a great deal of money, time and emotion in creating a

home. It has been a place of peace , happiness and love. A place in which we have raised our

family and built relationships with neighbours, creating a caring inclusive community.

My future financial wellbeing depends on me being able to sell my home at a fair market price. A

price that is not impacted by its proximity to the mine. It is an opportunity most people have. I

deserve the same opportunity, but if this project is approved I feel it will be be taken from me.
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BERESFORD, Western Australia

i object to this project as it will be detrimental to 26 HISTORIC and sacred aboriginal sites, as well

as harming local endangered species.
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BAULKHAM HILLS, New South Wales

I do not support the extension of the Mangoola Coal Mine for environmental and personal reasons.

From an environmental perspective, extending the Mangoola Coal Mine will continue to pollute the

air with coal dust and carbon monoxide. Not to mention the noise pollution that comes with the

operation of heavy mining vehicles in an otherwise serene, rural landscape. The Wybong area is in

the midst of an extensive drought so there is also generally more dust in the air, and the use of

precious water to operate the mine puts a strain on our already depleted resources. Then there is

the naturally occurring underground water system of springs which will undoubtedly be disturbed,

as it has already with the current mine, causing further strain on our precious resource. Not great in

a drought. Wildlife is displaced. Old growth Flora is lost.

On a personal note, I grew up on a farm not far from the current mine. My parents still reside there

and we often visit them with our kids. We are concerned that living so close to the mine is having a

negative effect on their health. I believe that fine coal dust can cause irreversible damage to the

lungs. But it is also a concern when we visit them and our kids are potentially breathing in coal dust

as well. There has also been an effect on my parents emotionally. The farm that they searched for

and purchased in 1979 - their own piece of paradise - isn’t a serene rural landscape anymore. The

whole Wybong community has been fractured. Families who lived in the area for generations have

been forced to sell up. My parents can see the mine to the South, from their house, and the cooling

Southerly breezes bring a cloud of dust directly from the mine. My parents have put up with their

noisy neighbours (the mine) for years and done everything they can to preserve the unique
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property they have, but they should not be forced to leave simply because it is a danger to their

health to stay there.

Renewable energy is the future. Why can’t the mines start investing in it instead of destroying our

precious Australian landscape?
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CRANEBROOK, New South Wales

I object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project application for the following reasons:

- Mangoola Coal stand to make hundreds of millions of dollars profit from the coal they mine and

sell at the expense of nearby private landholders whose properties are devalued because of noise,

dust and other impacts from the mine. Already nearby properties are proving impossible to sell on

the open market as potential buyers learn of the planned extension. Potential buyers are walking

away when they hear about the proposed mine extension.

- The Social Impact Assessment clearly identifies loss of property values as the top issue for

residents local to the mine extension however the mine’s submission fails to address this in the

Community Enhancement Programme. The proposed economic benefits increase the further away

from the mine you go. The only mitigation measures for local residences are to reduce the effects

of the noise and dust produced by the mine.

- The projected noise contours defy logic. The 35 Dba contour does not encompass residences

with predicted noise levels of 35 Dba. Seemingly arbitrary encirclements of single properties do not

make sense.

- The project will increase the release of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. In the decision

against Gloucester Coal the Land and Environment Court found merit in that Groundswell argued

that the Project should be refused because the GHG emissions from the Project, both direct and

indirect, would be inconsistent with Australia’s commitments under the United Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Paris Agreement to keep global temperature
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increases to below 1.5º to 2ºC above pre-industrial levels, and would have a cumulative impact on

climate change in the long term. (source: corrs.com.au)

Development approval for this project should be refused.
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HAMILTON, New South Wales

Open cut mining has had an immeasurably negative effect on the people and environment in the

Hunter Region already and further expansion of Mangoola will only exacerbate those outcomes.

Mangoola's expansion will have a negative effect on public health, the region's natural environment

(what is left of it), social welfare and, ultimately, climate change.

This project is driven by monetary profit. Yet there are many things are worth more than money,

including public health, irreplaceable nature, the community's social health. I am the son of a coal

miner who lives in Newcastle among many friends who work in coal mines. Despite the money they

earn from their occupations, the job has worsened their health and family relationship. They have

regularly been moved been jobs far away locations, which again puts pressure on their physical

and mental health and family relationships.

This NSW Health Report found that open cut mining in the Hunter is making people and sick and

killing them of the following conditions at greater rates than average:

Compared to the rest of NSW, one or both of Upper Hunter and Lower Hunter, the geographical

regions of HNEAHS that are most affected by open-cut coal mining and power generation activities,

have higher rates of:

an emergency department attendance for asthma and respiratory disease (but also for all other
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conditions, which may indicate a general tendency to greater use of emergency departments in

these regions), hospital admission for all respiratory conditions together and for asthma (Upper

Hunter Only) hospital admission for cardiovascular disease and death from all causes and

cardiovascular disease (lower Hunter only).

These data may indicate an adverse health effect due to exposure to coal mining or coal-fired

power generation activities in HNEAHS, or may be due to other factors (such as smoking, for

example, which is higher in adults in Upper Hunter, although not statistically significantly higher).

Thus they do not establish that these adverse health effects are attributable to air pollution or to

any other specific exposure.

Further investigation is required to determine the role of pollutant exposures. Once the level and

distribution of exposure to pollutants from coal mining and power

generation is established, any health effects resulting from these pollutant exposures can be

assessed. Other recognised disease risk factors, such as smoking, poor diet, lack of exercise,

occupational hazards and lack of effective use of self-management strategies should also be

considered as possible contributors to the poorer health of residents of some areas of HNEAHS.

https://www.health.nsw.gov.au/environment/Publications/HNE-respi-cardio-disease.pdf

The min will also draw more water than is reliably available in the region. This water is needed for

communities and agriculture and the environment. The huge amount used by this mine cannot be

balanced against those more important uses.

I am also against the expansion of coal mining in general in NSW due to the industry's contribution

to climate change.

Expansion of col mining in the Hunter should end and a transition to more diverse economy started

in earnest.
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ROUCHEL, New South Wales

I object to the extension of the Mangoola Coal Mine. This is predominantly due to the immediate

and ongoing effects that it will continue to have on our local community, particularly in regards to air

and water quality. Many members of our community have been forced to be displaced as a result of

the existence of this mine, from farms they have held for generations and are now unable to reap

the benefits of or even sell due to its significantly decreased value. Additionally, there is a severe

opportunity cost of seeing more land and water devoted to mining rather than sustainable industries

such as agriculture, thoroughbreds or wine. As such, there are significant issues for the health and

wellbeing of our community. You must ask yourself whether the Hunter can sustain another open

cut mine given the ongoing effects from air quality, dust, noise and destruction of property.
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

I strongly object to the expansion of the Mangoola Mine.

The fact that coal has a finite life makes is implausible to continue to mine and decimate the land

and communities affected for such a short term and then have the land unusable for 20 years as

well as a great big hole in the ground that will have water in it that is not suitable for any agricultural

use and in this time of drought would be a difficult sight to see. Imagine being able to see water

and not be able to use it?

People are being uprooted from their homes (some that have lived in them for generations) and

tearing apart a community that has thrived since the early 1900s. Those that choose to sell can't

due to property devaluation and no one wanting to buy a property that is so close to a mine and

have to deal with all the mine dust (even though we are told that we are not affected by dust

significantly), noise and uncertainty, and if they are bought out, where do they go? If they want to

continue the lifestyle they have then they have to move right away from the area and then they

have to find comparable land size and productivity - not an easy task. If they decide to stay and

downsize then they still have to find another dwelling when they really didn't want to in the first

place.

I find it laughable that the modelling gives a line where the dust and noise end. We are just outside

their "zone" and funnily enough the dust and noise do not just stop where the line is, we have black

grimy dust in our pool and on our house and solar panels. The noise has increased, which will only

get worse as it gets closer. How can a number be put on someone's lifestyle?
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People's health in the area is being affected. I have never suffered hayfever in my life but since

Mangoola opened I have increasing been subjected to bouts of hayfever, I can only assume that it

will not improve if the expansion goes ahead. I have gone away and had no issues and then come

home only to have it start again. My children also have suffered from hayfever which they never did

before.

Mangoola has stated that it will employ up to 480 people however 400 people already work at

Mangoola and they will only be employing a further 80 at the most and the construction phase will

only be contractors and not permanent employees. The information sent out I feel is misleading as

it implies that they will be employing a further 480 people which gives people the feeling that there

will be more jobs available and be happy for the expansion to go ahead. These will not be

guaranteed to be local either which when the final number of employees is revealed people may not

be so happy that they supported the expansion but by then it will be too late.

I strongly objected to this expansion.

I

I don't feel that the expansion will benefit the town of Muswellbrook any more than it already is. The

workers who don't live in the area (and from what I can fathom there area a lot) do not help the

community in any way except for a bit of food for the days they are here and some rent, rent which

could be utilised by the many other residents in the town looking for accommodation who actually

live in the town full time. The renters of the mine owned houses at Wybong, for the most part, are

not interested in being part of the community. I'm not saying that they have to be, but the fact that

the membership of the Wybong Hall has gone from 50 to 12 is proof that the mine has fractured the

area to a point where it may not recover. The Hall used to have dances every month with in excess

of 80 people coming to these as well as other functions but now, due to the fact that there is no one

left, the Hall only has one to three functions a year.
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ABERDEEN, New South Wales

I am writing to object to the continuation of the Mangoola Coal Mine.

I don't believe the Upper Hunter region can sustain the current level of mining in the area without

serious impacts to the health and wellbeing of its residents and our other existing industries and I

feel this specific project creates some significant risks for the Upper Hunter community.

In particular, the NSW Government has yet to set an evidence based cap on air pollution for this air

shed, or on water pollution for this catchment. I therefore think the precautionary principle should

be applied and no additional impacts (in terms of the extent or duration of air and water pollution)

should be approved without this cap in place.

Furthermore, I believe the continuation of this mine needs to be fairly evaluated against the

opportunity costs. The Upper Hunter Community has expressed through its recent submissions to

this Department, that it prefers a future based on more sustainable industries including agriculture

and tourism. Any additional impact on our environment, our air quality or the quantity and quality of

water impacts that alternative future.

This continuation of this mine will push more residents out of the region as they seek to move away

from its impacts. This robs the area of talent for other industries, community connectedness and its
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sense of history.

The rehabilitation plan for this mine is inadequate. It should be the policy of the NSW Government

that no additional open voids can be left in the Upper Hunter landscape.

Finally, the continuation of this mine should be rejected on the basis of its climate change impacts

and intergenerational equity. Rough calculations indicate that the Scope 3 emissions from this

project are roughly equivalent to Australia's entire Paris Target. At a time when Pacific leaders are

calling for Australia to develop a transition plan and when other countries around the world are

moving away from coal it is entirely inappropriate to effectively sign off on further dangerous

emissions.
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SCONE, New South Wales

I am a member of a family which has farmed cattle in the Upper Hunter for the last 100+ years. I

am in my 20’s, I have a great love of the land and the Upper Hunter area. I wish to help ensure it

remains intact to be enjoyed for future generations. I have relatives who live close to Mangoola

Coal Mine and I have major concerns about this project based on the following:

• I have concerns regarding the direct impact of coal operations on air quality and thereby the

health of residents in the Upper Hunter. There have been recent multiple repeated air quality

exceedances due to the already existing mine operations in the Upper Hunter. If approved, the

project would only serve to increase exceedances and directly impact the local communities.

• Our water resources are critical to the residents and the already existing sustainable industries in

the area. I do not feel it is appropriate for any amount of risk to be presented to the water

resources in the area.

• I feel there should be consideration of the climate change issue and that no further mining

operations should be developed in this area. Instead there should be priority and focus placed on

development of sustainable industries and renewable energy alternatives to mining.

• The impact on land values in the local area which will negatively impact residents both financially

and socially. Some residents are likely to be unable to sell their properties in the future due to the

proximity of the project. There will also be a social impact on the local community due to residents

leaving and reluctance of new residents to move to the area due to the project and its impacts.

I am currently studying an Economics Degree at University with an Agricultural Economics major. I
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feel enough is enough in the Upper Hunter Region. It is time the Planning Department and the

NSW Government realised we need some balance in the equation of mining versus sustainable

agricultural businesses. As a future farmer continuing as a fifth generation member of my family in

this region, I want to see some certainty and protection of agriculture for my future and generations

to come.
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ABERDEEN, New South Wales

As I am under the age of 18 I am writing to object to this project on the grounds of climate change

impacts and intergenerational equity.
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SEGENHOE, New South Wales

I am writing to object to the continuation of the Mangoola Coal Mine. I appreciate that this Mine

employs some local people (and a good percentage of DIDO workers) however I don't think this

area can sustain the number of mines it already has.

Over the past 20 years or more I've seen our air quality deteriorate to a worrying level. I worry

about the health of my children and grandchildren and don't feel in good conscience that I can ask

them to keep living here. If they don't, it means yet more local talent being lost to other regions

because we can't provide a healthy environment - which is to say that the NSW Government

refuses to provide a healthy environment.

Enough is enough. Please allow this mine to close as it was intended to so we can start repairing

the health of our environment and our community.
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SEGENHOE, New South Wales

As a long time resident of the Wybong area I am writing to object to the continuation of the

Mangoola Coal Project.

This project has already caused damage through its blasting activities, which are too close to

existing residences and which need to be curtailed. It has also decimated what was a strong and

happy local community and I believe has done irreparable damage to the groundwater systems

throughout this area (which no one fully understands).

Our region does not need the number of mines it currently has - which are largely for the export

market and not owned by Australian companies or shareholders. What we do need are quality

small holdings (which are in ever-shrinking supply), a place to call home, enough clean air and

water to support food production and a healthy environment for our children.

Please refuse this application which is not in the best long term interests of local residents

including my family and I.
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SCONE, New South Wales

I am 5th generation of an Upper Hunter cattle breeding operation. I am 18 years old and wish to

ensure the future of our local farms and farmers; and the health and well-being of our communities.

I have relatives who live in the local area near Mangoola Coal Mine and visit there often. I oppose

this project based on the following reasons:

• The Upper Hunter already has multiple mining operations which currently impact negatively on air

quality – evidenced by repeated air quality exceedances. Any additional operations such as this

project will only serve to exacerbate this issue. Air quality exceedances have a negative impact on

the health of all residents in the Upper Hunter. It is important to ensure clean air and healthy living

conditions for our current and future generations living in the area. This project will only add to the

already serious air quality issues in the Upper Hunter and should not be approved on this issue

alone.

• Water resources are essential to the sustainable agricultural industries already operating in the

Upper Hunter. I feel it is important to preserve and ensure the security of water resources for

sustainable industries including agriculture, thoroughbreds and wine. Any threat to this resource

would severely and negatively impact those agricultural enterprises; which would otherwise have

the potential to produce and employ in the area for generations to come. I understand Mangoola

has already exceeded its previously forecast levels of water usage which I consider a threat to our

sustainable industries' water resources.

• In relation to the climate change issue, it is time that the Planning Department and NSW
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Government consider this seriously in their decision making; and support alternative, innovative

and sustainable industries in conjunction with renewable energy projects, as opposed to additional

high emission, fossil fuel industry projects.

• Impact on Sustainable Industries - I feel strongly about supporting and ensuring that our

agricultural industry in the Upper Hunter is protected, to ensure it continues to provide food and

employment for our communities for an unlimited time. With the multiple mining operations already

in existence in the Upper Hunter there is a real risk of imbalance between mining and agriculture if

further operations are approved. The negative health and environmental impacts presented by the

project outweigh the relative short term employment opportunities for a limited number workforce. In

contrast, our local agricultural industries can ensure sustainable, long term employment

opportunities for the community without fear or risk of a resource being depleted and the

employment opportunities drying up.

• Noise and Visual Impacts - this project will negatively impact the local community due to

increased noise and visual impacts

• Negative impact on land values - the project will decrease local property values and therefore will

financially disadvantage local residents, some of whom may even be unable to sell their properties

due to the impacts of the project.

• Community/Social Impacts - the project will contribute to further community degradation which

has already occurred as a result of existing mining operations in the area. A number of residents

will leave the area due to the project's impacts and others who remain will have the spirit and

strength of their local community diminished as a result.
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SCONE, New South Wales

I am 5th generation of a farming family which has resided and worked in the Upper Hunter for more

than 100 years. I have relatives who live in close proximity to Mangoola Coal Mine and I strongly

oppose this project. The cumulative issue of mines in the Hunter Valley poses a very tangible threat

to its agricultural and tourism industries - both of which are long term, sustainable and

environmentally-friendly. The Upper Hunter in particular boasts strong tourism drawings to regions

such as Glenbawn Dam, the Barrington Tops and the numerous bush walks around the region. The

continuous expansion of open cut coal mines could turn the Upper Hunter into a barren landscape

similar to that around Singleton and the army base.

The issues/impacts supporting my opposition to this project include:

1. Environmental - this project will increase the significant negative impacts mining is already

having on our local environment. With reference to the Rocky Hill decision by Chief Justice

Preston, now is the time that rapid and deep decreases in emissions are needed to ensure climate

targets can be met. Additional mining is not needed and is considered a tipping point in terms of

long term negative impacts on our environment.

2. Air Quality - the Upper Hunter currently experiences regular air quality exceedances. The valley's

airshed is already overburdened by existing mining operations with cumulative impacts including

increased incidence of respiratory disease. We do not need or want to be increasing the footprint

of existing mining operations. This will only lead to greater air quality issues and exceedances,

putting our communities and their health at even greater risk; and further threatening our other
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sustainable agricultural industries.

3. Noise - increased noise pollution due to increased size of mining operations, increased number

of machinery movements and proximity to residences

4. Social/Community - the project will directly impact the health, wellbeing and spirit of the local

community due to the to air quality, noise, visual, and financial impacts (related to decreased land

values).

5. Land Values - local land values will decline if the project proceeds and some landholders may be

unable to sell their properties at all. Any potential buyers will be unwilling to be subjected to the

numerous negative impacts of the project and will therefore seek properties elsewhere.

6. Future Sustainable Industries - any further mining projects in the area increase the already

excessive cumulative impacts of existing mining operations and threaten the future of other

sustainable industries in the area such as agriculture, thoroughbreds and wine. We want to ensure

the Hunter Valley is preserved for the future of these industries with a clean, green, pristine

environment to ensure their certainty. This project greatly threatens the environment with the many

negative impacts on the landscape, air and water resources.
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MUSWELLBROOK, New South Wales

RE: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project Application No SSD 8642

I would like to submit my objection to the proposed extension of mining north of Wybong Road and

Big Flat Creek Wybong. I am a resident and property owner at Castle Rock and I have lived here

for 58 years along with my family. We have been witness to the extensive changes in our local area

and the impact that has had on our lives and our neighbourhood.

Our concerns and objections are as follows:

• Proximity - The Mangoola mine is approx. 7 km from our residence and with the proposed

extension being north of the existing mine it will be coming closer towards our home. With this

comes the potential to create more impact on our lives, our health and our well-being

• Air Quality & Dust Levels – the level of dust and air pollutants have definitely increase over the

past 15 years due to mining and Mangoola contribute to these increases in our area. We are

extremely concerned about the increase of dust and pollutants due to the extension of Mangoola

Mine because of the closeness of mining activities to our home. We have seen an increase in the

dust we breath, dust on our buildings inside and outside, dust in our water tanks and drinking

water, and dust on our vegetation and bushlands.

• Noise – As the proposed mine extension will be closer to our residence there is a major concern

about the emission of noise levels by the open cut machines and operations. The impact of noise

levels and vibrational levels has the potential to affect our well-being and may have a cumulative

effect on the health of my family. Family members have experienced disturbed sleep because of
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mining activities from Mangoola Mine in the past and the possibility of this being an unbearable

issue will increase.

• Underground Water and water balance – we are concerned about the loss of underground water

and water balance which would directly affect our farming activities and our ability to sustain

vegetation.

• Blasting – Being closer to us the impact of mine blasting is a concern. There is the possibility of

vibrational movement to our buildings causing cracking and damage. Also a concern about blasting

creating more dust and pollutants over our home and area.

• Traffic & Transportation – We are also concerned about the increase of traffic and transportation

on the Wybong road. Both myself and my family use this road to travel to and from work and also

to go to Muswellbrook and Merriwa on regular basis and any increase on country roads has the

potential to cause problems and even accidents.

• Impact to our Neighbourhood – Finally we are concerned about the overall impact of mining on

our neighbourhood. The decrease of community and decrease of local people who care about the

community and the decrease of the value of our property are of extreme concern to myself and my

family.
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Mudgee, New South Wales

I strongly object to the Mangoola extension application, for the following reasons:

- If approved, the project will further destroy the property value of my family home, leaving my

parents with a stranded asset and very little option to relocate due to the inability to sell the

property. They have had the property advertised for sale for many months, with no serious buyers

coming forward. The stress and angst that this mine already causes my parents is nearly

intolerable for them, and if approved this will only get worse. Glencore has indicated they have no

intention of purchasing the property, which leaves my parents with no option but to tolerate what

would be significantly worsened noise, dust and negative amenity impacts.

- The noise and dust impacts of this mine must be considered cumulatively. The air quality in the

entire region is incredibly poor. We would certainly never consider investing in property in the

region, because of the poor air quality. We find it increasingly less enjoyable to visit the region on

weekends because of the changing environment caused by large scale open cut mining. The

Hunter region was a renowned tourist region - this is now under threat.

- The Muswellbrook local government area, and the Hunter region generally, is at risk of losing any

diversity of industry that remains as a result of continued expansion of large scale open cut mining

projects. There is total lack of diversified industry in the Muswellbrook LGA.

- Beyond Muswellbrook and the Hunter region, intergenerational equity issues, such as climate

change and irreversible global warming, must also be seriously considered in the evaluation of a

proposal to continue coal mining on such an immense scale.
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WYBONG, New South Wales

The negative effects of this mine going ahead are considerable deductions in values to our

properties which has been reflected by local properties unable to sell due to news of this

expansion.

We are getting noises from the mine inside our residences at night while the mine is currently 5kms

away from us. They are now proposing to be 2.5kms away from us. A wider buffer zone should be

put in place.

The mine will not commit to compensation if their void in the ground takes away our ground water

supply.

Rental properties owned by Mangoola have had hunting dogs destroy our livestock on two

occasions on our property with Mangoola showing no responsibility for the safety of the local

adjoining landowners.

Destruction of what was a thriving community with approximately 2/3rds of the community gone
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WYBONG, New South Wales

Local landowners have been unable to sell their properties due to the closeness of Mangoola mine

and its planned extension. This has a negative impact on those wishing to sell due to ill health and

retirement eg a widower whose husband passed away from asbestosis and an adult son needing a

full time carer, almost had her property sold until the prospective buyer heard of the news that

Mangoola mine was proposing to extend and withdrew immediately from the sale.

Dwindling local community - once a thriving community the number of local families residing in the

area has decreased.

Destruction of wildlife and the mine's impact on their environment, as well as the closeness of

Mangoola Mine as it approaches the National Reserve between Post Office Road and Ridgelands

Road.

Air and Noise Quality - We are concerned about the unacceptable levels of noise and dust near our

property and in the once peaceful valley that our property resides in, the enjoyment of this quiet

area is being diminished.
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MUSWELLBROOK, New South Wales

I would like to express my objection to the proposed Mangoola Coal extension.

I would like to start off by saying that I am by no means anti mining. I understand the industry is

necessary, I also recognise the economic and employment benefits the industry produces for our

local community.

I am very concerned however that Mangoola’s “community enhancement program” is just a so

called ‘tick of the box’ and provides no certainty for the local land owners that when the time comes

they will be able to sell the homes for what they are worth. We are not talking huge, frankly very

unrealistic sums of money. We are talking about people being able to sell their homes for what they

are valued, as if there wasn’t a fully operational open cut coal mine within kilometres of their

homes. Because this is a consistent issue being raised by local residents I am surprised that it can

be overlooked is such a way, the “community enhancement program” I feel is completely

disrespectful and in no way going to help counteract this issue.

This particular matter of Mangoola’s proposed extension is very important to me, as I have grown

up on a hobby farm that is very close to the ‘continuous coal project’. I have watched my family

work hard to create a beautiful home, spent countless hours maintaining the property whilst

building lifelong friendships with neighbours. I would hate to see all of this overshadowed, by

financial uncertainty surrounding the ability to get compensation for their declined property value
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due to Mangoolas open cut coal mine operations, continuing on their doorstep.
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Post code: 2320 

 

Type of enquiry: Feedback 

 

Your enquiry is about: Major development proposals 

 

Enquiry details:  

Good evening, I’m writing to provide feedback on the plans to extend the Mangoola coal 

mine as requested via ABC News. I want to request in the strongest terms that this mine 

not be extended. I’m a young Australian coming to terms with the horrific consequences 

of climate change that my generation and my generations’ children faces, and knowing 

how much my government is contributing to this future is incredibly disheartening. I can 

only hope that the Dept. Planning acknowledges the severe and long-term impacts the 

mining industry has on our beautiful country, and the terrible consequences that arise 

from scarring our landscape open-cut mining—all for finite benefits that are not worth the 

cost. The Department ought to be well aware what these terrible consequences are, and 

if not...consult some climate and environmental scientists. Who knows, you might find 

resounding evidence condemning practices such as open-cut mining. Please, instead of 

extending this mine, pour your money—my money, as a taxpayer on moderate income—

into renewable, clean energy. Don’t waste money on projects and developments like 

open-cut mines, that create/sustain some jobs now...but that will leave a mess for my 

generation to clean up 10, 20 years down the line.  
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

I object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project because of the following concerns;

My family and I have saved up for several years to purchase our farm where were we can make a

profitable business to support our family, which will now be worth a substantial amount less if the

MCCO Project is approved and out property will be unsaleable.

• Information provided by comprehensive Social Impact Assessment identified property devaluation

as the biggest concern, yet their mitigation measure is to develop a community enhancement

program which is not a helpful source as this is not going to help my property value that will

decrease by hundreds of thousands of dollars (which has been advised by a real estate agent that

have valued our property twice within the last 4 years, and also have been advised by an

independent property evaluator that our house will be unsaleable and stale within the market if the

MCCO project is approved) Mangoola has not helped, nor have they seemed to care about our

decreasing property value.

• When confronted about the 38dB (A) noise line shown on figure 3 in the combined noise contours

all year all time period map in the summary booklet the contour line follows our whole property

boundary fence, even as far as following the dips and corners which seem unlikely that noise will

follow a boundary line, but seems convenient that Mangoola Coal Operations owns the property
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next to us and both properties are completely flat with no hills or rises within the contour of the

land. Being able to hear the mine, inside our home and continuously getting worse and they are

mining in their current mine plans how can they move over 3 kilometers closer and the noise levels

not raise substantially, we have already had incidence when the noise levels are unbearable at

night to the point it had keep our whole family awake at night, where we rang the Mangoola

Community Hotline several times and there were no measures put in place to make the noise

better until the EPA was call and within 10 minutes the operation was shut down. In my personal

opinion I do not think that these complaints made to this hotline are taken seriously.

• Our underground water source will be effected by the proposed mine extension, as a young

farming family struggling to make ends meet within the worst drought in Australia we have

continued to establish a profitable farming business that will now be effected by Mangoola and we

will potentially loose our water source we have paid many thousands of dollars for as you could

imagine this is hard to come to terms with as this will then be dramatically effecting our business

and our income. Mangoola do offer bore monitoring for private landholders but with the figures of

the noise testing being so suss I find it hard to believe the figures will not be made to accommodate

the mine not us. They have told us they will affect ground water but seem unless I can prove it was

them affecting it; it’s just bad luck- another case of guilty until you can prove yourself innocent. Not

to mention Mangoola hold most of the water licences within the area which makes it extremely hard

for people to expand their enterprises when there are no water allocations available and they are

not willing to give them up. How can farmers running a business compete with a multi-million dollar

business???

• Within the biodiversity offset areas the proposed offset areas that are outlined, seems strange to

want to purchase properties that will not even slightly be affected by the operations of the mine and

purchase more farming land from the community rather than purchasing properties that are closely

impacted and suffer from the coal mine every day which could be used as the same thing.

• The impact that we experience from the dust is that unbearable it is almost impossible to have the

windows and door open in our house to get fresh air, the impact of this dust cannot be good for our

health and the state it leaves our house in at times is embarrassing, but as we have been told

before from Mangoola Employees the dust does not come from Mangoola and good luck proving it.

• I feel being 1 of the 2 privately owned bore holders within this operation I will be dramatically

impacted by this and be substantially left out of pocket. I then in turn will not be able to make my

farm a sustainable or have a profitable business and my crops, cattle and family will be sadly

impacted. Water NSW has informed me that my bore quality and flow rate will be affected if this

operation is approved.

It is of large concern that there is not much of the Wybong Community left as Mangoola has
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already affected the community once and it is nearly making it impossible for people to be able to

move on from the project without being severely impacted, the amount of stress and worry that the

MCCO project puts on families is not fair and people should not have to be put in these difficult

situations within their own home and community, people love the rural lifestyle for the serenity and

it seems that more and more it is sadly disappearing within this area.
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SCONE, New South Wales

I am a resident of the Upper Hunter and I strongly object to this project. My children are 5th

generation of our family of graziers at Scone. We have relatives living close by to Mangoola Coal

Mine who we visit regularly. The Upper Hunter is already suffering the effects of the cumulative

impacts of so many mining operations in the area. Our community is striving for a sustainable and

healthy future with diversity of industry and long term employment. We want to ensure this

sustainable future for our children and we want to protect our farms, our air and our water

resources. I strongly object to the project based on the following:

1. Air Quality/Health – due to the already existing multiple mining operations, the Upper Hunter

currently experiences regular air quality exceedances. Our airshed is already overburdened by

existing mining operations with cumulative impacts including increased incidence of respiratory

disease (especially asthma) and low birthweights for babies. Our local sustainable agricultural

industries rely on the clean, green and pristine air which our area has been known and valued for.

We do not need or want to be increasing the footprint of existing mining operations. This will only

lead to greater air quality issues and exceedances, putting our communities and their health at

even greater risk; and further threatening our other sustainable agricultural industries.

2. Water Resources - we depend on our water resources to support and sustain agricultural

enterprises in the Upper Hunter. The security of our water resources is threatened by mining

operations. I understand Mangoola has previously exceeded their own forecasts for water usage.

We cannot afford to be threatening water resources essential for long term sustainable industries
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such as agriculture and thoroughbreds for short term economic benefit from coal mining, which is

also to the detriment of the environment.

3. Noise - the project will result in increased unacceptable noise impacts on the community and

residents in proximity to the mine.

4. Community/Social - the project will contribute to the ongoing degradation of the local community

- in both numbers and spirit. Many residents will leave the area due to the negative environmental,

air quality and noise impacts. For those who are unable to sell their properties (due to decreased

land values or lack of buyers due to the impact of a mine being in close proximity), as well as those

that feel they have no choice but to move away, this will lead to solastalgia (a form of mental or

existential distress caused by the negative transformation of one's environment).

5. Land Values - the project will directly negatively impact land values within the area. Values will

decrease and lead to an inability for some residents to sell their properties due to the negative

impacts (air quality/noise/light) from the project encroaching on their properties.

5. Environmental - this project will increase the already multiple negative impacts which mining is

already having on our local environment. With reference to the Rocky Hill decision by Chief Justice

Preston, now is the time that rapid and deep decreases in emissions are needed to ensure climate

targets can be met. The cumulative impacts from the already existing multiple mines in the Upper

Hunter already significantly impact the environment. Additional mining is not needed and is

considered a tipping point in terms of long term negative impacts on our environment.
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

I wish to state my objection to the proposed Mangoola Coal continuous operations project.

My family have lived in Manobalai in the Upper Hunter for almost 16 years. I grew up in the house

that my parents still reside in, and so I remember the process of renovating the house that was

originally on the property and the time and resources spent in the process. The idea of my home

losing a lot of its value due to a coal mines expansion is devastating. I truly believe that the

proposed ‘Community Enrichment Program’ is not at all beneficial to the Wybong/Manobalai

community and will not draw the interest of prospective buyers when Mangoola Coal’s mine is so

close to our community’s doorstep.

I am not at all against Coal Mining, but I do wish to object to this project as a result of it’s

unfairness to the surrounding properties and landowners. The loss of property value is too great to

allow this project to move forward without compensation for the landowners, in the form of a

guarantee that said landowners have the right to be bought out at their property’s market value.

The mental health concerns around this mine’s extension in the Manobalai community are

tremendous, as landowners are already facing great challenges under the idea that their properties

are now unwanted by prospective buyers.
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The environmental concerns are also of great impact, as the dust and noise pollution of the air are

already noticeable enough to make a difference in the lives of landowners. Considering Australia is

the third largest exporter of carbon dioxide in fossil fuels, our potential for further environmental

damage is great1. The estimated 60 million tonnes per annum of greenhouse gas emissions

generated by electricity and heat production represent approximately 36.5% of NSW’s emissions

alone2. This doesn’t even account for the fossil fuels we send overseas to be used in other

countries, which is more than Australia’s production alone. These figures are alarming, and with our

current knowledge of climate change and the impacts of global warming that are becoming more

apparent, these figures aren’t to be taken lightly.

Aside from the environmental harm and depreciation in value of properties surrounding this mine,

my home is important to me, and it is somewhere that I can relax and feel comfortable in the

surroundings of my childhood. I am currently studying at university in Canberra and so coming

home to my beautiful farm is always the highlight of my year. I have also built so many relationships

with surrounding landowners, and it would be devastating to lose everything that is tied in with our

property and the surrounding community.

1. Kilvert, N. (2019). Australia is the third-biggest exporter of CO2 from fossil fuels in the world.

Why?. [online] ABC News. Available at: https://www.abc.net.au/news/science/2019-08-19/australia-

co2-exports-third-highest-worldwide/11420654 [Accessed 23 Aug. 2019].

2. Dpi.nsw.gov.au. (2019). Projected impacts of climate changes on mining | NSW Department of

Primary Industries. [online] Available at: https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/content/research/topics

/climate-change/mining [Accessed 23 Aug. 2019].
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Wybong, New South Wales

Rebecca Bailey

2 Yarraman ROW

Wybong NSW 2333

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing in objection to the extention of Mangoola Coal at Wybong NSW 2333.

I have called Wybong home for the last 26 years of my life, I grew up at 1471 Ridgelands Road in

Wybong. When the mine first opened up here it impacted the country town we have out here

significantly, with a lot of my friends moving away and less and less people getting on the school

bus or attending local events however I never expected to be impacted by the mine so significantly

in the years to come.

I moved out of the family home when I was 17 and had finished school and I recently came back to

the area to help family. My grandad and nan have a large farm in the area and our family has

owned property locally for more than a century. My grand father is in his late 70’s and running a

farm on his own and my partner and I decided to make the move out to Wybong to assist him

where we can.

We were so excited to buy our first home together after years of savings & we thought we had

found the perfect balance between obtaining a hobby farm & close enough to help my

grandpartents when needed and with a bit of work we could make the house a home and exactly

Search by Project Name or ID

03/10/19, 5:35 pm https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/submission/...



how we wanted it, however just 3 weeks after the settlement came through when we were still on a

high from the excitement that is owning our first home together, we received a devastating call from

Jason at Mangoola advising that they would like to meet with us as the mine is applying for an

extention and we were in a zone that meant they needed to speak with us, we were and still are

devastated.

This call put everything on hold for us, as has done for the last 2+ years and has affected us with

the inability to renovate as we cannot be certain that the money we borrow to do so will be obtained

back as the houses in the area have become impossible to sell, we are already stuck with a

property that we make no money off (unlike most in the area our farm is just a hobby) that is going

to be impossible to sell without the renovations that are required. The proposed Community

enhancement program that is mentioned to combat this social impact is laughable and completely

insufficient, I also find it completely incorrect and misrepresented that the impact of this has gone

from being High to Moderate.

The mine noise is keeping us both away at night because of the uncertainty of our future, which is

affecting our mental health.

If Mangoola could help the local property owners and make a policy that if property cannot be sold

in the area within “reasonable amount” of months of a reasonably listing with a real estate they

would buy the property out. This would make our claims null and void as this is our main concern,

we cannot afford to go and buy another property without selling this one first and do not wish to

own an investment property.

We have requested from Mangoola several times special noise testing at our property due to the

unique formation on the hills behind us however our requests have been ignored along with our

request for assistance in having air con installed which was denied.

We are constantly cleaning up mining dust from our home and I can only imagine the impact that

this is having on our health. We are already dealing with the fact that we have been affected by

severe drought for the last few years with only tank water and we cannot afford to continue to clean

up after the mine using our precious drinking water.

We received minimal benefits from the funds that Mangoola has, the Muswellbrook shire council

make an excessive amount of money from the mine however the Wybong community miss out

again, we have limited if no services in the area, no mobile phone reception, expensive limited

satellite internet, no garbage collection, no town water or sewerage.

The Wybong area was an escape for us, being able to drive out of town where you are surrounded

by mines, we would drive down Ridgeland Road where there are trees and a rural outlook, this will

now just be another mine that we have to drive past only minutes from our home.

I have a job where there are always opportunities to progress your career however due to the

unsure nature of my current living situation and if we will sell our house or now if i do take

something in another area i have been unable to take any of these opportunities which has a direct

impact on my career.

The local community has suffered greatly, the local hall events see dwindling numbers and reduced
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enthusiasm to hold events due to this which is impacted by the mine, the local fire brigade is

unable to recruit new numbers due to the dwindling numbers of home owners living in the area and

the people they are putting in the mining houses around are less than interested in the local

community and more interested in the cheap rent.

We have lost our human right to be able to have options in our future, we do not want to own a

house in Wybong for the rest of our lives if not for the next few years however Mangoola Mine has

impacted our future by taking away our option to sell up and move.

I Rebecca Bailey of 2 Yarraman ROW Wybong NSW 2333 are against the extention of the

Mangoola Mine Project as it affects my financial future, my career, my health, my mental health

wellbeing and my community.

It deeply saddens me that I no longer want to live in a community that I have called home for my

whole life and this is through no fault of my own and all the fault of Mangoola Mine who have ruined

the Wybong community as we know it.
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1

Gen Seed

From:
Sent: Tuesday, 3 September 2019 11:53 AM
To: Gen Seed
Subject: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project SSD-8642 - objection

Genieve, 
 
Could I please lodge an anonymous objection to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project SSD-
8642 proposal on the following grounds: 

 additional and continuing dust emissions adding to the already extremely poor air quality in the Upper Hunter.
 additional greenhouse gas emissions, both direct and indirect, at a time when record temperatures are being 

set across the globe and greenhouse gas emissions need to be drastically reduced. 
 additional impacts on the already very negatively impacted communities, especially Wybong, to the north of 

the existing mine. 
 threats to the wildlife corridor from the Great Eastern Ranges to the Manobalai Nature reserve. 
 continuing noise emissions. 
 destruction of property value. 
 another final void left by mining operations. 

 
Thank you, 
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FRAZERS CREEK, New South Wales

I wish to make a submission on part of the above application ie Appendix 15 Historic Heritage

Assessment.

I am objecting to the development because Appendix 15 Historic Heritage Assessment has failed in

a number of areas: -

1. Failed to identify all the historic heritage within the vicinity of the MCCO Project.

2. Reliance on existing databases does equate to locating all heritage within the area, as Manning

Clark stated, ‘a good historian needs a notebook and a stout pair of boots’. In other words, get out

and look.

3. A visual assessment was made of the area to capture items that may have escaped the existing

database, but this consisted of two days. Totally inadequate when the area being studied is

considered.

4. Appendix 15 Historic Heritage Assessment starts to consider the settlement of the area with

Table 4.1 Wybong Land Settlers between 1861 and 1889, but the report does not cover an on the

ground assessment for archaeological remains. The Table lists 43 settlers, these sites could not be

inspected in two days.

5. There is no mention in the assessment of utilising Crown Plans of the early Portion, which may

have provided evidence of settlement.
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6. This assessment relied on data in the Umwelt, 2008, Historical Heritage Review, prepared on

behalf of Xstrata Mangoola Pty Ltd. It had a number of errors, which have been perpetuated. An

example is the information re 4.5.4 Callatoota on page 43, all is incorrect which also contradicts the

information in 4.3.1. of the present assessment. If one notes an area as incorrect, how much else

in the assessment is incorrect?

7. A number of properties within the Historic Heritage Study Area have not been mentioned ie

Reynolds Winery (contains 1840s sandstone Bengalla Homestead) and Ridgeland which had been

owned by NSW Police.

Mangoola Coal has a policy of total removal of any European Heritage within areas they control.

Table 5.3 pp.59-60 provides the evidence.

It is critical that this assessment (Historic Heritage) be accurate and comprehensive. It needs to

guide the recording of surface finds and archaeological evaluation of subsurface material. While

items may be of very low heritage value in a larger context, they are very high value to the history

of the Wybong area and the people who settled here.

Hoping my submission will be taken into consideration when evaluating the Mangoola Coal Project.

I wish to make a submission on part of the above application ie Appendix 15 Historic Heritage

Assessment.

I am objecting to the development because Appendix 15 Historic Heritage Assessment has failed in

a number of areas: -

1. Failed to identify all the historic heritage within the vicinity of the MCCO Project.

2. Reliance on existing databases does equate to locating all heritage within the area, as Manning

Clark stated, ‘a good historian needs a notebook and a stout pair of boots’. In other words, get out

and look.

3. A visual assessment was made of the area to capture items that may have escaped the existing

database, but this consisted of two days. Totally inadequate when the area being studied is

considered.

4. Appendix 15 Historic Heritage Assessment starts to consider the settlement of the area with

Table 4.1 Wybong Land Settlers between 1861 and 1889, but the report does not cover an on the

ground assessment for archaeological remains. The Table lists 43 settlers, these sites could not be

inspected in two days.

5. There is no mention in the assessment of utilising Crown Plans of the early Portion, which may

have provided evidence of settlement.

6. This assessment relied on data in the Umwelt, 2008, Historical Heritage Review, prepared on

behalf of Xstrata Mangoola Pty Ltd. It had a number of errors, which have been perpetuated. An
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example is the information re 4.5.4 Callatoota on page 43, all is incorrect which also contradicts the

information in 4.3.1. of the present assessment. If one notes an area as incorrect, how much else

in the assessment is incorrect?

7. A number of properties within the Historic Heritage Study Area have not been mentioned ie

Reynolds Winery (contains 1840s sandstone Bengalla Homestead) and Ridgeland which had been

owned by NSW Police.

Mangoola Coal has a policy of total removal of any European Heritage within areas they control.

Table 5.3 pp.59-60 provides the evidence.

It is critical that this assessment (Historic Heritage) be accurate and comprehensive. It needs to

guide the recording of surface finds and archaeological evaluation of subsurface material. While

items may be of very low heritage value in a larger context, they are very high value to the history

of the Wybong area and the people who settled here.

Hoping my submission will be taken into consideration when evaluating the Mangoola Coal Project.
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Back to Submission List

Submission for: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Objects

SINGLETON, New South Wales

Enough damaging the environment. No benefits to future generations, poor water and global

warming. Dust is killing our once beautiful valley

Search by Project Name or ID
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BULGA, New South Wales

I am writing to send my strong objection to this project that will contribute yet more particulate

pollution to the Hunter Valley air shed. Yet another final void that will eventually fill with toxic water

that the tax payer of the future will have to deal with. Climate change impacts (on rough numbers

the Scope 3 emissions from this extension would be more than Australia's entire Paris

commitment). The potential loss of more community members displaced by mining and the

opportunity cost of seeing more land and water devoted to mining rather than more sustainable

industries are all significant issues for the health and wellbeing of our community. This project This

already very negatively impacted community to the North of the existing mine are greatly

threatened by this proposed project. The Wybong community will be decimated.

Wildlife corridor from the Great Eastern Ranges to the Manobalai Nature reserve will be

threatened.

Also all the common negative impacts from mining on a community of increased dust, noise,

destruction of property value.

Can the Hunter air quality sustain another open cut mine with another final void? This project

should NOT proceed.

Sincerely,

Robert McLaughlin

Search by Project Name or ID
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WANDINA, Western Australia

I do not support the Mangoola Coal continuing operations. As I believe this new site has more

cultural background than reviewed in the submission and our Australian cultural history will be

distorted as well as fauna and flora on the new site proposed. This site should be preserved for our

future generations.

Search by Project Name or ID
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MOOBI, New South Wales

I object to the proposed Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

1. The cumulative health costs of mining in the Upper Hunter are insurmountable. The public

benefit of the project does not outweigh the public costs.

2. The Upper Hunter is now over saturated with open cut coal mining impacts. No additional

impacts can be tolerated. No more final voids should be approved.

The era of the political economy is almost over, and its demise cannot come a moment too soon.

No responsible government ought to ever approve such a project because a responsible

government should know that by doing so it fast tracking the demise of the planet. The latest report

from the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) released a couple of weeks ago in

mid-August starkly points out that global land destruction, in which coal mining plays a large part, is

reaching a point where land cannot sustain humanity. We are close to reaching tipping points and

once that happens irreversible climate change will happen.

Fossil fuels are finished, and governments which go along approving projects such as the

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project risk being accused of being in collusion with Big

Corpa in a bid to exact every last cent out of an industry known to kill people, animals, plants and

Search by Project Name or ID
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the planet.

I am a mother and a grandmother: if you approve the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations

Project, you will be condemning my family, and my friends' families and families of the Upper Hunter

and Hunter to the perils of a worsening climate emergency exacerbated in no small part by

Australian politicians who wilfully have chosen to ignore the science of climate change and

evidence.

I object to the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project.

Kind regards,

Sue Abbott
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MANOBALAI, New South Wales

We wish to OBJECT to the above application for the following reasons;

We are very worried about Property valuations. It is hard enough to sell rural property now let alone

when a coal mine is within 4 kms of you. Further I feel property prices have already been impacted

by the existing Mangoola operation therefore existing property prices would have already been

reduced before any future valuations are even taken into account.

Further, Lending rules on rural properties have changed over the past 2 years since we purchased

our property meaning lenders will not lend on Rural properties over 100 acres. Therefore, if we

were to move we would have to significantly down size which will effect our business

operations/Incomes.

Our immediate family (Mother & Father & Sister) live on the same road but own separate properties

allowing us to help each other manage and look after or respective properties, look after children &

elderly parents and just spend quality time together. If we are displaced by Mangoola Coal we are

very unlikely to find 3 properties so close together.

Further our Jobs/Careers are in Muswellbrook, our children are settled into School in Muswellbrook

however if we are forced to sell if is unlikely to find a similar type property in the local area.

Search by Project Name or ID
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I feel we are going to be forced to stay in a dusty, noisy property that is worth nothing to sell

because no one would want to live there!

We are also very concerned about further dust & noise impacts. We are currently affected by Coal

dust on our roof in our tanks and polluting our homes. Obviously, the mine coming closer will

increase the impact.

We do not qualify for any mitigation even though we are impacted.

We do ring the noise hotline but feel our concerns are dismissed. In desperation we have even

rang the EPA to try and get a response.

Obviously opening more ground will increase the dust and what happens when Mangoola are

finished mining and we will be left with open TWO Voids!!!

What effect will the additional 52 Million tons of Coal contribute to Climate Change?

Finally, what will be the effect on our community? Growing up in Wybong we use to have a school

bus full of local children, Dances at the Hall, Christmas parties which always packed the hall

however ever since Mangoola Coal came to the area the Community has been decimated.

I know that Mangoola have proposed a “Community Enhancement program” however you actually

need a community to benefit from these programs therefore I believe the program will not solve the

problem because no one lives in Wybong anymore!

Once again I strongly object to the propose extension.
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Wybong, New South Wales

“Tillabudgery”

760 Ridgelands Road

Wybong NSW 2333

MANGOOLA COAL CONTINUED OPERATIONS PROJECT OBJECTION

I object to the expansion of Mangoola Coal’s operational area to the north and thus considerably

nearer my home. The noise and dust from the existing mine already spoil my quality of life and

devalue my property. Any hint of it moving closer has caused neighbouring properties that were on

the open market becoming unsaleable. Potential buyers have walked away from making an offer

when they learned of the mine expansion.

Mangoola Coal stands to make tens of millions of dollars from selling the coal but that is on the

backs of local residents who only get a severe downgrade on their biggest asset. The Community

Enhancement Programme benefits only those residing in local towns and further away. Items such

as cleaning water tanks and insulating houses goes only part of the way to cleaning up the mess

that they have caused. The Social Impact Assessment clearly indicates the serious effect this mine

expansion will have on those who have to move on for health, retirement, family issues, etc. The

EIS fails to address this issue at all. For this reason alone approval should be denied.

Search by Project Name or ID
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The consequent generation of greenhouse gases both from extraction and later burning of the coal

has not been addressed in mitigating actions. New South Wales and Australia are bound to take

actions under international agreements, let alone protection of their citizens, to curtail and mitigate

the effects of GHG.

The expansion project will add a further void to be left by coal mining in the Upper Hunter without a

long term beneficial use. This wanton damage to the environment to be left as a liability for future

generations cannot be allowed to continue. In a manner similar to the revegetation and remediation

carried out on spoil surfaces the proponent should be compelled to undertake beneficial

remediation of the void area. Examples of beneficial use of voids are present in Australia and

overseas and must be mandated into the mine plan.

The EIS specifically mentions the possible future further expansion of the mining area without

specifying any particular direction. This adds to the uncertainty for nearby landholders and will

further detract from the asset value of their properties and their saleability. Further expansion

should either be spelt out or ruled out.

Wendy Morgan

28th August 2019
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Wybong Concerned Landowners Group 

c/- 20 Yarraman Rd 

Wybong 

NSW 2333 

 

MANGOOLA COAL CONTINUED OPERATIONS PROJECT SSD-8642 

Wybong Concerned Landowners Group is a group of 56 people on 30 properties close to the 

proposed MCCO Project area.  Our diverse group is composed of young families, older 

couples, retirees, working and retired miners and farmers.    

We strongly object to Mangoola Coal’s Continued Operations Project. 

Mangoola Coal’s current mining operation should never have been approved.   The local 

community was devastated and has suffered all the negative impacts from a quiet rural area 

being subjected to a large open cut mine as a neighbour.  No benefits have come to our 

local community. 

 Our environment has been permanently altered.  Our air quality compromised so that we 

worry about the long term effects this will have to our health and that of our children and 

grandchildren. 

Many of us are subjected to noise at a level that awakens us, especially during the winter 

months.  

Our properties have become stranded assets.  Landholders are currently unable to discharge 

their natural property rights of being able to sell when and if they want at a fair unimpacted 

market price. 

The many hectares cleared for the current open cut mine have damaged habitat for fauna 

and flora. 

These are the effects the current mine has had and continues to have on us, the local 

landholders.   We cannot state strongly enough that we do not want any further mining 

activity in our community.  We do not think Glencore has any form of social licence to 

operate currently in our district and do not want them to have approval to do further 

damage. 

We believe through our lived experience to date that all the impacts from this project will 

be negative for the local landholders.  It will exacerbate the already dreadful situation we 

are in.  



We have little faith in Mangoola’s noise and dust modelling due to living here and 

experiencing these impacts first hand. 

 The topography of the area to the North of the mine has a large effect on the noise levels 

experienced. For example the Manobalai Hill bounces noise back over the valley. 

The Mangoola Mine 2018 water take from the Hunter River was more than three and one 

half times more than the 2014 MOD 6 EIS worst case predictions for 2018 in a time of 

unprecedented drought in the Upper Hunter and the state.  That modelling has clearly been 

inaccurate. 

It is impossible to open cut mine without creating dust, noise, devaluation to proximal 

properties and the fracturing of community.  All of these problems are impossible to solve. 

They can possibly be somewhat mitigated, however the result of mitigation is always a poor 

compromise.  The right answer is to give no further permission to destroy more land. 

Residents of Wybong across all age groups currently experience harmful levels of stress.  

Elderly or unwell residents are trapped in their own homes as they are unable to obtain fair 

unimpacted value for their properties when they need to go elsewhere.  People are being 

held hostages in their own homes due to the government’s policies. 

We have young school-aged children who are going to school tired due to being woken by 

mine noise overnight.  There are teenagers who can’t wait to leave their family homes so 

they can get away from the mine.   

We have air quality in this area that is some of the worst in NSW.  The Department of 

Planning should not consider that this project could be approved and add to this problem. 

There would be no equity of benefits from this project.   We believe through discussions 

with a senior Glencore manager that the net profit margin will be about $40/tonne or a 

total net profit to Glencore of about $1.5 billion if this project is approved.  The only 

beneficiary of this proposal to create a new mine north of Wybong Rd would be Glencore 

and those that suffer the consequences will be the remaining survivors of the Wybong 

community. 

Glencore with all its operations in the Hunter Valley should through natural attrition be able 

to relocate the Mangoola workforce as their current operation winds down, with no forced 

loss of jobs.   

We do not want to leave our homes but we do want the ability that all other Australian 

home owners have of being able to do so at a fair and unimpacted price when and if we do 

want to move. 



We feel great nostalgia for the wonderful quiet community we had prior to Mangoola 

starting operations in 2010. We mourn for the undamaged countryside that has been 

destroyed forever.  

We ask that you find that the cost of approving this project is too harmful to the local 

community and environment, the already over-burdened air shed, and way too much for 

the remaining landholders of Wybong. 

We further ask that the Department revisit conditions within the existing Project Approval 

to make changes to better protect our community. 

 

The Wybong Concerned Landholders Group  

23/8/2019 
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2g Glencore Assay 

Summary 

Glencore is not fit and proper to operate in Australia due to its arrant corporate misbehaviour 

throughout the world and growing monopolisation of commodities and capacity to control the 

market, not to mention its corporate tax evasion globally, trade against sanctions and global human 

rights abuses. 

In Australia Glencore assiduously avoids all corporate tax using offshore hubs, inter-company loans, 

currency swaps and other questionable tax avoidance measures leading NSW Public Schools in the 

Upper Hunter to swap equity, equality, comprehensive education, intellectual property and school 

staffing to beg for tied crumbs of CONTROL from Glencore, who now write curricula and mandate 

ONLY content favourable to Glencore be taught in those schools. 
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Glencore at the High Court 

https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/glencore-fails-to-stop-australian-tax-office-using-

paradise-papers-20190814-p52h3l.html 

Glencore International AG v Commissioner of Taxation [2019] HCA 26 14 August 2019 S256/2018 

Glencore Formation 

https://www.businessinsider.com.au/what-is-glencore-2013-7 

http://www.facing-finance.org/en/database/cases/tax-evasion-glencoresteuerflucht-glencore/ 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dyj8 Z8TV0Y 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lwYiPGmqmY0 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RgyqtDPY-xw 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3ItddcAJX8I 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oDmXRAOShwU 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WNYemuiAOfU 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9X0oNUM-9SY 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=I2OOCE2z WM 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tI-Nhu9yemQ 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eNise-2Fyhc 

Glencores Australian Corporate Taxation 

https://www.theguardian.com/news/2017/nov/05/glencore-australian-arm-moved-billions-

through-bermuda 

https://www.bloomberg.com/gadfly/articles/2017-12-13/glencore-is-the-devil-on-mining-s-shoulder 

https://www.icij.org/investigations/paradise-papers/room-of-secrets-reveals-mysteries-of-glencore/ 

https://www.theguardian.com/news/2017/nov/05/glencore-australian-arm-moved-billions-

through-bermuda 

https://www.smh.com.au/business/glencore-tax-bill-on-15b-income-zip-zilch-zero-20140626-

3awg0.html 

https://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/mining-energy/ato-probe-exposes-glencore-to-100m-

tax-bill/news-story/465042e1143ff3359054874a4853abcb 

https://www.miningbusiness.net/content/glencore-xstrata-linked-159m-tax-evasion 

https://data.gov.au/dataset/corporate-transparency/resource/b84c2b8d-c595-4219-987d-

fc1add7f00f0 

Glencore in Australian Politics 

https://thenewdaily.com.au/money/finance-news/2018/02/14/turnbull-invites-glencore-coal-boss/ 
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https://www.icij.org/investigations/paradise-papers/room-of-secrets-reveals-mysteries-of-glencore/ 

https://blogs.crikey.com.au/northern/2017/09/13/glencore-open-transparent-government-little-

edo-nt/https://www.cnbc.com/2018/04/09/glencore-shares-down-as-us-hits-western-investment-

with-russia-sanctions.html 

Glencores Australian Industrial Relations 

http://www.singletonargus.com.au/story/4853766/strike-action-underway-at-glencores-hunter-

valley-operations/ 

http://www.theherald.com.au/story/5116744/union-and-glencore-strike-deal/ 

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-01-25/locked-out-coal-miners-vow-to-continue-6-month-

blockade/9360558 

https://www.dailymercury.com.au/news/glencore-critical-of-locked-out-oaky-north-

miners/3331619/ 

https://www.greenleft.org.au/content/glencore-hiding-profits-abroad-attacking-workers-and-

environment-home 

https://www.themorningbulletin.com.au/news/labor-pollies-greet-agreement-between-miners-and-

g/3373721/ 

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-03-20/qcoal-lodges-complaint-to-ccc-alleged-glencore-illegal-

mining/8367570 

https://www.irishtimes.com/business/paradise-papers-room-of-secrets-on-global-commodities-

giant-glencore-1.3280845 

Glencores Operations 

https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/rio-sells-key-coal-assets-to-glencore-for-2-2bn-

20180320-p4z5cl.html 

https://sg.finance.yahoo.com/news/chinese-control-cobalt-supply-risk-eu-car-industry-143650737--

finance.html 

http://www.acbr.com.au/glencore-signs-massive-cobalt-sale-deal-chinas-gem?language=en 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-10-26/battery-boom-relies-on-one-african-nation-

avoiding-chaos-of-past 

https://www.publiceye.ch/en/news/the guardian the inside story of glencores hidden dealings

in drc/ 

https://www.biznews.com/global-citizen/2018/02/23/corruption-dan-gertler-glencore-drc/ 

https://www.globalwitness.org/ru/press-releases/glencore-redirected-over-75-million-mining-

payments-scandal-hit-friend-president-global-witness-reveals/ 

https://www.icij.org/investigations/paradise-papers/u-s-obtains-swiss-bank-records-congo-

corruption-probe/ 

https://www.publiceye.ch/en/media/press-

release/glencore and appleby plundering in africa apathy in switzerland/ 
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https://transparency.eu/ppcoverage/ 

https://mlexmarketinsight.com/insights-center/editors-picks/anti-bribery-and-corruption/latin-

america/glencore-implicated-by-brazilian-authorities-in-petrobras-corruption-probe 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-08-30/glencore-unit-reaches-zambia-power-deal-

as-president-steps-in 

http://www.facing-finance.org/en/database/cases/severe-health-and-environmental-damages-

mopani-copper-mines-plcschwere-gesundheits-und-umweltschaeden-mopani-copper-mines-plc/ 

https://www.waronwant.org/sites/default/files/WarOnWant ZambiaTaxReport web.pdf 

https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/poverty-matters/2014/aug/20/glencore-report-

european-investment-bank-secrets 

http://www.mining.com/glencore-halts-copper-projects-in-zambia-over-tax-row-83784/ 

https://www.ft.com/content/5bfbd716-afe0-11e2-acf9-00144feabdc0 

https://business-humanrights.org/en/sagittarius-mines-inc-smi?page=3 

http://www.yestolifenotomining.org/glance-philippine-mining-situation/ 

http://www.savingiceland.org/2011/11/from-siberia-to-iceland-century-aluminium-glencore-and-

the-incestuous-world-of-mining/ 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt200910/jtselect/jtrights/5/5we35.htm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



HIGH COURT OF AUSTRALIA 
 

KIEFEL CJ, 

BELL, GAGELER, KEANE, NETTLE, GORDON AND EDELMAN JJ 
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COMMISSIONER OF TAXATION OF THE  

COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA & ORS DEFENDANTS 

 
 

Glencore International AG v Commissioner of Taxation 
[2019] HCA 26 

14 August 2019 
S256/2018 

 

ORDER 
 

1. The demurrer be upheld. 
 
2. The proceeding be dismissed with costs. 
 

 

Representation 
 

I M Jackman SC with T L Phillips for the plaintiffs (instructed by King & 

Wood Mallesons) 

 

S P Donaghue QC, Solicitor-General of the Commonwealth, with 

M J O'Meara for the defendants (instructed by Australian Government 

Solicitor) 

 

 

 

 

Notice:  This copy of the Court's Reasons for Judgment is subject 

to formal revision prior to publication in the Commonwealth Law 

Reports. 
 



 

 

CATCHWORDS 
 
Glencore International AG v Commissioner of Taxation  

 
Privilege – Legal professional privilege – Where documents identified by 

plaintiffs as having been created by law practice for sole or dominant purpose of 

provision of legal advice to plaintiffs – Where privileged documents stolen from 

electronic file management system of law practice and disseminated – Where 

documents obtained by defendants – Where defendants refused to return 

documents to plaintiffs and provide undertaking not to refer to or rely upon 

documents – Where plaintiffs sought injunctive relief in equity's auxiliary 

jurisdiction solely on basis of legal professional privilege – Where plaintiffs did 

not seek injunctive relief on basis of confidentiality or other area of law – Where 

defendants demurred on basis that no cause of action disclosed – Whether legal 

professional privilege operates only as immunity or is also actionable legal 

right – Whether policy considerations justify creation of new actionable right in 

respect of documents subject to legal professional privilege. 

 

Words and phrases – "actionable legal right", "basis for relief", "breach of 

confidence", "cause of action", "common law right", "confidentiality", 
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1 KIEFEL CJ, BELL, GAGELER, KEANE, NETTLE, GORDON AND 
EDELMAN JJ.   The plaintiffs are companies within the global Glencore plc 
group ("the Glencore group").  In these proceedings, brought in the original 
jurisdiction of this Court, they seek an injunction restraining the defendants – the 
Commissioner, the Second Commissioner and the Deputy Commissioner of 
Taxation – and any other officer of the Australian Taxation Office from making 
any use of documents described as "the Glencore documents" or any information 
contained in or which may be derived from those documents.  The plaintiffs also 
seek an order for the delivery up of the Glencore documents. 

2  In the plaintiffs' amended statement of claim the Glencore documents are 
identified as documents which were created for the sole or dominant purpose of 
the provision by Appleby (Bermuda) Limited ("Appleby"), an incorporated law 
practice in Bermuda, of legal advice to the plaintiffs with respect to the corporate 
restructure of Australian entities within the Glencore group.  The Managing 
Partner of Appleby says that the Glencore documents are amongst documents 
colloquially described as the "Paradise Papers" which were stolen from 
Appleby's electronic file management systems and provided to the International 
Consortium of Investigative Journalists.  It may be assumed that the documents 
have been further disseminated.  The existence and content of the Paradise 
Papers has received global media coverage. 

3  The plaintiffs say that the defendants have obtained copies of the Paradise 
Papers.  The plaintiffs have asserted that the Glencore documents are subject to 
legal professional privilege and have asked the defendants to return them and to 
provide an undertaking that they will not be referred to or relied upon.  The 
defendants have not acceded to those requests. 

4  The defendants demur to the plaintiffs' amended statement of claim.  The 
principal ground for the demurrer is that no cause of action is disclosed by which 
the plaintiffs are entitled to the relief sought.  Alternatively, the defendants 
contend that they are entitled and obliged to retain and use the documents in 
question by reason of and for the purposes of s 166 of the Income Tax 
Assessment Act 1936 (Cth) ("the ITAA").  That section relevantly provides that 
the Commissioner must make an assessment of a taxpayer's taxable income from 
the taxpayer's returns "and from any other information in the Commissioner's 
possession".  

5  There is no issue about the Glencore documents being the subject of legal 
professional privilege.  Decisions of this Court hold that documents which are 
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subject to legal professional privilege are exempt from production by court 
process or statutory compulsion1.  A declaration to this effect would not assist the 
plaintiffs.  The Glencore documents are in the possession of the defendants and 
may be used in connection with the exercise of their statutory powers unless the 
plaintiffs are able to identify a juridical basis on which the Court can restrain that 
use. 

6  It is well known that equity will restrain an apprehended breach of 
confidential information and will do so with respect to documents which are the 
subject of legal professional privilege and which are confidential2.  Equity will 
restrain third parties if their conscience is relevantly affected3.   

7  There may be difficulties for the plaintiffs in meeting the requirements for 
such relief, given that the Glencore documents are in the public domain and there 
being no allegation concerning the defendants' conduct or knowledge.  The 
defendants point to s 166 of the ITAA as a bar to relief in this respect.  It is not 
necessary to give this question further consideration.  The plaintiffs do not seek 
an injunction on the ground of confidentiality.  They do not seek to expand any 
area of the law such as any tort of unjustified invasion of privacy4.  They claim 
that legal professional privilege is itself sufficient for the grant of the injunction 
sought. 

 
1  Grant v Downs (1976) 135 CLR 674; [1976] HCA 63; Baker v Campbell (1983) 

153 CLR 52; [1983] HCA 39; Attorney-General (NT) v Maurice (1986) 161 

CLR 475; [1986] HCA 80; Carter v Northmore Hale Davy & Leake (1995) 183 

CLR 121; [1995] HCA 33; Commissioner of Australian Federal Police v Propend 
Finance Pty Ltd (1997) 188 CLR 501; [1997] HCA 3; Daniels Corporation 
International Pty Ltd v Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (2002) 

213 CLR 543; [2002] HCA 49. 

2  Lord Ashburton v Pape [1913] 2 Ch 469. 

3  Johns v Australian Securities Commission (1993) 178 CLR 408; [1993] HCA 56; 

Lord Ashburton v Pape [1913] 2 Ch 469. 

4  Australian Broadcasting Corporation v Lenah Game Meats Pty Ltd (2001) 208 

CLR 199; [2001] HCA 63. 
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The plaintiffs' case 

8  The plaintiffs take as their starting point that legal professional privilege 
has been recognised by decisions of this Court as a fundamental common law 
right5.  They seek an injunction in equity's auxiliary jurisdiction and accept that 
this requires that they have an actionable legal right. 

9  In Daniels Corporation International Pty Ltd v Australian Competition 
and Consumer Commission6, legal professional privilege was described as "an 
important common law immunity".  This description may be thought to detract 
somewhat from the plaintiffs' claim to a legal right which entitles them to an 
injunction.  But the plaintiffs contend that those words were expressed tentatively 
and are explicable by reference to the facts of that case.  They contend that 
Daniels Corporation is not to be understood as confining the scope of the 
privilege, and that no decision of this Court has held that the privilege operates 
only as an immunity. 

10  The plaintiffs submit that the scope of the privilege should reflect the 
policy of the law upon which it is based.  The rationale for legal professional 
privilege is the furtherance of the administration of justice through the fostering 
of trust and candour in the relationship between lawyer and client.  It should be 
understood to have its basis in the rule of law7.  The recognition of an actionable 
right to restrain the use of and recover privileged documents advances this 
policy, the plaintiffs contend. 

 
5  Baker v Campbell (1983) 153 CLR 52; Goldberg v Ng (1995) 185 CLR 83; [1995] 

HCA 39; Carter v Northmore Hale Davy & Leake (1995) 183 CLR 121; Daniels 
Corporation International Pty Ltd v Australian Competition and Consumer 
Commission (2002) 213 CLR 543. 

6  (2002) 213 CLR 543 at 553 [11] per Gleeson CJ, Gaudron, Gummow and 

Hayne JJ; see also at 552-553 [9]-[10] per Gleeson CJ, Gaudron, Gummow and 

Hayne JJ, 563 [44] per McHugh J ("Daniels Corporation"). 

7  Three Rivers District Council v Governor and Company of the Bank of England 
[No 6] [2005] 1 AC 610 at 649-650 [34] per Lord Scott of Foscote, referring to 

Zuckerman, Civil Procedure (2003) at [15.8]-[15.10]. 
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11  The plaintiffs contend that the provision of a remedy may also be seen as 
necessary because it is unsound for the privilege to be recognised as a 
fundamental right but for confidentiality to provide the only basis for its 
enforcement.  If Lord Ashburton v Pape8 is to be understood to hold that an 
injunction will be granted on the basis that documents are confidential rather than 
privileged, there is a gap in the law.  The plaintiffs submit that decisions of courts 
in other common law jurisdictions have recognised the existence of general law 
rights which may support an injunction9.  They reinforce the recognition by the 
law of the importance of protecting privileged communications obtained by 
impropriety. 

The demurrer must be upheld 

12  The plaintiffs' argument cannot be accepted.  Fundamentally it rests upon 
an incorrect premise, namely that legal professional privilege is a legal right 
which is capable of being enforced, which is to say that it may found a cause of 
action10.  The privilege is only an immunity from the exercise of powers which 
would otherwise compel the disclosure of privileged communications, as Daniels 
Corporation holds. 

13  It is not sufficient to warrant a new remedy to say that the public interest 
which supports the privilege is furthered because communications between client 
and lawyer will be perceived to be even more secure.  The development of the 
law can only proceed from settled principles and be conformable with them11.  
The plaintiffs' case seeks to do more than that.  It seeks to transform the nature of 
the privilege from an immunity into an ill-defined cause of action which may be 
brought against anyone with respect to documents which may be in the public 
domain. 

 
8  [1913] 2 Ch 469. 

9  Lachaux v Independent Print Ltd [2017] EWCA Civ 1327; Wee Shuo Woon v HT 
SRL [2017] 2 SLR 94. 

10  Heydon, Leeming and Turner, Meagher, Gummow & Lehane's Equity:  Doctrines 
& Remedies, 5th ed (2015) at [21-025]-[21-035]. 

11  Breen v Williams (1996) 186 CLR 71 at 99 per Dawson and Toohey JJ; [1996] 

HCA 57. 
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14  The demurrer should be upheld on the first ground.  There is no need to 

consider the alternative ground concerning s 166 of the ITAA. 

The historical operation of the privilege 

15  Holdsworth12 regarded the privilege as belonging to the same order of 
ideas as the privilege to refuse to answer questions the answer to which could 
expose a witness to injury.  The view of Holdsworth and of Wigmore13 that legal 
professional privilege arose as a response to the Statute of Elizabeth 1562-156314 
appears now to be contested15.  It is suggested that it may have arisen gradually 
as part of the larger body of law relating to testimonial compulsion16.  Whatever 
its exact origin, there does not seem to be any dispute that it was a response to 
the exercise of powers by the State to compel disclosure of confidential 
communications between lawyer and client17.   

 
12  Holdsworth, A History of English Law, 3rd ed (1944), vol 9 at 202. 

13  Brereton, "Legal Professional Privilege", in Gleeson, Watson and Peden (eds), 

Historical Foundations of Australian Law (2013), vol 2, 127 at 130, referring to 

Wigmore, Evidence in Trials at Common Law, McNaughton rev (1961), vol 8, 

§2290 and Holdsworth, A History of English Law, 3rd ed (1944), vol 9 at 201.  See 

also Baker v Campbell (1983) 153 CLR 52 at 60 per Gibbs CJ, 93-94 per Wilson J, 

113-114 per Deane J, 126-127 per Dawson J. 

14  5 Eliz c 9. 

15  Auburn, Legal Professional Privilege:  Law and Theory (2000) at 2-8; Brereton, 

"Legal Professional Privilege", in Gleeson, Watson and Peden (eds), Historical 
Foundations of Australian Law (2013), vol 2, 127 at 130. 

16  Auburn, Legal Professional Privilege:  Law and Theory (2000) at 7-8. 

17  Brereton, "Legal Professional Privilege", in Gleeson, Watson and Peden (eds), 

Historical Foundations of Australian Law (2013), vol 2, 127 at 128-129; see also 

Auburn, Legal Professional Privilege:  Law and Theory (2000) at 7. 
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16  The description of the doctrine as a privilege did not emerge until some 
hundreds of years after cases concerning it were first decided18.  Nevertheless, 
the nature of the privilege could generally be deduced from its operation.  It 
permitted a witness not to answer questions in court; it provided a lawyer or 
client with an excuse not to comply with court processes and protected them 
from liability for contempt19.  The privilege was granted by the law to render a 
person immune from powers of compulsion.  When it applied, laws or rules 
which contained such powers might not be effective.  That is to say, the client or 
lawyer was immunised from such powers.  

17  In Australia, in the late twentieth century, questions of legal professional 
privilege commonly arose in the course of litigation and its boundaries were 
redefined, as they had been over preceding centuries.  In Grant v Downs20, the 
conditions upon which objection could be taken to the production of documents 
brought into existence for the purpose of advice or litigation were stated, 
although they were subsequently modified21.  Attorney-General (NT) v Maurice22 
also concerned the privilege from production of documents in the course of 
discovery.  In Carter v Northmore Hale Davy & Leake23 it was held that persons 

 
18  Brereton, "Legal Professional Privilege", in Gleeson, Watson and Peden (eds), 

Historical Foundations of Australian Law (2013), vol 2, 127 at 132; and see 

Bulstrod v Letchmere (1676) 2 Freeman 5 [22 ER 1019], referred to in Brereton, 

"Legal Professional Privilege", in Gleeson, Watson and Peden (eds), Historical 
Foundations of Australian Law (2013), vol 2, 127 at 133; and Wilson v Rastall 
(1792) 4 TR 753 [100 ER 1283], referred to in R v Derby Magistrates' Court; Ex 
parte B [1996] AC 487 at 504 per Lord Taylor of Gosforth.  

19  Brereton, "Legal Professional Privilege", in Gleeson, Watson and Peden (eds), 

Historical Foundations of Australian Law (2013), vol 2, 127 at 133. 

20  (1976) 135 CLR 674 at 687-688 per Stephen, Mason and Murphy JJ; see also 

Goldberg v Ng (1995) 185 CLR 83. 

21  Esso Australia Resources Ltd v Federal Commissioner of Taxation (1999) 201 

CLR 49 at 71-73 [56]-[61] per Gleeson CJ, Gaudron and Gummow JJ, 107 [173] 

per Callinan J; [1999] HCA 67. 

22  (1986) 161 CLR 475. 

23  (1995) 183 CLR 121. 
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and entities to whom a subpoena had been directed to produce documents said to 
be relevant to an accused's defence could not be compelled to produce those 
documents because they were subject to the privilege.   

18  At the same time there was a proliferation of statutes containing 
compulsive powers with respect to information.  In Baker v Campbell24 and in 
Commissioner of Australian Federal Police v Propend Finance Pty Ltd25 the 
privilege was extended beyond curial processes to search warrants authorised by 
statute.  And in Daniels Corporation26 it was declared that a provision of the 
Trade Practices Act 1974 (Cth) which gave power to require the production of 
documents did not abrogate legal professional privilege.   

The privilege and admissibility 

19  The cases do not suggest as possible any further relief beyond that which 
ensured that privileged documents need not be produced.  Nor do they suggest 
that effect was being given to an enforceable legal right.  Where documents were 
withheld from disclosure no question of restraining persons from accessing them 
could arise.  If they had come into the possession of another person in 
circumstances which raised an equity, an injunction could be granted in order to 
protect their confidential nature27. 

20  It is true that at the time Calcraft v Guest28 was decided the law did not 
concern itself with the source of a document when it was tendered in evidence29 

 
24  (1983) 153 CLR 52. 

25  (1997) 188 CLR 501. 

26  (2002) 213 CLR 543. 

27  Lord Ashburton v Pape [1913] 2 Ch 469. 

28  [1898] 1 QB 759. 

29  Goddard v Nationwide Building Society [1987] QB 670; Commissioner of 
Australian Federal Police v Propend Finance Pty Ltd (1997) 188 CLR 501 at 566 

per Gummow J, referring to Zuckerman, "Legal Professional Privilege and the 

Ascertainment of Truth" (1990) 53 Modern Law Review 381 at 383. 
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and it permitted that course even when a document was privileged.  As the 
parties point out, that decision pre-dates decisions of this Court30 and provisions 
of the Evidence Act 1995 (Cth)31 which deal with questions of admissibility, 
including in circumstances where documents are obtained by improper means.  
In any event the plaintiffs' case does not depend on questions of admissibility.  It 
is therefore unnecessary to further consider that case or whether it can properly 
be reconciled with Lord Ashburton v Pape. 

An immunity 

21  Legal professional privilege has been described as a right which is 
fundamental to persons and to our legal system32.  It has also been described as "a 
practical guarantee of fundamental, constitutional or human rights"33.  Such 
descriptions point up the importance of the privilege.  They serve to show that it 
is not merely an aspect of curial procedure or a mere rule of evidence but a 
substantive right founded upon a matter of public interest34.  The same distinction 
has been drawn in New Zealand35 and the United Kingdom36. 

22  What cannot be discerned from these cases is that the "right" spoken of in 
connection with the privilege is an actionable right.  If one asks what this "right" 

 
30  Bunning v Cross (1978) 141 CLR 54; [1978] HCA 22. 

31  Sections 118, 119, 138. 

32  See Baker v Campbell (1983) 153 CLR 52 at 64 per Gibbs CJ, 106 per Brennan J, 

113 per Deane J, 122 per Dawson J. 

33  A M & S Europe Ltd v Commission of the European Communities [1983] QB 878 

at 941, referred to in Attorney-General (NT) v Maurice (1986) 161 CLR 475 at 490 

per Deane J. 

34  Baker v Campbell (1983) 153 CLR 52. 

35  Commissioner of Inland Revenue v West-Walker [1954] NZLR 191 at 206-207 per 

Fair J. 

36  R (Morgan Grenfell & Co Ltd) v Special Commissioner of Income Tax [2003] 

1 AC 563 at 612 [31] per Lord Hoffmann. 
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gives to a person, the answer could be stated as "a right to resist the compulsory 
disclosure of information" or "the right to decline to disclose or to allow to be 
disclosed the confidential communication or document in question", as the Privy 
Council37 and the House of Lords38 respectively have held.  So understood it is a 
freedom from the exercise of legal power or control, which is to say an 
immunity39, and that is what Daniels Corporation held its true character to be. 

23  In Daniels Corporation40 Gleeson CJ, Gaudron, Gummow and Hayne JJ, 
having observed that it is now settled that legal professional privilege is a rule of 
substantive law and not merely a rule of evidence, made the statement referred to 
earlier in these reasons that: 

"It is an important common law right or, perhaps more accurately, an 
important common law immunity." 

24  McHugh J41 likewise described it as "a person's immunity from 
compulsion to produce documents that evidence confidential communications 
about legal matters" between lawyers and clients. 

25  Contrary to the plaintiffs' submissions, there is nothing tentative in their 
Honours' characterisation of the privilege as an immunity provided by the 
common law.  In the manner stated it is a considered correction of a possible 
misunderstanding arising from the description of it as a common law right.  
There can be little doubt that the joint judgment was drawing a clear distinction, 
for the context of the statement was the application of the principle of legality to 
the construction of statutes which may have the effect of abrogating "important 

 
37  B v Auckland District Law Society [2003] 2 AC 736 at 761 [67]. 

38  Three Rivers District Council v Governor and Company of the Bank of England 

[No 6] [2005] 1 AC 610 at 646 [26] per Lord Scott of Foscote. 

39  Hohfeld, "Some Fundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning" 

(1913) 23 Yale Law Journal 16; Hohfeld, "Fundamental Legal Conceptions as 

Applied in Judicial Reasoning" (1917) 26 Yale Law Journal 710. 

40  (2002) 213 CLR 543 at 552-553 [9]-[11]. 

41  Daniels Corporation (2002) 213 CLR 543 at 563 [44]. 



Kiefel CJ 
Bell J 
Gageler J 
Keane J 
Nettle J 
Gordon J 
Edelman J 
 

10. 
 
common law rights, privileges and immunities"42.  Their Honours' 
characterisation of the privilege as an immunity is consistent with its history. 

26  The statements in Daniels Corporation accord with what Gummow J had 
said in Propend43.  His Honour described legal professional privilege as "a bar to 
compulsory process for the obtaining of evidence".  In his Honour's view, the 
privilege is "not to be characterised as a rule of law conferring individual rights, 
breach of which gives rise to an action on the case for damages, or an 
apprehended or continued breach of which may be restrained by injunction".  
And they accord with the view expressed by Brennan J in Carter44, that the 
justification for the privilege is not to be found in the enforcement of some 
private right, but rather in the public interest. 

The policy of the privilege – the public interest 

27  The rationale for the rule was stated in Grant v Downs45.  It is that the rule 
promotes the public interest because it "assists and enhances the administration 
of justice by facilitating the representation of clients by legal advisers".  By 
keeping secret their communications, the client is encouraged to retain a lawyer 
and to make full and frank disclosure of all relevant circumstances to the lawyer.  
This would appear to accord with the explanation given by Blackstone46 and, 
later, in the nineteenth century47.  A similar rationale for the privilege has been 

 
42  Daniels Corporation (2002) 213 CLR 543 at 553 [11] per Gleeson CJ, Gaudron, 

Gummow and Hayne JJ. 

43  Commissioner of Australian Federal Police v Propend Finance Pty Ltd (1997) 188 

CLR 501 at 565, 566. 

44  Carter v Northmore Hale Davy & Leake (1995) 183 CLR 121 at 127. 

45  (1976) 135 CLR 674 at 685 per Stephen, Mason and Murphy JJ; see also Attorney-
General (NT) v Maurice (1986) 161 CLR 475 at 487 per Mason and Brennan JJ. 

46  Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of England (1768), bk 3 at 370. 

47  See R v Derby Magistrates' Court; Ex parte B [1996] AC 487 at 505 per Lord 

Taylor of Gosforth. 



 Kiefel CJ 
 Bell J 
 Gageler J 
 Keane J 
 Nettle J 
 Gordon J 
 Edelman J 
 

11. 

 
accepted by the Privy Council48 and the House of Lords49 where the descriptor 
"the rule of law rationale" was accepted.   

28  Common law courts are not alone in their concern to protect the 
confidentiality of lawyer-client communications.  In A M & S Europe Ltd v 
Commission of the European Communities50, the European Court of Justice noted 
a submission that the protection of legal confidence is a characteristic function of 
democratic systems and observed that all member states afford some protection 
to confidential relations between lawyer and client.  But of course the manner 
and extent of that protection may differ. 

29  It was recognised in Grant v Downs that there was another, more general, 
public interest which legal professional privilege did not promote.  That public 
interest lies in the fair conduct of litigation, which requires that all relevant 
documentary evidence be available.  But the public interest which supports the 
privilege is paramount to the more general public interest51.  In the provision of 
the privilege the law has struck the balance between two competing public 
interests52.  Consequently, once the privilege is found to exist, no more is 

 
48  B v Auckland District Law Society [2003] 2 AC 736 at 754 [37]. 

49  Three Rivers District Council v Governor and Company of the Bank of England 
[No 6] [2005] 1 AC 610 at 649-650 [34] per Lord Scott of Foscote. 

50  [1983] QB 878 at 941, 949-950. 

51  Grant v Downs (1976) 135 CLR 674 at 685 per Stephen, Mason and Murphy JJ. 

52  Waterford v The Commonwealth (1987) 163 CLR 54 at 64-65 per Mason and 

Wilson JJ; [1987] HCA 25; Carter v Northmore Hale Davy & Leake (1995) 183 

CLR 121 at 126-127 per Brennan J, 161 per McHugh J; Commissioner of 
Australian Federal Police v Propend Finance Pty Ltd (1997) 188 CLR 501 at 

563-564 per Gummow J; see also R (Morgan Grenfell & Co Ltd) v Special 
Commissioner of Income Tax [2003] 1 AC 563 at 615 [43] per Lord Hobhouse of 

Woodborough; ISTIL Group Inc v Zahoor [2003] 2 All ER 252 at 273 [93] per 

Lawrence Collins J; Three Rivers District Council v Governor and Company of the 
Bank of England [No 6] [2005] 1 AC 610 at 646 [25] per Lord Scott of Foscote; 

Wee Shuo Woon v HT SRL [2017] 2 SLR 94 at 114 [62]. 
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required for effect to be given to it.  In that sense it may be described as 
absolute53. 

30  The paramountcy afforded to the public interest which the privilege 
supports can have serious consequences.  By way of example, an accused person 
can be denied access to documents which might assist his or her defence54.  
Because of the significance of the effect of the privilege on the conduct of 
litigation, and the other considerations identified in Grant v Downs55, it was there 
said that the privilege "should be confined within strict limits".  That note of 
caution was to be repeated in subsequent cases56. 

Other relief? 

31  In striking the balance between the two competing public interests, the law 
was not concerned to further a client's personal interest in preventing the use 
which might be made by others of the client's communications if they obtained 
them.  In providing an immunity, the law's purpose was to enhance the 
administration of justice.  And in settling the conditions which must be present 
for the privilege to operate, it defined the boundaries of the privilege. 

32  It is the policy of the law that the public interest in the administration of 
justice is sufficiently secured by the grant of an immunity from disclosure.  That 
has been the policy of the law for a very long time.  Grant v Downs57 gave 
examples of difficulties which would arise in litigation if the balance struck by 
the privilege was not maintained as such.  What was said in Grant v Downs and 
in later cases strongly implies that there is unlikely to be a warrant for providing 
anything more than an immunity from disclosure.  

 
53  Goddard v Nationwide Building Society [1987] QB 670 at 685 per Nourse LJ. 

54  Carter v Northmore Hale Davy & Leake (1995) 183 CLR 121. 

55  (1976) 135 CLR 674 at 685 per Stephen, Mason and Murphy JJ. 

56  Attorney-General (NT) v Maurice (1986) 161 CLR 475 at 487 per Mason and 

Brennan JJ; Carter v Northmore Hale Davy & Leake (1995) 183 CLR 121 at 127 

per Brennan J, 145, 157 per Toohey J. 

57  (1976) 135 CLR 674 at 685-686 per Stephen, Mason and Murphy JJ. 
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33  The relief sought by the plaintiffs points to further difficulties.  Some were 

mentioned earlier in these reasons:  the nature of the cause of action which is to 
found the relief, and the fact that the information the subject of the claimed 
privilege is now in the public domain.  In the latter respect the circumstances of 
this case identify a particular problem were an injunction to be granted.  It is that 
the defendants would be required to assess Australian entities within the 
Glencore group to income tax on a basis which may be known to bear no real 
relationship to the true facts.   

34  On the present state of the law, once privileged communications have 
been disclosed, resort must be had to equity for protection respecting the use of 
that material.  Although the policy upon which legal professional privilege is 
founded is not irrelevant to the exercise of that jurisdiction, the juridical basis for 
relief in equity is confidentiality58. 

35  The plaintiffs' contention that Lord Ashburton v Pape59 might be 
understood not to confine actions for the recovery of privileged material to 
situations where there may be a breach of confidence has no substance.  It is true 
that there has been discussion about the differences in reporting of a passage in 
that case60, but the difference concerns whether the injunction made is intended 
to prevent the privileged material being adduced in future proceedings.  
Depending upon the reporting, Lord Ashburton v Pape may be read as departing 
from what was held in Calcraft v Guest61.  But the difference in reporting does 
not affect the basis upon which the injunction was granted, namely the 
confidentiality of the privileged material.  That was what was said in that case62 
("You shall not produce these documents which you have acquired from the 
plaintiff surreptitiously, or from his solicitor, who plainly stood to him in a 

 
58  B v Auckland District Law Society [2003] 2 AC 736 at 762 [71]. 

59  [1913] 2 Ch 469. 

60  Goddard v Nationwide Building Society [1987] QB 670 at 679-680 per May LJ, 

referring to Lord Ashburton v Pape [1913] 2 Ch 469 at 473 per Cozens-Hardy MR; 

(1913) 109 LT 381 at 382; (1913) 82 LJ Ch 527 at 529. 

61  [1898] 1 QB 759. 

62  Lord Ashburton v Pape [1913] 2 Ch 469 at 473 per Cozens-Hardy MR. 
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confidential relation") and that is how that decision has always been 
understood63. 

36  The plaintiffs seek to draw from the decision of this Court in Expense 
Reduction Analysts Group Pty Ltd v Armstrong Strategic Management and 
Marketing Pty Ltd64 a general approach with respect to privileged documents, 
one which does not necessitate recourse to equity for an injunction based on 
breach of confidence.  In that case documents were mistakenly provided to the 
other parties' solicitors in the course of discovery and the solicitors refused to 
return them.  The Court held that it was not necessary for the holder of the 
privilege to seek an injunction because the court's case management powers were 
sufficient to make the necessary orders.  Contrary to what the plaintiffs contend, 
the case does not stand for any broader proposition which would allow the 
privilege to be asserted in order for relief in the nature of an injunction to be 
granted. 

37  The plaintiffs' submission that common law courts elsewhere have granted 
injunctions on a basis other than breach of confidential information is incorrect.  
The plaintiffs refer in this regard to Lachaux v Independent Print Ltd65 and Wee 
Shuo Woon v HT SRL66.  Each of these cases concerned whether there was a loss 
of the necessary quality of confidentiality to found an injunction.  In Lachaux, 
the Court of Appeal upheld the trial judge's decision that the documents in 
question remained confidential despite the wife's evidence that they had been 
provided to media outlets67.  It is notable that the trial judge applied the law as 

 
63  Goddard v Nationwide Building Society [1987] QB 670 at 679-680 per May LJ; 

Commissioner of Australian Federal Police v Propend Finance Pty Ltd (1997) 188 

CLR 501 at 565 per Gummow J; ISTIL Group Inc v Zahoor [2003] 2 All ER 252 at 

269 [74] per Lawrence Collins J; cf Richards v Kadian by his Tutor Kadian (2005) 

64 NSWLR 204 at 224 [83] per Beazley JA. 

64  (2013) 250 CLR 303; [2013] HCA 46. 

65  [2017] EWCA Civ 1327. 

66  [2017] 2 SLR 94. 

67  Lachaux v Independent Print Ltd [2017] EWCA Civ 1327. 
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stated by Lawrence Collins J in ISTIL Group Inc v Zahoor68.  His Honour69 
accepted the statements in ISTIL Group Inc v Zahoor which indicated that the 
Court of Appeal in Lord Ashburton v Pape was applying the law of 
confidentiality in order to prevent disclosure of documents which would 
otherwise have been privileged and which remained confidential.  Whether the 
court should intervene where the document had been seen by others depended 
upon the circumstances70.  That is to say, it was a question of fact and of 
discretion in each case. 

38  Wee Shuo Woon71 concerned emails containing privileged information 
which were hacked and then uploaded onto the internet.  The appellant accessed 
them and sought to rely upon them in defending the respondent's claim against 
him.  Accepting that information which was in the public domain has lost its 
confidential character, the Court of Appeal of Singapore nevertheless made 
orders on the basis that the documents retained that character.  It held that the 
mere fact that information had been made technically accessible to the public at 
large did not affect this.  The emails were only potentially accessible and 
contained only a minute portion of the data pilfered72.  The appellant must have 
known they were confidential and privileged when he worked his way through 
the mass of hacked materials to locate the emails in question73. 

39  In no way do these cases support the notion that common law courts 
elsewhere are granting injunctions with respect to privileged material on the basis 
only of the wrongfulness associated with its taking.  Certainly, it is necessary for 
an equity to arise that the person to be restrained must have an obligation of 

 
68  [2003] 2 All ER 252. 

69  Lachaux v Independent Print Ltd [2015] EWHC 3677 (QB) at [17]-[18]. 

70  ISTIL Group Inc v Zahoor [2003] 2 All ER 252 at 269 [74] per Lawrence Collins J. 

71  Wee Shuo Woon v HT SRL [2017] 2 SLR 94. 

72  Wee Shuo Woon v HT SRL [2017] 2 SLR 94 at 108 [41]. 

73  Wee Shuo Woon v HT SRL [2017] 2 SLR 94 at 108 [40]-[43], 111 [53]. 
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conscience74, but the basis for an injunction is the need to protect the 
confidentiality of the privileged document.   

40  The plaintiffs' case for the grant of relief on a basis other than 
confidentiality is simply this:  that any furtherance of the public interest which 
supports the privilege is sufficient to warrant the creation of a new, actionable 
right respecting privileged documents.  This is not how the common law 
develops.  The law develops by applying settled principles to new circumstances, 
by reasoning from settled principles to new conclusions, or determining that a 
category is not closed75.  Even then the law as developed must cohere with the 
body of law to which it relates.   

41  Policy considerations may influence the development of the law but only 
where that development is available having regard to the state of settled 
principles.  Policy considerations cannot justify an abrupt change which 
abrogates principle in favour of a result seen to be desirable in a particular case76. 

42  In the absence of further facts it is not possible to say whether the 
plaintiffs are without any possibility of a remedy.  But if there is a gap in the law, 
legal professional privilege is not the area which might be developed in order to 
provide the remedy sought. 

Orders 

43  The demurrer should be upheld and the plaintiffs' proceeding should be 
dismissed with costs. 

 
74  Johns v Australian Securities Commission (1993) 178 CLR 408 at 427-428 per 

Brennan J, 459-460 per Gaudron J. 

75  PGA v The Queen (2012) 245 CLR 355 at 373 [29] per French CJ, Gummow, 

Hayne, Crennan and Kiefel JJ; [2012] HCA 21, referring to Dixon, "Concerning 

Judicial Method" (1956) 29 Australian Law Journal 468 at 472. 

76  Breen v Williams (1996) 186 CLR 71 at 99 per Dawson and Toohey JJ. 



Global commodity miner and trader Glencore on Wednesday lost its
case to stop Australian tax authorities using business information that
was leaked as part of the so-called Paradise Papers.

Ivan Glasenberg's Glencore had argued that information revealed by the
Paradise Papers - a leaked dossier that included information on clients
of the Appleby law firm in Bermuda - should not be available to tax
authorities as the information had been stolen.

But the High Court found that the Australian Tax Office (ATO) was
entitled to access the documents as they were in the public domain,
adding that lawyer-client privilege did not apply in this case.

The decision means the ATO can continue to use the Paradise Papers
and other similar data leaks, ATO Second Commissioner Jeremy
Hirschhorn said in a statement.

BUSINESS COMPANIES TAX AVOIDANCE

By Melanie Burton

August 14, 2019 — 3.49pm

Glencore failed in its bid to stop the taxman from using
information leaked in the Paradise Papers. AP

https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/glencore-fails-to-stop-australian-tax-office-using-paradise-papers-20190814-p52h3l.html



"Today's decision is not just a win for the ATO; it's a win for the
Australian community who rightly expect the ATO to use all information
available to ensure large corporations ... are paying the right amount of
tax," he said.

The ruling potentially opens the door for Glencore to receive a
backdated tax bill, given the ATO has handed peers BHP and Rio Tinto
large tax notices in recent years after reviewing their tax practices,
specifically those around valuing commodities in lower tax jurisdictions.

"Glencore respects today's High Court decision," a company
spokesman told Reuters.

Reuters

https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/glencore-fails-to-stop-australian-tax-office-using-paradise-papers-20190814-p52h3l.html
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Objection to Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project SSD 8642 

 

Ridgelands Residents  

Ridgelands Residents Inc object to approval for the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations 
Project SSD 8462 because of the failure of Mangoola Coal to Comply with its Approvals, 
Obligations and requests to Noise Mitigate Residence 205, Significantly Noise Impacted, as 
was/is required in the DOP Approvals for Anvil Hill (Mangoola Coal), Specific Environmental 
Conditions No’s 3 and 8 and listing in Table 1, from inception 2007 and which Obligation 
remains unfulfilled, and for other reasons. 

The submission is divided into the following sections: 

1. Air Quality, Blasting Noise and Water 
2. Traffic & Transport 
3. Biodiversity IPCC & Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
4. Social and Economic 

 

------------------------------------------------- 



 

NSW Government 
Department of Planning 

 

Project Approval 
 
Section 75J of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
 
 
I approve the project referred to in schedule 1, subject to the conditions in schedules 2 to 5. 
 
These conditions are required to: 
• prevent, minimise, and/or offset adverse environmental impacts; 
• set standards and performance measures for acceptable environmental performance; 
• require regular monitoring and reporting; and 
• provide for the ongoing environmental management of the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Frank Sartor MP 
Minister for Planning 
  

 
Sydney 2007 

SCHEDULE 1 
 
Application Number: 06_0014 
 
Proponent: Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 
 
Approval Authority: Minister for Planning 
 
Land: See Appendix 1 
 
Project: Anvil Hill Coal Project 
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DEFINITIONS 
 
Acquisition Zone The privately owned land listed in the table in Appendix 5 where there 

are no negotiated agreements in place between the Proponent and the 
applicable landowner 

AEMR Annual Environmental Management Report 
BCA Building Code of Australia 
CCC Community Consultative Committee 
Council Muswellbrook Shire Council 
CHPP Coal Handling and Preparation Plant 
Day  The period from 7am to 6pm on Monday to Saturday, and 8am to 6pm on 

Sundays and Public Holidays 
DECC Department of Environment and Climate Change 
Department Department of Planning 
Director-General Director-General of Department of Planning, or delegate 
Dirty water Water from the project’s dirty water management system as described in 

the EA 
DPI Department of Primary Industries 
DWE Department of Water and Energy 
EA Environmental assessment titled Anvil Hill Project Environmental 

Assessment, Volumes 1-7, dated August 2006, including the response to 
submissions 

EEC Endangered Ecological Community as defined under the NSW 
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 

EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
EP&A Regulation Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 
Evening The period from 6pm to 10pm 
Land Land means the whole of a lot, or contiguous lots owned by the same 

landowner, in a current plan registered at the Land Titles Office at the 
date of this approval 

Mining Operations Includes all coal extraction, processing, and transportation activities 
carried out on site 

Minister Minister for Planning, or delegate 
Night The period from 10pm to 7am on Monday to Saturday, and 10pm to 8am 

on Sundays and Public Holidays 
Offset Strategy The conservation and enhancement program described in the EA and 

response to submissions 
Panel Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel for the project 
Privately owned land Land that is not owned by a public agency, or a mining company (or its 

subsidiary) 
Project The development as described in the EA 
Proponent Centennial Hunter Pty Limited, or its successors 
Response to Submissions The Proponent’s response to issues raised in submissions, including 

Parts A, B and C 
ROM Run of Mine 
RTA Roads and Traffic Authority 
Saline water Water from the project’s saline water management system as described 

in the EA 
Site The land referred to in schedule 1 
Statement of Commitments The Proponent’s commitments in Appendix 3. 
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SCHEDULE 2 
ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS 

 
Obligation to Minimise Harm to the Environment 
 
1. The Proponent shall implement all practicable measures to prevent and/or minimise any harm to the 

environment that may result from the construction, operation, or rehabilitation of the project. 
 
Terms of Approval 
 
2. The Proponent shall carry out the project generally in accordance with the: 

(a) EA; 
(b) statement of commitments; and 
(c) conditions of this approval. 

 
Notes: 

• The general layout of the project is shown in Appendix 2. 

• The statement of commitments is reproduced in Appendix 3 (excluding the commitments which are directly 
reflected in, or inconsistent with, the conditions of this approval). 

 

3. If there is any inconsistency between the above, the conditions of this approval shall prevail to the 
extent of the inconsistency. 

 
4. The Proponent shall comply with any reasonable requirement/s of the Director-General arising from 

the Department’s assessment of: 
(a) any reports, plans, programs, strategies or correspondence that are submitted in accordance 

with this approval; and 
(b) the implementation of any actions or measures contained in these reports, plans, programs, 

strategies or correspondence. 
 
Limits on Approval 
 
5. Mining operations may take place for 21 years from the grant of the mining lease for the project. 
 

Note: Under this Approval, the Proponent is required to rehabilitate the site to the satisfaction of the Director-
General and DPI.  Consequently this approval will continue to apply in all other respects other than the right to 
conduct mining operations until the site has been rehabilitated to a satisfactory standard. 

 

6. The Proponent shall not extract more than 10.5 million tonnes of ROM coal a year from the site. 
 
7. The Proponent shall only transport coal from the site by rail. 
 
Management Plans/Monitoring Programs 
 
8. With the approval of the Director-General, the Proponent may submit any management plan or 

monitoring program required by this approval on a progressive basis. 
 
Structural Adequacy 
 
9. The Proponent shall ensure that all new buildings and structures, and any alterations or additions to 

existing buildings and structures, are constructed in accordance with the relevant requirements of the 
BCA. 
 
Notes:  

• Under Part 4A of the EP&A Act, the Proponent is required to obtain construction and occupation certificates 
for the proposed building works. 

• Part 8 of the EP&A Regulation sets out the requirements for the certification of the project. 
 

Demolition 
 
10. The Proponent shall ensure that all demolition work is carried out in accordance with Australian 

Standard AS 2601-2001: The Demolition of Structures, or its latest version. 
 
Operation of Plant and Equipment 
 
11. The Proponent shall ensure that all plant and equipment used on site is: 

(a) maintained in a proper and efficient condition; and 
(b) operated in a proper and efficient manner. 
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Planning Agreement 

 
12. Within 12 months of this approval, the Proponent shall enter into a planning agreement with Council 

in accordance with: 
(a) Division 6 of Part 4 of the EP&A Act; and  
(b) the terms of the Proponent’s offer to the Council on 14 December 2006, which includes the 

matters set out in Appendix 4. 
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Note:  The impact assessment criteria for Castle Hill applies until further monitoring is undertaken to identify either 
blast control measures or undertake detailed archival recording of the heritage slab hut where measures cannot 
achieve the criteria. The impact assessment criteria for the Aboriginal rock shelters, Anvil Rock and ‘The Book’ 
apply until site specific impact assessment criteria are developed, as required by condition 14. 
 

14. Within 2 years of starting mining operations on site, or as otherwise agreed by the Director-General, 
the Proponent shall develop site specific ground vibration impact assessment criteria for the 16 
Aboriginal rock shelters and 2 culturally significant rock formations (Anvil Rock and ‘The Book’) that 
may be affected by blasting operations to the satisfaction of the Director-General.  These criteria must 
be: 
(a) developed by a suitably qualified, independent geotechnical expert, whose appointment has 

been approved by the Director-General; 
(b) prepared in consultation with the DECC; and 
(c) based on blast monitoring and site specific data collected from the sites. 
 

Blasting Hours 
 
15. The Proponent shall only carry out blasting on site between 9am and 3pm Monday to Saturday 

inclusive.  No blasting is allowed on Sundays, public holidays, or at any other time without the written 
approval of DECC. 

 

Blasting Frequency 
 
16. The Proponent may carry out: 

(a) a maximum of 2 blasts a day; 
(b) 5 blasts a week, averaged over a 12 month period;  
(c) only 1 blast a week, averaged over a 12 month period, with a maximum instantaneous charge 

of greater than 1,500 kilograms; and  
(d) only 1 blast a day when it carries out a blast with a maximum instantaneous charge of greater 

than 1,500 kilograms, 
on site without the written approval of the Director-General. 

 
Operating Conditions 
 
17. During mining operations on site, the Proponent shall implement best blasting practice to: 

(a) protect the safety of people, property, public infrastructure, and livestock;  
(b) protect significant rock shelters and formations of Aboriginal and non-indigenous cultural 

heritage significance; and 
(c) minimise the dust and fume emissions from blasting at the project, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 

 
18. The Proponent shall not undertake blasting within 500 metres of any privately owned land or any land 

not owned by the Proponent, unless suitable arrangements have been made with the landowner and 
any tenants to minimise the risk of flyrock-related impact to the property to the satisfaction of the 
Director-General. 

 
Road Closure 
 
19. Prior to blasting within 500 metres of Wybong Road, the Proponent shall prepare a Road Closure 

Management Plan for the project to the satisfaction of Council and DPI; and following approval, 
implement this plan to the satisfaction of Council and DPI. 

 
Public Notice 
 
20. During mining operations on site, the Proponent shall: 

(a) notify the landowner/occupier of any residence within 2 km of the project (as depicted in the 
project layout plan in Figure 2, but excluding the rail and pipeline infrastructure) who registers 
an interest in being notified about the blasting schedule at the mine; 

(b) operate a Blasting Hotline, or alternate system agreed to by the Director-General, to enable 
the public to get up-to-date information on the blasting schedule at the project; and  

(c) advertise the blasting hotline number in a local newspaper at least 4 times each year, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 
 

Property Inspections 
 
21. At least 6 months prior to starting mining operations on site, the Proponent shall advise all 

landowners of privately owned land within 2 km of the project (as depicted in the project layout plan in 
Figure 2, but excluding the rail and pipeline infrastructure) that they are entitled to a structural 
property inspection.   
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Operating Conditions 
 
26. The Proponent shall: 

(a) ensure any visible air pollution generated by the project is assessed regularly, and that mining 
operations are relocated, modified, and/or stopped as required to minimise air quality impacts 
on privately owned land; 

(b) ensure that the real-time air quality monitoring and meteorological monitoring data are 
assessed regularly, and that mining operations are relocated, modified and/or stopped as 
required to ensure compliance with the relevant air quality criteria; and 

(c) implement all practicable measures to minimise the off-site odour and fume emissions 
generated by any spontaneous combustion on site, 

to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 
 
Monitoring 

 
27. The Proponent shall prepare and implement a detailed Air Quality Monitoring Program for the project 

to the satisfaction of the Director-General. This program must: 
(a) be prepared in consultation with DECC; 
(b) be submitted to the Director-General for approval prior to carrying out any development on 

site; and 
(c) include: 

• a combination of real-time monitors, high volume samplers and dust deposition gauges to 
monitor the dust emissions of the project; and  

• an air quality monitoring protocol for evaluating compliance with the air quality impact 
assessment and land acquisition criteria in this approval. 

 
METEOROLOGICAL MONITORING 
 
28. During the life of the project, the Proponent shall ensure that there is a suitable meteorological station 

in the vicinity of the site that complies with the requirements in the Approved Methods for Sampling of 
Air Pollutants in New South Wales guideline. 

 
SURFACE AND GROUND WATER 
 
Water Supplies 
 
29. The Proponent shall not use any licensable water from the Wybong Creek Water Source for mining 

purposes. 
 

Note:  This restriction does not apply to water used outside the project disturbance area for revegetation purposes 
associated with implementation of the Offset Strategy. 
 

Discharge Limits 
 
30. The Proponent shall: 

(a) not discharge any dirty water from the site, except as may be expressly provided by a DECC 
Environment Protection Licence; and 

(b) not discharge any saline water from the site. 
 
Site Water Management Plan 
 
31. The Proponent shall prepare and implement a Site Water Management Plan for the project to the 

satisfaction of the Director-General.  This plan must: 
(a) be prepared in consultation with DECC and DWE by suitably qualified expert/s whose 

appointment/s have been approved by the Director-General; 
(b) be submitted to the Director-General for approval prior to carrying out any development on 

site; and 
(c) include: 

• a Site Water Balance; 
• an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan; 
• a Surface Water Monitoring Plan; 
• a Ground Water Monitoring Program; and 
• a Surface and Ground Water Response Plan. 
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Site Water Balance 
 
32. The Site Water Balance must: 

(a) include details of: 
• sources and security of water supply; 
• water use on site; 
• water management on site; 
• off-site water transfers;  
• reporting procedures; and 

(b) investigate and describe measures to minimise water use by the project. 
 
Erosion and Sediment Control 
 
33. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must: 

(a) be consistent with the requirements of the Department of Housing’s Managing Urban 
Stormwater: Soils and Construction manual; 

(b) identify activities that could cause soil erosion and generate sediment; 
(c) describe measures to minimise soil erosion and the potential for the transport of sediment to 

downstream waters; 
(d) describe the location, function, and capacity of erosion and sediment control structures; and 
(e) describe what measures would be implemented to maintain the structures over time. 

 
Surface Water Monitoring 

 
34. The Surface Water Management and Monitoring Plan must include: 

(a) detailed baseline data on surface water flows and quality in creeks and other waterbodies that 
could potentially be affected by the project; 

(b) surface water and stream health impact assessment criteria; 
(c) a program to monitor surface water flows, quality and impacts on water users (upstream and 

downstream of the project in Anvil Creek, Sandy Creek, Big Flat Creek and Wybong Creek); 
(d) a program to assess stream health conditions in Anvil Creek, Sandy Creek, Big Flat Creek and 

Wybong Creek;  
(e) a program to monitor channel stability in Anvil Creek, Sandy Creek and Big Flat Creek; and 
(f) reporting procedures for the results of the monitoring program. 

 
Groundwater Monitoring 

 
35. The Groundwater Monitoring Program must include: 

(a) detailed baseline data, based on sound statistical analysis, to benchmark the pre-mining 
natural variation in groundwater levels, yield and quality (including privately owned 
groundwater bores within the predicted drawdown impact zone identified in the EA); 

(b) groundwater impact assessment criteria (including for monitoring bores and privately owned 
bores); 

(c) a program for accurately delineating the boundary of the Big Flat Creek alluvial aquifer in any 
areas intersected by mining; 

(d) a program to monitor:  
• impacts on the groundwater supply of potentially affected landowners; 
• impacts on the Big Flat Creek and Wybong Creek alluvial aquifers; 
• impacts on groundwater dependent ecosystems and riparian vegetation; 
• the volume of ground water seeping into the open cut mine workings; 
• regional ground water levels and quality in the alluvial, coal seam, and 

overburden/interburden aquifers; and 
• the groundwater pressure response in the surrounding coal measures; 

(e) procedures for the verification of the groundwater model; and 
(f) reporting procedures for the results of the monitoring program and model verification.  

 
Surface and Ground Water Response Plan 
 
36. The Surface and Ground Water Response Plan must include: 

(a) a protocol for the investigation, notification and mitigation of any exceedances of the surface 
water, stream health and groundwater impact assessment criteria; 

(b) measures to mitigate and/or compensate potentially affected landowners with privately owned 
groundwater bores within the predicted drawdown impact zone identified in the EA, including 
provision of alternative supply of water to the affected landowner that is equivalent to the loss 
attributed to the project; 

(c) measures to mitigate and/or compensate potentially affected landowners for the loss of 
surface water flows in Sandy Creek, Big Flat Creek and Wybong Creek downstream of the 
project; 
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(b)  submitted to the Director-General for approval prior to starting mining operations on site; and 
(c) include a: 

• Rehabilitation and Offset Management Plan; 
• Final Void Management Plan; and 
• Mine Closure Plan. 

 
Note: The Department accepts that the initial Landscape Management Plan may not include the detailed Final 
Void Management Plan and Mine Closure Plan. However, if this occurs, the Proponent will be required to seek 
approval from the Director-General for an alternative timetable for the completion and approval of the Final Void 
Management Plan and Mine Closure Plan. 
 

Rehabilitation and Offset Management Plan 
 

42. The Rehabilitation and Offset Management Plan must include: 
(a) the rehabilitation objectives for the site and offset areas; 
(b) a description of the short, medium, and long term measures that would be implemented to: 

• rehabilitate the site; 
• implement the Offset Strategy; and 
• manage the remnant vegetation and habitat on the site and in the offset areas;  

(c) detailed performance and completion criteria for the rehabilitation of the site and 
implementation of the Offsets Strategy; 

(d) a detailed description of how the performance of the rehabilitation of the mine and the offset 
areas would be monitored over time to achieve the stated objectives; 

(e) a detailed description of what measures would be implemented over the next 3 years to 
rehabilitate and manage the landscape of the site and offset areas including the procedures to 
be implemented for:  
• progressively rehabilitating areas disturbed by mining; 
• implementing revegetation and regeneration within the disturbance areas and offset areas, 

including establishment of canopy, sub-canopy (if relevant), understorey and ground strata; 
• reducing the visual impacts of the project; 
• protecting areas outside the disturbance areas; 
• rehabilitating creeks and drainage lines on the site (including Anvil Creek and Clarks 

Gully), to ensure no net loss of stream length and aquatic habitat; 
• undertaking pre-clearance surveys; 
• managing impacts on fauna; 
• landscaping the site to minimise visual impacts; 
• conserving and reusing topsoil; 
• minimising the risk of Phythophora cinnamomi spread, based on detailed soil 

investigations; 
• collecting and propagating seed for rehabilitation works; 
• salvaging and reusing material from the site for habitat enhancement; 
• salvaging, transplanting and/or propagating threatened flora and native grassland, based 

on additional survey and research; 
• controlling weeds and feral pests; 
• controlling access; 
• bushfire management; and 
• managing any potential conflicts between the rehabilitation of the mine and Aboriginal 

cultural heritage;  
(f) a description of the potential risks to successful rehabilitation and/or revegetation, and a 

description of the contingency measures that would be implemented to mitigate these risks; 
and 

(g) details of who is responsible for monitoring, reviewing, and implementing the plan. 
 

Notes:  

• The plan shall be prepared generally in accordance with the recommendations of the Panel’s ecological 
assessment (available from the Department), unless otherwise authorised by the Director-General. 

• Reference to “rehabilitation” in this approval includes all works associated with the rehabilitation and 
restoration of the site as described in the EA, and applies to all areas within the Mining Lease and Offset 
Strategy. 

 
Final Void Management 
 
43. The Final Void Management Plan must: 

(a) justify the planned final location and future use of the final voids; 
(b) incorporate design criteria and specifications for the final voids based on verified groundwater 

modelling predictions and a re-assessment of post-mining groundwater equilibration; 
(c) assess the potential interactions between creeks on the site and the final voids; and 
(d) describe what actions and measures would be implemented to: 
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• minimise any potential adverse impacts associated with the final voids; and 
• manage and monitor the potential impacts of the final voids. 

 
Mine Closure Plan 
 
44. The Mine Closure Plan must: 

(a) define the objectives and criteria for mine closure; 
(b) investigate options for the future use of the site, including the final voids; 
(c) investigate ways to minimise the adverse socio-economic effects associated with mine 

closure, including reduction in local employment levels; 
(d) describe the measures that would be implemented to minimise or manage the ongoing 

environmental effects of the project; and 
(e) describe how the performance of these measures would be monitored over time. 

 
Conservation and Biodiversity Bond 
 
45. Within 3 months of the approval of the Landscape Management Plan, the Proponent shall lodge a 

conservation and biodiversity bond with the Department to ensure that the Offset Strategy is 
implemented in accordance with the performance and completion criteria of the Landscape 
Management Plan.  The sum of the bond shall be determined by: 
(a) calculating the full cost of implementing the Offset Strategy and Conceptual Corridor Strategy; 

and 
(b) employing a suitably qualified quantity surveyor to verify the calculated costs, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 

 
Notes: 

• If the Offset Strategy is completed to the satisfaction of the Director-General, the Director-General will release 
the conservation bond. 

• If the Offset Strategy is not completed to the satisfaction of the Director-General, the Director-General will call 
in all or part of the conservation bond, and arrange for the satisfactory completion of the relevant works. 

• If amendments to the Mining Act 1992 allow the Minister for Mineral Resources to require rehabilitation 
securities under a Mining Lease which apply to the implementation of rehabilitation works outside the 
boundary of a Mining Lease, the Proponent may transfer the conservation bond required under this approval to 
the Minister of Mineral Resources provided the Director-General and the DPI agree to the transfer.   

 
ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE 
 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan 
 
46. The Proponent shall prepare and implement an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan to the 

satisfaction of the Director-General.  This plan must: 
(a) be prepared in consultation with DECC and the Aboriginal communities; 
(b) be submitted to the Director-General for approval prior to the disturbance of any Aboriginal 

object or site; and 
(c) include a: 

• detailed salvage program and management plan for all Aboriginal sites within the project 
disturbance area; 

• detailed description of the measures that would be implemented to protect Aboriginal sites 
outside the project disturbance area, including the 16 Aboriginal rock shelter sites identified 
in the EA; 

• detailed monitoring program for the 16 Aboriginal rock shelter sites identified in the EA; 
• description of the measures that would be implemented if any new Aboriginal objects or 

skeletal remains are discovered during the project; and 
• protocol for the ongoing consultation and involvement of the Aboriginal communities in the 

conservation and management of Aboriginal cultural heritage on the site.  
 
Note:  The 16 Aboriginal rock shelter sites include sites AC38, AC42, BFC12, CG01, CG08, CG09, CG10, WC05, 
WC25, WC26, WC27, WC33, WC43, WC45, WC46 and WC47, as shown on the figure in Appendix 7. 

 
HERITAGE 
 
Wybong Community Heritage 
 
47. Prior to starting mining operations on site, the Proponent shall prepare a report documenting the 

history of the Wybong community to the satisfaction of the Director-General. This report must: 
(a) be prepared in consultation with the Wybong community and NSW Heritage Office; and 
(b) include: 

• detailed historical research and oral history for all the land within the 40dBA noise contour 
(see the EA); and 
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• archival recording, in accordance with the requirements and guidelines of the NSW 
Heritage Office, for all items of heritage value within the project disturbance area and blast 
affectation area (including ‘Castle Hill’). 

 
48. The Proponent shall prepare and implement a detailed Conservation Management Strategy for all 

heritage items within the blast affectation area to the satisfaction of the Director-General. This 
strategy must: 
(a) be prepared in consultation with the relevant landowners and the NSW Heritage Office;  
(b) be submitted to the Director-General for approval prior to starting mining operations on site; 

and 
(c) include a: 

• program for baseline dilapidation surveys of the heritage items; 
• program to monitor the effects of blasting on the heritage items; and 
• description of the measures that would be implemented to protect relevant heritage items 

(particularly Castle Hill) from the effects of blasting; and 
• description of the measures that would be implemented to protect Anvil Rock and ‘The 

Book’ rock formations from the effects of blasting. 
 
Note:  For the purposes of these conditions the blast affectation area includes all properties predicted to exceed 
the 5mm/sec ground vibration criteria. 

 
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT 
 
Monitoring of Coal Transport 
 
49. The Proponent shall: 

(a) keep records of the: 
• amount of coal transported from the site each year; and  
• number of coal haulage train movements generated by the project (on a daily basis); and 

(b) include these records in the AEMR. 
 
Traffic Management 
 
50. Prior to carrying out any development on site, the Proponent shall upgrade: 

(a) the Bengalla Link Road intersections with Wybong Road and Denman Road, to the 
satisfaction of the RTA and Council; 

(b) Wybong Road and its intersection with the mine access road to the satisfaction of Council; 
(c) the Golden Highway/Wybong Road intersection to the satisfaction of the RTA;  
(d) lighting and signposting of the relevant intersections to the satisfaction of the RTA/Council; 

and 
(e) all bus stops affected by the proposal to the satisfaction of Council. 

 
51. Prior to carrying out any development on site, the Proponent shall prepare (and subsequently 

implement) a construction traffic management plan for the project to the satisfaction of the RTA and 
Council; and following approval, implement the plan to the satisfaction of the RTA and Council 

 
52. No project related traffic shall use Reedy Creek Road, Mangoola Road or Roxburgh Road to get to or 

from the site, except in an emergency to avoid the loss of lives, property and/or to prevent 
environmental harm. 

 
Note:  This condition does not apply to any employees that may reside on Reedy Creek Road, Mangoola Road or 
Roxburgh Road. 

 
VISUAL IMPACT 
 
Additional Visual Impact Mitigation 
 
53. Within 12 months of this approval, the Proponent shall prepare a report that: 

(a) identifies the residences that are likely to experience significant visual impacts during the 
construction and operation of the project; and 

(b) describes (in general terms) the additional mitigation measures that could be implemented to 
reduce the visibility of the mine from these residences, 

to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 
 

54. Within 3 months of the Director-General approving this report, the Proponent shall advise all owners 
of residences identified in the report that they are entitled to additional mitigation measures to reduce 
the visibility of the mine from their properties. 
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55. Upon receiving a written request from an owner of a residence identified in this report, the Proponent 
shall implement additional visual impact mitigation measures (such as landscaping treatments or 
vegetation screens) in consultation with the landowner, and to the satisfaction of the Director-
General.   

 
These mitigation measures must be reasonable and feasible.  

 
If within 3 months of receiving this request from the owner, the Proponent and the owner cannot 
agree on the measures to be implemented, or there is a dispute about the implementation of these 
measures, then either party may refer the matter to the Director-General for resolution. 

 
Note: The additional visual impact mitigation measures must be aimed at reducing the visibility of the mine from 
significantly affected residences and do not necessarily require measures to reduce visibility of the mine from 
other locations on the affected properties. The additional visual impact mitigation measures do not necessarily 
have to include measures on the affected property itself (i.e. the additional measures may consist of measures 
outside the affected property boundary that provide an effective reduction in visual impacts). 

 
Visual Amenity 
 
56. The Proponent shall minimise the visual impacts of the project to the satisfaction of the Director-

General. 
 
Lighting Emissions 
 
57. The Proponent shall: 

(a) take all practicable measures to mitigate off-site lighting impacts from the project; and 
(b) ensure that all external lighting associated with the project complies with Australian Standard 

AS4282 (INT) 1995 – Control of Obtrusive Effects of Outdoor Lighting, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 

 
GREENHOUSE GAS 
 
Energy Savings Action Plan 
 
58. The Proponent shall prepare and implement an Energy Savings Action Plan for the project to the 

satisfaction of the Director-General.  This plan must be prepared in accordance with the requirements 
and guidelines of DWE, and submitted to the Director-General for approval prior to starting mining 
operations on site. 

 
Monitoring and Reporting 
 
59. The Proponent shall: 

(a) monitor the greenhouse gas emissions generated by the project; 
(b) investigate ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions generated by the project; and 
(c) report on greenhouse gas monitoring and abatement measures in the AEMR, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 

 
WASTE MINIMISATION 

 
60. The Proponent shall: 

(a) monitor the amount of waste generated by the project; 
(b) investigate ways to minimise waste generated by the project;  
(c) implement reasonable and feasible measures to minimise waste generated by the project;  
(d) ensure irrigation of treated wastewater is undertaken in accordance with DECC’s 

Environmental Guideline for the Utilisation of Treated Effluent; and 
(e) report on waste management and minimisation in the AEMR, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 
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SCHEDULE 4 
ADDITIONAL PROCEDURES 

 
NOTIFICATION OF LANDOWNERS 
 
1. Within 1 month of this approval, the Proponent shall notify the landowners of the land listed in the 

table in Appendix 5 in writing that they have the right to require the Proponent to acquire their land at 
any stage during the project.  

 
2. If the results of monitoring required in schedule 3 identify that impacts generated by the project are 

greater than the impact assessment criteria in schedule 3, except where this is predicted in the EA, 
and except where a negotiated agreement has been entered into in relation to that impact, then the 
Proponent shall notify the Director-General and the affected landowners and/or existing or future 
tenants (including tenants of mine owned properties) accordingly, and provide quarterly monitoring 
results to each of these parties until the results show that the project is complying with the criteria in 
schedule 3. 

 
3. The Proponent shall develop a brochure to advise landowners and/or existing or future tenants 

(including tenants of mine owned properties) of the possible health and amenity impacts associated 
with exposure to particulate matter, to the satisfaction of the Director-General.  The brochure shall be 
prepared in consultation with NSW Health, and be submitted to the Director-General within 6 months 
of the date of this approval. 
 

The Proponent shall review relevant human health studies and update this brochure every 3 years, to 
the satisfaction of the Director-General. 

 
The Proponent shall provide this brochure (and associated updates) to all landowners and/or existing 
or future tenants (including tenants of mine owned properties) of properties where: 
(a) the predictions in the EA identify that the dust emissions generated by the project are likely to 

be greater than the air quality land acquisition criteria in condition 25 of schedule 3; and 
(b) monitoring results identify that the mine is exceeding the air quality land acquisition criteria in 

condition 25 of schedule 3. 
 
INDEPENDENT REVIEW 
 
4. If a landowner considers the project to be exceeding the impact assessment criteria in schedule 3, 

except where this is predicted in the EA, then he/she may ask the Director-General in writing for an 
independent review of the impacts of the project on his/her land. 
 
If the Director-General is satisfied that an independent review is warranted, the Proponent shall within 
3 months of the Director-General advising that an independent review is warranted: 
(a) consult with the landowner to determine his/her concerns;  
(b) commission a suitably qualified, experienced and independent person, whose appointment 

has been approved by the Director-General, to conduct monitoring on the land, to determine 
whether the project is complying with the relevant impact assessment criteria in schedule 3, 
and identify the source(s) and scale of any impact on the land, and the project’s contribution to 
this impact; and 

(c) give the Director-General and landowner a copy of the independent review. 
 
5. If the independent review determines that the project is complying with the relevant impact 

assessment criteria in schedule 3, then the Proponent may discontinue the independent review with 
the approval of the Director-General. 

 
6. If the independent review determines that the project is not complying with the relevant impact 

assessment criteria in schedule 3, and that the project is primarily responsible for this non-
compliance, then the Proponent shall: 
(a) take all reasonable and feasible measures, in consultation with the landowner, to ensure that 

the project complies with the relevant criteria; and  
(b) conduct further monitoring to determine whether these measures ensure compliance; or 
(c) secure a written agreement with the landowner to allow exceedances of the criteria in schedule 

3, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 
 
If the additional monitoring referred to above subsequently determines that the project is complying 
with the relevant criteria in schedule 3, then the Proponent may discontinue the independent review 
with the approval of the Director-General. 
 
If the Proponent is unable to finalise an agreement with the landowner, then the Proponent or 
landowner may refer the matter to the Director-General for resolution. 
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If the matter cannot be resolved within 21 days, the Director-General shall refer the matter to an 
Independent Dispute Resolution Process (see Appendix 8). 
 
If the measures referred to in (a) do not achieve compliance with the air quality and/or noise land 
acquisition criteria in schedule 3, and the Proponent cannot secure a written agreement with the 
landowner to allow these exceedances within 3 months, then the Proponent shall, upon receiving a 
written request from the landowner, acquire all or part of the landowner’s land in accordance with the 
procedures in conditions 10-12 below. 

 
7. If the independent review determines that the relevant criteria in schedule 3 are being exceeded, but 

that more than one mine is responsible for this non-compliance, then the Proponent shall, together 
with the relevant mine/s: 
(a) take all reasonable and feasible measures, in consultation with the landowner, to ensure that 

the relevant criteria are complied with; and 
(b) conduct further monitoring to determine whether these measures ensure compliance; or 
(c) secure a written agreement with the landowner and other relevant mines to allow exceedances 

of the criteria in schedule 3, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 
 
If the additional monitoring referred to above subsequently determines that the projects are complying 
with the relevant criteria in schedule 3, then the Proponent may discontinue the independent review 
with the approval of the Director-General. 
 
If the Proponent is unable to finalise an agreement with the landowner and/or other mine/s, then the 
Proponent or landowner may refer the matter to the Director-General for resolution. 
 

If the matter cannot be resolved within 21 days, the Director-General shall refer the matter to an 
Independent Dispute Resolution Process (see Appendix 8). 
 
If the measures referred to in (a) do not achieve compliance with the air quality and/or noise land 
acquisition criteria in schedule 3, and the Proponent together with the relevant mine/s cannot secure 
a written agreement with the landowner to allow these exceedances within 3 months, then upon 
receiving a written request from the landowner, the Proponent shall acquire all or part of the 
landowner’s land on as equitable a basis as possible with the relevant mine/s, in accordance with the 
procedures in conditions 10-12 below. 

 
8. If the landowner disputes the results of the independent review, either the Proponent or the 

landowner may refer the matter to the Director-General for resolution.  
 

If the matter cannot be resolved within 21 days, the Director-General shall refer the matter to an 
Independent Dispute Resolution Process. 
 

9. If, following the Independent Dispute Resolution Process, the Director-General decides that the 
Proponent shall acquire all or part of the landowner’s land, then the Proponent shall acquire this land 
in accordance with the procedures in conditions 10-12 below. 

 
LAND ACQUISITION 
 
10. Within 3 months of receiving a written request from a landowner with acquisition rights, the Proponent 

shall make a binding written offer to the landowner based on: 
(a) the current market value of the landowner’s interest in the property at the date of this written 

request, as if the property was unaffected by the project the subject of the project application, 
having regard to the: 
• existing and permissible use of the land, in accordance with the applicable planning 

instruments at the date of the written request; and 
• presence of improvements on the property and/or any approved building or structure which 

has been physically commenced at the date of the landowner’s written request, and is due 
to be completed subsequent to that date, but excluding any improvements that have 
resulted from the implementation of the ‘additional noise mitigation measures’ in condition 
8 of schedule 3;  

(b) the reasonable costs associated with: 
• relocating within the Muswellbrook local government area, or to any other local 

government area determined by the Director-General; 
• obtaining legal advice and expert advice for determining the acquisition price of the land, 

and the terms upon which it is required; and 
(c) reasonable compensation for any disturbance caused by the land acquisition process. 
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However, if at the end of this period, the Proponent and landowner cannot agree on the acquisition 
price of the land, and/or the terms upon which the land is to be acquired, then either party may refer 
the matter to the Director-General for resolution. 

 
Upon receiving such a request, the Director-General shall request the President of the NSW Division 
of the Australian Property Institute to appoint a qualified independent valuer or Fellow of the Institute, 
to consider submissions from both parties, and determine a fair and reasonable acquisition price for 
the land, and/or terms upon which the land is to be acquired. 
 
Within 14 days of receiving the independent valuer’s determination, the Proponent shall make a 
written offer to purchase the land at a price not less than the independent valuer’s determination. 
 
If the landowner refuses to accept this offer within 6 months of the date of the Proponent’s offer, the 
Proponent's obligations to acquire the land shall cease, unless otherwise agreed by the Director-
General. 
 

11. The Proponent shall bear the costs of any valuation or survey assessment requested by the 
independent valuer, or the Director-General and the costs of determination referred above. 

12. If the Proponent and landowner agree that only part of the land shall be acquired, then the Proponent 
shall pay all reasonable costs associated with obtaining Council approval for any plan of subdivision 
(where permissible), and registration of the plan at the Office of the Registrar-General. 
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SCHEDULE 5 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, MONITORING, AUDITING AND REPORTING 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 
 
1. The Proponent shall prepare and implement an Environmental Management Strategy for the project 

to the satisfaction of the Director-General.  This strategy must be submitted to the Director-General 
prior to carrying out any development on site, and: 
(a) provide the strategic context for environmental management of the project; 
(b) identify the statutory requirements that apply to the project; 
(c) describe in general how the environmental performance of the project would be monitored and 

manage; 
(d) describe the procedures that would be implemented to: 

• keep the local community and relevant agencies informed about the operation and 
environmental performance of the project; 

• receive, handle, respond to, and record complaints; 
• resolve any disputes that may arise during the course of the project; 
• respond to any non-compliance; 
• manage cumulative impacts; and 
• respond to emergencies; and 

(e) describe the role, responsibility, authority, and accountability of all the key personnel involved 
in environmental management of the project. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
2. The Proponent shall prepare and implement an Environmental Monitoring Program for the project to 

the satisfaction of the Director-General. This program must consolidate the various monitoring 
requirements in schedule 3 of this approval into a single document, and be submitted to the Director-
General concurrently with the submission of the relevant monitoring programs/plans. 

 
INCIDENT REPORTING 

 

3. Within 7 days of detecting an exceedance of the limits/performance criteria in this approval or an 
incident causing (or threatening to cause) material harm to the environment, the Proponent shall 
report the exceedance/incident to the Department, and any other relevant agency.  This report must: 
(a) describe the date, time, and nature of the exceedance/incident; 
(b) identify the cause (or likely cause ) of the exceedance/incident; 
(c) describe what action has been taken to date; and  
(d) describe the proposed measures to address the exceedance/incident. 

 
ANNUAL REPORTING 
 
4. Within 12 months of this approval, and annually thereafter, the Proponent shall submit an AEMR to 

the Director-General and relevant agencies. This report must: 
(a) identify the standards and performance measures that apply to the project; 
(b) describe the works carried out in the last 12 months; 
(c) describe the works that will be carried out in the next 12 months; 
(d) include a summary of the complaints received during the past year, and compare this to the 

complaints received in previous years; 
(e) include a summary of the monitoring results for the project during the past year;  
(f) include an analysis of these monitoring results against the relevant: 

• impact assessment criteria/limits; 
• monitoring results from previous years; and 
• predictions in the EA; 

(g) identify any trends in the monitoring results over the life of the project; 
(h) identify any non-compliance during the previous year; and 
(i) describe what actions were, or are being, taken to ensure compliance. 

 
INDEPENDENT ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT 
 
5. Within 2 years of this approval, and every 3 years thereafter, unless the Director-General directs 

otherwise, the Proponent shall commission and pay the full cost of an Independent Environmental 
Audit of the project. This audit must: 
(a) be conducted by a suitably qualified, experienced, and independent team of experts whose 

appointment has been endorsed by the Director-General; 
(b) assess the environmental performance of the project, and its effects on the surrounding 

environment; 
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(c) assess whether the project is complying with the relevant standards, performance measures, 
and statutory requirements; 

(d) review the adequacy of any strategy/plan/program required under this approval; and, if 
necessary, 

(e) recommend measures or actions to improve the environmental performance of the project, 
and/or any strategy/plan/program required under this approval. 

 
Note: This audit team must include experts in the field of mine rehabilitation; and noise, blasting, air quality, and 
flora and fauna impact assessment. 

 
6. Within 6 weeks of completing this audit, or as otherwise agreed by the Director-General, the 

Proponent shall submit a copy of the audit report to the Director-General with a response to any 
recommendations contained in the audit report. 

 
7. Within 3 months of submitting the audit report to the Director-General, the Proponent shall review and 

if necessary revise the: 
(a) strategies/plans/programs required under this approval; and 
(b) Conservation and Biodiversity Conservation Bond, 
to the satisfaction of the Director-General. 

 
COMMUNITY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
 
8. Within 3 months of this approval, the Proponent shall establish a Community Consultative Committee 

for the project.  The CCC shall: 
(a) be comprised of: 

• 2 representatives from the Proponent, including the person responsible for environmental 
management on site; 

• at least 1 representative from Council (if available); and  
• at least 4 representatives from the local community,  
whose appointment has been approved by the Director-General in consultation with the 
Council; 

(b) be chaired by an independent chairperson, whose appointment has been approved by the 
Director-General; 

(c) meet at least twice a year;  
(d) review the Proponent’s performance with respect to environmental management and 

community relations; 
(e) undertake regular inspections of the mine’s operations; 
(f) review community concerns or complaints about the mine’s operations, and the Proponent’s 

complaint handling procedures; and 
(g) provide advice to: 

• the Proponent on improved environmental management and community relations, 
including the provision of information to the community and the identification of community 
initiatives to which the Proponent could contribute; 

• the Department regarding the conditions of this approval; and 
• the general community on the performance of the mine with respect to environmental 

management and community relations; and 
(h) be operated generally in accordance with any guidelines the Department may publish on the 

operation of Community Consultative Committees for mining projects.  
 

Note: The CCC is an advisory committee. The Department and other relevant agencies are responsible for 
ensuring that the Proponent complies with this approval. 

 
9. The Proponent shall: 

(a) ensure that at least 2 of its representatives attend CCC meetings; 
(b) provide the CCC with regular information on the environmental performance and management 

of the project; 
(c) provide meeting facilities for the CCC; 
(d) arrange site inspections for the CCC, if necessary; 
(e) respond to any advice or recommendations the CCC may have in relation to the environmental 

management or community relations; 
(f) take minutes of the CCC meetings, and put a copy of these minutes on its website within 1 

month of the CCC meeting; and 
(g) forward a copy of the minutes of each CCC meeting, including a response to any 

recommendations from the CCC, to the Director-General within 1 month of the CCC meeting. 
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ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
 
10. Within 3 months of the approval of any strategy/plan/program required under this approval (or any 

subsequent revision of these strategies/plans/programs), or the completion of the audits or AEMRs 
required under this approval, the Proponent shall: 
(a) provide a copy of the relevant document/s to the relevant agencies and the CCC; 
(b) put a copy of the relevant document/s on the Proponent’s website.  

 
11. During the project, the Proponent shall: 

(a) make a summary of monitoring results required under this approval publicly available on its 
website; and 

(b) update these results on a regular basis (at least every 3 months).  
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APPENDIX 1 
SCHEDULE OF LAND 

 

 

Property ID* Lot DP Owner 

CH0052 12 842072 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0217 32 735121 Bell PI & CJ 

CH0012 160 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0055 12 230283 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0058 112 531273 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0061 11 842072 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0147 633 748470 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0244 227 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0291 199 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0298 193 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0309 185 750924 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0322 177 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0219 31 735121 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0117 7004 93189 Crown 

CH0267 21 622786 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0256 2170 706389 Eddy BM & TA 

CH0306 188 750,924 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0088 912 588390 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0089 911 588390 Hayes CA 

CH0254 218 750968 Hogan LP & LR 

CH0275 201 706571 Hogan PD 

CH0009 163 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0010 162 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0087 93 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0104 1 1014899 Hogan PJ 

CH0146 634 748470 Hogan PJ 

CH0152 62 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0183 46 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0184 45 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0188 42 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0191 1 950763 Hogan PJ 

CH0193 41 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0196 40 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0203 4 729944 Hogan PJ 

CH0211 39 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0216 32 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0257 216 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0259 215 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0261 212 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0262 211 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0263 210 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0272 209 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0273 205 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0274 204 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0295 196 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0299 192 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0300 191 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0301 190 750968 Hogan PJ 

CH0305 189 750968 Hogan PJ 
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Property ID* Lot DP Owner 

CH0097 88 750968 Hogan PJ & JT 

CH0239 230 869334 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0233 257 706955 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0241 23 622786 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0019 156 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0020 155 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0251 22 622786 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0296 195 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0297 194 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0255 2171 706389 McLane G 

CH0066 11 112946 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0240 23 8090 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0249 22 8090 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0264 21 8090 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0060 111 531273 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0092 101 805458 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0192 41 805505 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0187 42 805505 Ray HJG 

CH0103 100 805458 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0036 13 842072 Sormaz N & M 

CH0243 229 726283 
The State of New South Wales (Licence to 

Hogan P D) 

CH0324 173 750968 Centennial Hunter Pty Limited 

CH0320 179 750924 Wood ND 
*  As identified in the Environmental Assessment 

 
Other Lands 
Crown Roads, Council Roads, the bed and banks of the Hunter River and the Muswellbrook – Ulan railway, 
identified in the area shown on Figure 1 – Project Application Boundary 
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APPENDIX 2 
PROJECT LAYOUT PLAN 
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APPENDIX 3 
STATEMENT OF COMMITMENTS 

 
[Note:  References to sections, figures and appendices are references to the EA] 

 
6.2 Community Enhancement Program 
 
6.2.2 Centennial will work with the local Council to facilitate local employment opportunities within the 

Muswellbrook Shire. 
 
6.4 Noise 

 
Noise Mitigation Measures 
 
The following noise control measures will be employed throughout the life of the Project unless otherwise 
agreed by the Department: 
 
6.4.3 The CPP, coal stockpiles and associated infrastructure will be located near the eastern boundary of 

the Proposed Disturbance Area to take advantage of natural topographic shielding which will reduce 
noise impacts on surrounding areas. 

 
6.4.4 The CPP and crushers will have noise enclosures, and shielding will be installed for conveyors. 
 
6.4.5 The rail loop will be located to use natural topography for shielding as much as possible. In addition, a 

4 metre high noise barrier will be constructed on parts of the track to meet the noise modelling in the 
EA. 

 
6.4.6 At night, trucks will be restricted to operate below the maximum elevation of the overburden 

emplacement areas. 
 
6.4.9 If there are more than 20 privately-owned properties in the acquisition zone that have not entered into 

a negotiated agreement, Centennial will either: 
(a) carry out no night time mining operations; or 
(b) prepare and implement a noise management plan, in consultation with the DECC, and to the 

satisfaction of the Director-General to reduce the noise impact of mining operations on the 
properties in the acquisition zone. 

 
Notes:  
1. This plan may include measures to reduce the intensity of mining operations, or restrict night time mining 

operations. 
2. In this commitment, negotiated agreement means a written agreement between Centennial and the landowner 

in which the landowner agrees not to be counted as a number in the acquisition zone. 

 
6.5 Blasting and Vibration 
 
Blast Controls 
 
6.5.6 Centennial will design and undertake blasts to ensure the relevant vibration and blast overpressure 

criteria are met at the 500 kV transmission line. 
 
6.5.7 Centennial will refine and manage its blasting practices or undertake ameliorative measures so as not 

to significantly increase the risk of instability or affect the structural integrity of the rock shelter sites 
that are considered to be of significant Aboriginal cultural value in the Wallaby Rocks, Western Rocks 
and Limb of Addy Hill plateaus. This will include an ongoing monitoring program and review of blast 
design parameters. 

 
6.5.8 Techniques to minimise blast impacts will be employed as necessary to ensure compliance with 

relevant criteria. This may include blast initiation using electronic detonation techniques, limiting blast 
MIC, consideration of wind speed and direction prior to blasting, use of adequate stemming, 
implementing a delay detonation system, and careful drilling and hole loading to ensure that the 
required blast design is implemented. 

 
6.5.9 The Mine Manager or delegate will undertake a pre-blasting review of weather conditions to identify 

any conditions which may significantly increase blasting impact or dust impacts. When weather 
conditions are suitable or if safety requirements dictate at other times, the Mine Manager or delegate 
will issue a blast clearance prior to each blast proceeding. 

 
6.5.10 Wybong Road will be temporarily closed during blast events within 500 metres of the road. 
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6.5.12 All relevant personnel will be trained on environmental obligations in relation to blasting controls. 
 
6.5.13 The date, location of blast holes and quantity of explosive detonated each day will be documented. 
 
6.5.14 Monitoring will be undertaken at locations representative of surrounding nearest private residences 

and other sensitive locations to verify compliance with relevant vibration and blast overpressure 
criteria, and identify appropriate further blast refinement or management. 

 
6.5.15 Blast management procedures will be periodically reviewed to evaluate performance and identify 

corrective action, if required. 
 
6.5.16 Blast monitoring results will be reported in the AEMR. 
 
6.6 Air Quality 
 
Air Quality Controls 
 
6.6.2 Water sprays will be used at coal handling transfer points and on stockpile areas that are capable of 

generating dust. 
 
6.6.3  All active roads will be clearly defined and the development of minor roads will be limited. Minor roads 

used regularly for access will be constructed so as to minimise dust generation (for example, by using 
well-compacted select material) and will be watered as required. 

 
6.6.4 Speed limits will apply and be enforced on all roads on the mine site. 
 
6.6.5 Water carts will be used on active haul roads and unsealed working areas. Surface moisture levels on 

all haul roads will be maintained at suitably elevated levels and/or chemical treatments will be applied 
to achieve 90% dust suppression. 

 
6.6.6 Only the minimum area necessary for mining operations will be disturbed at any time. 
 
6.6.7 Reshaping and rehabilitation of mining and overburden emplacement areas, and obsolete roads, will 

be undertaken as soon as practicable. 
 
6.6.8 Drills will be fitted with dust suppressant measures. 
 
6.6.9 Blasting design and operation will be managed to achieve optimum material breakage and movement 

to facilitate efficient mining while minimising the explosives used to achieve this outcome. This 
includes consideration of material and explosives characteristics, excavating equipment 
specifications, hole spacing and stemming material specification, accurate placement and drilling of 
holes, accurate explosives loading and well-managed stemming of blast holes. These measures will 
assist with minimising dust generation in the blasting process. 

 
6.6.10 Cover crops will be established on any topsoil and subsoil stockpiles that are not planned to be used 

in less than six months. 
 
6.6.11 Meteorological conditions will be monitored and weather data will be considered in the timing of blasts 

to assist with minimising the impacts of blast generated dust. 
 
6.6.12 Dust control measures to be employed during construction will include use of water carts, defining of 

trafficked areas, imposition of vehicle speed limits and constraints on work under extreme 
unfavourable weather conditions. 

 
6.6.13 A spontaneous combustion management strategy will be developed for the Project and will include 

coal stockpile and reject emplacement management measures, monitoring potential causes of 
spontaneous combustion events, and actions that can be implemented in the event of spontaneous 
combustion occurring. 

 
6.6.14 Mine personnel will be provided with training in dust controls during induction for mine operations. 
 
6.6.15 Centennial will install first flush systems on residential rain water tanks, at the request of landowners 

located within 4 kilometres of the Project Disturbance boundary. 
 
6.7 Water Management 
 
6.7.1 Conceptual surface water controls have been designed to ensure that clean runoff is separated from 

runoff within disturbed mining and infrastructure areas. Conceptual sediment and erosion controls 
have been designed to ensure any runoff from disturbed areas is appropriately treated. 
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6.7.2 The drainage lines to be constructed as part of the final landform generally along the alignment of 

Anvil Creek as it existed prior to approval will be designed and constructed to provide a stable 
vegetated channel with a natural appearance that blends in with any adjoining riparian areas. Native 
trees and shrubs will be planted along the drainage alignment to enhance the long term stability of the 
drainage system and to provide suitable habitat for native fauna. 

 
6.7.3 A comprehensive water quality monitoring program will continue throughout the life of the Project to 

monitor the surrounding surface water quality. 
 
Groundwater 
 
6.7.4 The existing groundwater monitoring bore locations will be maintained and a number of additional 

bores will be constructed at new locations beyond the mine pit areas, and in spoils following 
reshaping. Locations for these piezometers will be subject to consultation with DWE. These bores will 
be monitored every two months for a range of parameters including water table level, pH, and EC and 
further analyses every six months for total dissolved solids (TDS), major ions, and heavy metals. 
Daily monitoring of water levels by automatic data loggers at existing piezometers and in selected 
new piezometers will continue. Analyses of this data will include comparison against model 
predictions, establishment of triggers for remedial action, expert review as required, and reporting to 
regulatory agencies at appropriate intervals. 

 
6.7.5 As discussed in Section 5.3.2.3, it is possible (but unlikely) that two existing groundwater wells not 

owned by Centennial may be affected by the Project. If the data obtained from the groundwater 
monitoring program indicates that the Project is having an adverse affect on these groundwater bores 
(that is, reduced groundwater yield from existing wells), then an alternative water supply will be 
provided by Centennial. 

 
6.7.6 If monitoring indicates it is required, a barrier cut off wall within the alluvium associated with Big Flat 

Creek will be constructed to limit groundwater seepage into the mine. 
 
6.7.7 Final voids have been designed to intercept leachate from overburden emplacement areas and 

minimise discharge of saline groundwater. Final void design will be reviewed at least three years prior 
to anticipated mine closure. 

 
6.7.8 Analyses of the monitoring data will include comparison against model predictions, establishment of 

triggers for remedial action, expert review as required, and reporting to regulatory agencies at 
appropriate intervals. The monitoring results and the analyses will be reported in the AEMR. 

 
6.8 Ecological Management and Site Rehabilitation 
 
6.8.2 Centennial is committed to long term protection of the Proposed Offset Areas and will finalise the 

appropriate tenure / conservation mechanism to achieve this, in consultation with the Department, 
DECC and DPI. 

 
6.8.3 Centennial will seek to acquire all proposed components of the Proposed Offset Areas within one 

year of the date of project approval. If one or more proposed components of the Proposed Offset 
Areas have not been acquired within this time frame, Centennial will consult with DECC and the 
Department to identify alternatives. 

 
6.8.4 The land to be included in the conceptual corridors will include one external corridor to the north and 

one external corridor to the west, with the final location to be determined in consultation with DECC 
and the Department. 

 
6.8.5 Centennial will take all reasonable steps to acquire all proposed component(s) of the conceptual 

corridors within one year of the date of granting of project approval. If proposed component(s) of the 
conceptual corridors have not been acquired within this time frame, Centennial will consult with 
DECC and the Department to identify alternatives. 

 
6.9 Aboriginal Cultural Management 
 
Site Management in Proposed Disturbance Area 
 
6.9.1 Surface collection and grader scrapes will be undertaken for sites identified in the EA, prior to works 

commencing in these areas. Manual excavation will be undertaken in areas where the grader scrapes 
reveal features such as hearths, heat treatment pits, knapping floors or significant artefact 
concentrations. 
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6.9.2 Site AC13 will be subject to a detailed geomorphic investigation, a sub-surface test pitting program, 
large area manual excavation and grader scrapes. 

 
6.9.3 Site SC10 will be managed for use by the Aboriginal and wider communities for teaching and 

educational purposes. 
 
Conservation Management 
 
6.9.4 The Proposed Offset Areas shown on Figure 5.8 provide for conservation of archaeological terrain 

units evaluated as having equal or greater overall significance than in the Proposed Disturbance 
Area. Centennial is committed to conserving all 98 identified sites and the landscapes in which they 
occur, within the Proposed Offset Areas. The Proposed Offset Areas will conserve all the rockshelter 
sites within Wallaby Rocks, Limb of Addy Hill, Western Rocks and Anvil Hill. Anvil Hill rockshelter 
sites (four sites), however, may be affected by the indirect impacts of blasting. This impact will be 
mitigated and management strategies for the rockshelters on Anvil Hill are discussed in Appendix 
13. 

 
6.10 Heritage 
 
6.10.2 Archival recording will be undertaken for all heritage items identified within the Proposed Disturbance 

Area, prior to disturbance of such sites, to the standards of local heritage significance as specified by 
the guidelines of the NSW Heritage Office. 

 
6.10.3 The surface collection and salvage of Ham House 1 and Ham House 2 and associated dairies, 

creamery and structures will be undertaken. 
 
6.10.4 Centennial will complete a detailed archival recording of the Castle Hill homestead to the standard of 

local heritage significance. 
 
6.10.5 Potential further sites of local heritage value located within the area at which the relevant vibration 

criteria are predicted to be exceeded will be inspected, subject to landowner permission for access, 
and appropriately recorded prior to blasting. This will include assessing the structural status and 
identifying appropriate ameliorative measures, where relevant. 

 
6.11 Traffic and Transport 
 
6.11.2 Wybong Road will be upgraded in association with Council, from the intersection with Bengalla Link 

Road to the proposed mine access road. This includes an upgrade to a sealed carriageway minimum 
6.5 metres wide, road marked centreline to relevant standards, enhancement of safety and advisory 
signage, and upgrade of sections to ensure safe operation of school bus zones and stops. All works 
will be undertaken in consultation with Council and to the standards recommended in the detailed 
traffic assessment in Appendix 16. 

 
6.11.3 The intersection of Wybong Road and the mine access road will be a Type B rural layout with a left 

turn auxiliary lane from Wybong Road into the proposed access road. 
 
6.12 Greenhouse Gas 
 
6.12.1 Centennial will implement the following approaches to improving energy efficiency and reducing 

greenhouse emissions from the Project: 
• use of minimum 5% bio-diesel or similar in the mining fleet, where environmental benefit is 

demonstrated; 
• implementation of an energy management system within 2 years of the commencement of 

mining; 
• conduct of an energy efficiency audit each three years after the commencement of mining; and 
• installation of gas boosted solar hot water system. 

 
Centennial will continue to assess and implement energy and greenhouse management initiatives 
during the Project design, operation and decommissioning. 

 
6.12.2 In addition to these initiatives, Centennial will review various emission trading schemes and 

abatement initiatives available and assess the suitability of these for the Project (for example, the 
NSW Greenhouse Gas Abatement Scheme). The objective of these measures is to seek further 
opportunities to reduce or offset GHG emissions from the Project. 
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6.13 Visual Controls 
 
Vegetative Screenings 
 
6.13.1 Where access allows, vegetative screens will be planted along the lower sections of Mangoola Road 

from Roxburgh Road to the new rail loop intersection and along the ridge extending west from Limb of 
Addy Hill. 

 
6.13.2 Final revegetation of disturbed areas will consider the reduction of visual impacts. 
 
Infrastructure 
 
6.13.4 The link road from the CPP to the Tailings Dam will be relocated to avoid the knoll 500 metres east of 

the product stockpile. This will ensure existing vegetation on the knoll shields views of the CPP and 
stockpile from VP 2. 

 
6.13.5 The colour of building roofs and walls will be selected to differentiate elements and reduce visual 

mass. 
 
6.13.6 The spur on the north-east edge of Anvil Hill at RL 220 will be recreated as part of the overburden 

emplacement areas to assist screening of the CPP from Years 10 to 20 when viewed from the north 
around VP 10. 

 
6.13.7 The north, east and south sides of the workshop and CPP will be clad to meet the noise modelling in 

the EA. 
 
6.13.8 All floodlights in the open cut area will be shielded to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
6.13.9 Workshop doors will be orientated south or south-west, where possible, to reduce light spill. 
 
6.13.10 Where safe to do so, trucks on access roads will make use of portable visual edge markers to 

increase drivers’ visibility of road edges when driving with dipped headlamps. 
 
Operational Measures 
 
6.13.11 At night, work will be restricted to lower levels on the overburden emplacement areas to reduce 

noise impacts which will also reduce potential direct lighting effects from random elements such as 
truck headlights and flashing beacons. 
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APPENDIX 4 
GENERAL TERMS FOR THE PLANNING AGREEMENT  

 
 

Funding Area Project Minimum Proponent 
Contribution 

Funding Time Frame 

Local Environmental 
Management 

Wybong Uplands Land 
Management Strategy 

$500,000 $100.000 x 5 years, from 
commencement of 
construction. 

Local Employment Educations and Training 
Strategy 

$600,000 3 – 6 annual 
contributions to be paid 
from commencement of 
construction. 

Community Projects Recreation Assets 
Renewal Fund 

$1,200,000 Contributions to start on 
commencement of 
production, with flexible 
instalments. and interest 
on the capital 
outstanding to be 
contributed annually. 

Community 
Infrastructure 

Denman recreation area 
enhancements 

$2,200,000 3-4 annual contributions 
to be paid from 
commencement of 
production, with a 
weighting towards the 
latter contributions in 
accordance with 
Council’s schedule of 
works. 
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APPENDIX 5 
LANDOWNERS WITH ACQUISITION RIGHTS 

 
 

Residence 
ID* 

Owner Lot DP 
Significant 
Noise 
Impact 

Significant 
Air Impact 

Significant 
Blast 
Impact - 
Vibration 

Significant 
Blast Impact - 
Overpressure 

Residences 

28 Attkins BK & Barnett VJ 18 750969 Yes -  Yes  - 

30 Baywalis Management Pty Ltd 11 805364 Yes -   -  - 

31 Bell PI & CJ 32 735121 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

56 Buddin KW & Bezzina S 23 240086 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

140 Cleal AP & Molloy LM 121 811176 Yes -   -  - 

34 Cole G R 186 750924 Yes -   -  - 

115 Cope AW & LK 181 750924 Yes -   -  - 

37 Danks JL, CA, PW 10 805364 Yes -   -  - 

39 Duggan KM & EA 651 263080 Yes -   -  - 

43 Eddy BM & TA 2170 706389 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

45A Elliott MJ 71 631197 Yes -   -  - 

121 Fairweather JA 2 593485 Yes -   -  - 

269A Fernandes MAR 90 818690 Yes -   -  - 

269C Fernandes MAR 13 1043996 Yes -   -  - 

59B Hopkins CM 6 750969  - Yes  -  - 

132 Horden RJ & AM 180 750924 Yes -   -  - 

10 Hurney PJ & AM 1593 809469 Yes -   -  - 

137 Jannsen HM & PH 178 750924 Yes -   -  - 

71 Morgan JM 2 555166 Yes -   -  - 

78 Peel PM & RH 184 750924 Yes -   -  - 

81 Phelps JR & CM 12 240086 Yes -   -  - 

82 Pittman LA & BA 19 240086 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

84 Ray HJG 42 805505 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

83 Ray MD & JT 9 750968  - Yes Yes Yes 

89 Santa Beef Breeders Pty Ltd 4 555166 Yes -   -  - 

91 Shorter GM & O'Hara PJ 10 240086 Yes -   -  - 

118 Ward JW & SL 3 845723 Yes -   -  - 

101 Weir RW 654 263080 Yes -   -  - 

25 Withers KL, LA, RIC & PJ RAY 168 750968 Yes -  Yes Yes 

169 Wood ND 179 750924 Yes -   -  - 

Vacant Land 

- Englebrecht JA & Telfer S 123 869335 Yes - - - 

- LeBreton MJ & CA 22 2827772 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

- James Visser Pty Limited 11 1154052 Yes - - - 

- Googe FN & WL 1 1957072 Yes - - - 

- 
Fairweather CR, ALJ, JMA & 
WS 

71 9011088 Yes - - - 

- 
The Trustees of the Roman 
Catholic Church for the 
Diocese of Maitland 

19 650541  Yes - - 

*  As identified in the Environmental Assessment 
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APPENDIX 6 
CONCEPTUAL REHABILITATION PLAN 
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APPENDIX 7 
ABORIGINAL SITES 

 

 
 







 2

KEY RESULTS 

Environmental 
Aspect

Summary of 

Existing Predictions

Summary of MCCO Project 
Predicted Results

Property ID 205

Mitigation & Management

Air Quality Project Approval (PA 06 0014):

 No exceedances of existing air 

quality criteria predicted 

MCCO Project:

Maximum air quality predictions (all stages - 

all years):

 PM10 Annual Average - 12 µg/m3 

(criteria 25 µg/m3)

 PM10 24hr Incremental - 12 µg/m3   

(criteria 50 µg/m3)

 PM2.5 Annual Average - 5 µg/m3 

(criteria 8 µg/m3)

 TSP Annual Average - 51 µg/m3 

(criteria 90 µg/m3)

 Air quality emissions are predicted to 

remain below the assessment criteria 

contained within the Voluntary Land 

Acquisition and Mitigation Policy

Mitigation measures proposed to be 

utilised for the MCCO Project include:

 Maintain haul road dust control 

efficiency of 85%

 Modification of operations during 

adverse weather conditions

 Review of monitoring data and 

adaptive management

 Ongoing proactive real-time moni-

toring with alarms to respond to 

elevated dust levels

Noise Project Approval (PA 06 0014):

Existing noise levels:

 Day - 37dB(A) 

 Evening - 37dB(A)

 Night - 37dB(A) 

MCCO Project:

Maximum noise level predictions (all stages 

- all years):

 Predicted noise levels are greater than 

5dB(A) above the PNTL 

 Night time predictions are 

characterised as significant 

 Elig ble for acquisition and / or acoustic 

mitigation such as double glazing, 

sealing and air conditioning etc. as 

outlined in the Voluntary Land 

Acquisition and Mitigation Policy and 

subject to Development Consent for the 

MCCO Project

Mitigation measures proposed to be 

utilised for the MCCO Project include:

 Fully attenuated operating fleet 

and fixed infrastructure 

 Modifying operations during 

adverse weather conditions

 Construction of an 8m high road-

side bund on the exposed side of 

the primary haul road where 

practicable

 Ongoing proactive real-time 

monitoring with alarms to respond 

to elevated noise levels

Blasting Project Approval (PA 06 0014):

Not predicted to exceed existing blasting 

criteria including:

 Airblast overpressure - 120dBL

 Ground vibration - 10mm/s

MCCO Project:

 No exceedances of existing blasting 

criteria predicted.

Mitigation measures proposed to be 

used for the MCCO Project include:

 Detailed design to be undertaken 

prior to each blast including 

consideration of meteorological 

conditions and predicted results

 Continuous monitoring of all blasts 

to identify elevated levels

Contact Information 

If you would like further clarification in relation to the content of 

this information sheet or would like to discuss any other aspects 

of the MCCO Project, please contact:

Jason Martin
Project Approvals Manager

T: (02) 6549 5577    M: 0422 215 589 
E: Jason.Martin@glencore.com.au

Assessment 
Period

Project Noise 
Trigger Level 

(PNTL) 
dB(A)

Predicted 
Noise 
Level 
dB(A)

Day 40 39

Evening 35 39

Night 35 41

Policy Details

The Voluntary Land Acquisition and Mitigation Policy, including 

Frequently Asked Questions, can be located at the following link:

www.planning.nsw.gov.au/Policy-and-Legislation/Mining-and-
Resources

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS SHOULD

USE PRE-MINING ACTUAL NOISE

MEASUREMENT (NIL dbA) OR THE

INP MINIMUM BACKGROUND AND

NOT THE UNVERIFIED MINE IN

OPERATION MODEL ESTIMATE

ABOVE



Air Quality, Blasting and Noise 

 

Noise 
In relation to Noise Mitigation our family home at 740 Ridgelands Road, Manobalai, home to myself, 
my sister and brother-in-law and two disabled adult family members was listed in the Environmental 
Assessment, EPA Pollution licence and the Ministers Consent Conditions 3 and 8 as requiring Noise 
Mitigation of air-conditioning, insulation, double glazing, sealing, regular solar panel cleaning, regular 
tank water supply cleaning and reimbursement of electrical costs for operation of the necessary 
mitigation measures. 
 
We complied with the Conditions of Consent and requested in 2009 and again 2012 that the Noise 
Mitigation be applied. 
 
Our request met with refusal from Glencore Mangoola and we remain the only pre-Mangoola 
residence (mine owned or privately owned) that has not received Noise Mitigation. 
 
The refusals to Noise Mitigate follow on my Presidency of the Wybong Action Group which opposed 
the Anvil Hill Open-cut Coal Mine (Mangoola) from its tender, my teaching and In-Perpetuity 
Conservation Agreement under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) with the NSW Minister 
for the Environment. 
 
The continued refusal to Noise Mitigate follows on my inclusion in the Design and Technology, 
Industrial Technology, Engineering Studies Yr 7-10 Courses which I hitherto taught at Muswellbrook 
High School of Climate Change, IPCC findings, Intergenerational Equity, Hydraulic Fracturing, Species 
at Risk and Key Threatening Factors whilst my classes were deprived of practical resources for a six 
month period by Muswellbrook High School. 
 
Ultimately the refusal to Noise Mitigate subjected my family and myself to unmitigated noise at and 
above the levels contained in the Environmental Assessment, EPA Pollution licence and the Ministers 
Consent Conditions 3 and 8 over an extended period. 
 
The result, a consequence foreseen by Mangoola, was six months uninterrupted sleep deprivation, 
loss of 40kg body weight, and loss of mental health. These matters continue to this day. This impact 
was not restricted to myself but also visited on my sister Louise, her husband Nicholas and 
disabled family members Duncan and Dylan each of whom was unable to cope with the loss of quiet 
enjoyment and creation of ill-health and have been forced their home 
 
As a further consequence of Mangoola’s undue influence of grants to my State Government Local 
Public Schools employer I was unfairly dismissed from my teaching position 
 
We believe that the Conditions relating to Noise Mitigation be the responsibility of a body 
Independent of the mining industry to ensure equity and equality of Noise Mitigation treatments 
without discrimination, fear or favour. 
 
Community Health and Safety 
The health and safety of the immediately impacted communities are NOT considered separately and 
instead given no greater consideration than non-impacted communities 20 and 30 kilometres distant. 
 
It is clear that my Community of Wybong and in particular , Ridgelands Residents, have suffered years 
of unmitigated impact causing gross ill-health, personal and economic loss. 
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2. Traffic & Transport  

 

Ridgelands Residents Inc objects due to the uncertainty of transport links in the EIS as the 

Muswellbrook Mine Affected Road Network Plan [formerly Western Roads Strategy] is under review 

and because of previous unsafe Glencore construction traffic use of narrow, winding, , and the death 

of David Patten on Wybong Road (2009) in not dissimilar roadway circumstances to mine and 

construction vehicle use of Ridgelands Road. 

 

The review is predicated on closure to public use of Mt Pleasant Northern and Western Link Roads 

(Mach Energy Consent), Dartbrook Link Road (Western Roads Strategy), Wybong Road East (Mach 

Energy Consent), Ridgelands Road and Bengalla Link Road (Bengalla Coal Consent) and the 

Muswellbrook Hunter River Flood Study. 

 

Ridgelands Road links the village of Bunnan to Muswellbrook, Denman and Sandy Hollow.  It is a 

vintage alignment, one lane rough and undulating sealed road surface, poor, torn to no road edges, 

floodways and culverts with adjacent metre deep drains and holes, unsafe intersections, inadequate 

signage and guideposting and confusing line markings.  It has significant forested roadside edges and 

environment and borders the largely forested fauna rich biodiversity offset adjacent.  It is used by 

predominantly by through vehicles, local residents, agricultural and service vehicles, the school bus 

and tourists.   

 

Mangoola Project vehicles are correctly prohibited from use of Ridgelands Road and should remain so 

for reasons of human safety.  All MCCOP project traffic should be required to use the Wybong PO Road 

alignment entry. 

 

The existing Muswellbrook Mine Affected Road Network is discussed in the following pages. 



Road Transport - Western Roads Strategy 
1997 to 2015





 
 

  



  



 



 

 
 









 



 











 

 





 



 





Mt Pleasant Mine Condition 7 Road Transport 
1997 to date
 



1. The Applicant shall, as required by Council and/or the RTA:

(b) prior to the closure of Castlerock Road, construct at its own expense, the
Mount Pleasant Northern Link Road to Dorset Road;

(c) prior to the closure of Wybong Road, construct at its own expense, the Mount
Pleasant Western Link Road, from the intersection of the Bengalla Link Road to
the intersection of the Mount Pleasant Northern Link Road, generally in
accordance with Council’s Western Roads Strategy;

2. The Applicant shall contribute an amount, determined by Council to the
maintenance costs of the Wybong Road between the mine access and Kayuga
Road (including the Rosebrook Bridge) for the period from commencement of
construction and concluding with the commencement of the use of the Bengalla
Link Road by the Applicant.

 

(e) should the following intersections be required, undertake construction works at:

(i) the intersection of the Western Link Road and access to the mine site,
(ii) the intersection of the Bengalla Link Road and the Western Link Road,
(iii) the intersection of Castlerock/Mount Pleasant Northern Link Road  and

the Western Link Road,
(iv) the intersection of the Mount Pleasant Northern Link Road and Kayuga

Road.

 to Council’s satisfaction.

7. Should a construction road be proposed, the Applicant shall provide either an
overpass or underpass across Wybong Road, or other means of crossing
Wybong Road, 

Road Transport7.2



Hyder Report 2008



 

 

 
            

 

     

 
     

      
  

 

   
  

                     
 

   

      
   

 

                
 

    



 
  

   

 

  

 
          

  
 

 
    

  
  

    

 

  

 

 
 

      

 
 

  



2013 RIO-TINTO Road Plan 



MINE AFFECTED ROADS NETWORK PLAN 
 

 Neil Pope – Director Community Infrastructure at Muswellbrook Shire Council; and 

Keith Blackmore - Senior Partner – Cardno 

 

Abstract 

Muswellbrook is at the heart of a major coal resource and a number of large mines have developed 
and are expanding. 

Fig 1 Study Area Mine Activity 



 

Previous road planning has been informed by the 1997 Western Roads Strategy, and via reactive 
analysis to each application.  The EIS generally have failed to capture the impacts on a network 
level.  The 1997 Plan was becoming less relevant as mining investment plans have changed.  
Several major proposed road deviations caused the plan to be reviewed. 

This paper will explain how Council has devised a strategic approach and engaged with the State 
Government and four major mining companies as funding partners to develop a strategic plan and 
funding strategy to inform the planning and road management for the next twenty years.  Council 
has engaged consultants Cardno to provide the technical and planning work. 

Key Words: Traffic Roads Network Planning Contributions Plan Collaboration 



 

Introduction 

The scale of the roadworks required to 
provide and sustain appropriate access to the 
enormous scope of the combined mining 
activities (Ref Figure 1) with the shire has the 
potential to severely impact on council’s 
financial sustainability.  Failure to provide 
adequate maintenance of these new and 
upgraded assets throughout the life of the 
mining phase could have serious safety and 
financial consequences. 
 
It is also critical to assess the impacts of road 
network efficiency for all road users and to 
ensure the community is left with a suitable 
network legacy post-mining activity.  
 

 
 
Muswellbrook productive mine capacity rose 
from 4Mt pa in 2001 to 62Mt pa in 2013. 
Further expansion is being planned, although 
the current downturn has caused delays to 
investment. 
 
The Upper Hunter Strategic Regional Land 
Use Plan states (in Chapter 5):’ It is 
estimated that 63 per cent of the gross 
regional product comes from mining. 
Between 2006 and 2010, direct employment 
in mining in the region rose from 5,500 to 
more than 11,000. Mining support industries, 
such as engineering, construction, transport, 
logistics and human resources have also 
become well established in Singleton and 

Muswellbrook.’ (Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure, 2012) 
 

Previous road planning in the North West 
sector was guided by the Western Roads 
Strategy (ERM Mitchell McCotter, 1997) and 
via reactive analysis to each application in 
other sectors.  The EIS have failed to capture 
the impacts on a network level.  We estimate 
that for every tonne of coal transported out 
(by rail), inputs represent around 4%.  Inputs 
are road transported and include, for 
example: diesel; plant; explosives; and 
services.  This has never been clearly 
identified in EIS analysis; but the heavy 
vehicle impacts are very significant in terms 
of Equivalent Standard Axle (ESA) loading.  
Construction activity can be intense and lead 
to abnormal use of roads with consequent 
accelerated damage.  Development of a new 
mine costs in excess of $1B ($US), and see 
multiple contracts running concurrently and 
up to 700 construction workers on site.  
Council monitored these movements and 
compared them with EIS predictions and 
found that they were up to twice the predicted 
levels. 

 
These are State Significant developments 
and the State is the consent authority; 
however, Council has successfully negotiated 
conditions into planning consents that 
attempt to attribute roadworks directly to the 
mines that have triggered them; and the 
application of ongoing contributions to 
maintenance, or in some cases maintenance 
agreements of sections of road for the life of 
the mine.  Voluntary Planning Agreements 



(VPA) bind these commitments to the 
consents. 
 
The 1997 Plan was becoming less relevant 
as mining investment plans changed.  
Several major proposed road deviations 
caused the plan to be reviewed.  The mines 
are generally progressing westward, and this 
meant mining through roads.  The resulting 
cumulative impacts of the network efficiency 
were becoming an increasing concern. 

Conceiving the Project 

Staff identified that a new road network plan 
was required.  The aim is to manage logical, 
orderly and equitable provision of 
appropriate, efficient and safe road access to 
existing and planned mines. 
 
We decided to follow the processes outlined 
in the RTA Publication - Network and 
Corridor Planning Practice Notes as they 
apply in this context.  I (Neil Pope) had prior 
experience managing development a shire-
wide plan for Taree urban growth in the early 
1990’s.  We researched modern traffic survey 
methods and s94 Planning.  The scope was 
expanded to include consideration of: 
 

 Analysis of ESA-km; 
 Maintenance over the life-cycle; 
 Update of the Asset Management 

Plan; 
 
The brief was developed as a two-stage 
process, with the second stage scope and 
pricing to be refined after completion of the 
first stage. 
Stage 1  

(a) Document review  
(b) Traffic modelling sufficient to 

provide comparison of various 
options and scenarios; and finally to 
provide a rigorous basis (nexus) for 
planning, infrastructure and 
financing decisions to follow. 

(c) An appropriate arterial and collector 
road plan for the parts of the 
network predominantly servicing the 

mining industry for the medium 
(20yr) and long (40yr) term.  

 
Stage 2 

(d) Implementation and funding 
strategy; including: 
 Infrastructure required, and 

the triggers for provision. 
 A prioritised schedule of 

works.   
 All lands required  (conceptual 

not survey accurate); 
 Operational and maintenance 

costs. 
 

(e) Developer Contributions Plan  
 
Detailed notes explained the issues and 
expectations under each sub-section. 
At the time of writing this paper, Stage 1 was 
complete; however, Stage 2 had not 
commenced 
 
The preliminary estimate of the cost of the 
work was $400,000.  For context, the 
preliminary estimated scope of road and 
bridgeworks exceeded $120M.  In late 2012, 
staff put a proposition to Council that such as 
study was justified and represented value to 
the stakeholders.  Council supported the 
project in principle, and was prepared to co-
fund it; and authorised staff to seek funding 
contributions from key stakeholders. 
 
A steering committee was formed to oversee 
the project: myself; one NSW Planning and 
Environment (DoPE) representative; one 
Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) 
representative; and one councillor. 

Staff sought funding contributions of $50,000 
towards the Strategy from six industry 
members, RMS, and DoPE.  Most 
stakeholders approached could readily 
identify the potential value to them.  By April 
2013, staff had received commitments of 
$250,000 funding for the Strategy from four 
industry members and the DoPE.  RMS 
provided in-kind support.   



 

Without trust, respect and collaboration from 
the stakeholders this project would not have 
progressed 

The Contract 

The brief was refined by the steering group 
members and a tender was formulated using 
AS 4122.  The Request for Quotation (RFQ) 
was via Local Government Procurement 
Partnership’s Vendor Panel (Prescribed 
under the regulation).  Eight pre-qualified 
suitably experienced consulting companies 
were invited to submit quotations.  In 
September 2013 the contract was awarded to 
Cardno. 
 
Meetings were held with Cardno and the 
various stakeholders and the steering group 
to commence work.  The mines were 
requested to provide information about their 
growth and development plans.  The RMS 
were also investigating replacement options 
for Kauyuga Bridge; so it was decided to 
integrate this work with the strategy. 
 

Traffic Modelling 

SkyHigh Traffic Data undertook origin-
destination surveys in the district around 
Muswellbrook.  The field method involved the 
use of video equipment to collect images of 
vehicles’ numberplates at sixteen two-
directional stations. Observations were 
classified into:  

1. Non-heavy (light) vehicles  

2. Heavy vehicles  

3. B-doubles and larger vehicles  

This analysis provides an indication of 
movements between observation stations as 
well as travel times. Vehicle number plates 
were observed within the study area over the 
course of the survey period, and these were 
processed and analysed for subsequent 
reporting. 

The OD work was supplemented with 
conventional classification counts.  The 
model was developed and calibrated against 
existing historical count records; and a 
number of growth rate forecasts. 

Road works occurring on Thomas Mitchell 
Drive at the time of the counts affected the 
use of that route.  The traffic model was 
adjusted accordingly to match pre-roadworks 
distributions of traffic available from previous 
counts and studies. 

The base model can attribute traffic from 
various mines to the each network link by 
volume and by vehicle class.  

Figure 2 

 

 
Local ‘Mine Related Traffic’ in this study only 
refers to traffic with origin or destination at 
one of the four Muswellbrook mines on the 
day of the count.  It does not include the TMD 
Industrial Estate, or traffic that interacts with 
the many mines just outside the LGA. The 
proportion of mine-related traffic to total traffic 
volumes has been assessed to determine the 



roads that are impacted the most by the local 
mines.  The modelling identifies the 
proportion of local mine related traffic 
compared to total traffic, and the proportion of 
heavy vehicle (HV’s) traffic  including Multi-
Combination Vehicles (MCV) for each road 
section. The % HV on the network studied 
attributable directly to the four mines varied 
between 26% to 70%.   

The majority of the traffic (approx. 71%) on 
the northern section of Thomas Mitchell Drive 
(between the Industrial Area and Denman 
Road) is not directly linked to the local mines.   

Crash history 

Crash history was analysed; however, the 
relatively low numbers made drawing 
conclusions difficult.  Within the five year 
period, three fatal crashes and 34 injury 
crashes were recorded. The fatal crashes 
occurred on Edderton Road and Wybong 
Road West, and the roads with the most 
crashes are Wybong Road (21) and Thomas 
Mitchell Drive (20). 
 
Crash history was utilised during the recent 
upgrade design for works at:  Edderton Rd 
where the two fatalities occurred; Wybong 
Road West, Bylong Valley Way; and for 
Thomas Mitchell Drive.   

Road Capacity 

The RMS mid-block level of service (LoS ) for 
rural roads is defined by a number of factors. 
An assessment of the existing road 
conditions identified that all road sections 
within the study area operate well within the 
acceptable LoS C or higher, apart from 
Thomas Mitchell Drive North between 
Denman Road to the Industrial Area 
(identified as a mid-block Level of Service of 
D) and over capacity by 124 veh/hr. 
 
Detailed consideration was also given to 
constraints on over-size and over-mass 
vehicles, as these are very common at 
Muswellbrook. 

Future Demands on the Network 

In order to identify and model options, the 
future demands needed to be predicted. 

Cardno tabulated existing consents and 
consulted with the various mines and the 
DoPE to develop 20 year and 40 year mine 
growth scenarios.  Mine life expectancies 
were charted.  

Summaries of mine planning listing: coal 
tonnages; employment levels; and mine 
progression planning.  Although there is high 
uncertainty and a downturn at present; the 
proposed and potential mine operations 
identified will see mine activity continuing at 
an increased level within the Muswellbrook 
LGA for the foreseeable future. 

Background traffic growth rates have been 
estimated at 0.9% from several sources: 

- The Hyder (2008) Muswellbrook Bypass 
report states (on Page 66) that: The 
marginal through traffic growth on the 
New England Highway should be 
calculated at 1.45% between 2007 and 
2020 and 1% until 2037. 

- Census data period 2006 to 2011; 
growth was 0.83%pa).  

The Shire has a diverse economy with 
various rural, urban and service sectors.  All 
of these are critically important to a balanced 
diverse economy, which will continue to exist 
post mining.  Viticulture and horse breeding 
are significant rural activities.  There is small 
scale tourist industry activities associated 
with these operations.  These activities do not 
generate large numbers of vehicles; but they 
do have very specific issues. 

 





10. Reconstruction of Edderton 
Road (Northern and Southern 
Diversion)on the less efficient 
alignment 

Northern 
$25M 

Southern 
$29M 

11. Examine opportunities to 
forego the reconstruction of 
Edderton Road on the less 
efficient alignment (as proposed 
by Mt Arthur Mine and the 
proposed Drayton South Mine) 
in lieu of contributions for 
works to improve the safety and 
efficiency of the Golden 
Highway 

Nil 

12. Consult with NSW Roads 
and Maritime Services in 
relation to options to avoid or 
rectify problems associated 
with the Golden Highway. In 
particular: 

- the Ogilvies Hill alignment 
and gradients; 
·- the ability of the bridge 
crossing of the Hunter River 
near Denman to 
accommodate   oversize 
vehicles; and 
· -potential mine subsidence 
impacts at Ogilvies Hill from 
proposed underground 
mining; and, 
- main road traffic within 
Denman township. 

Nil 

 

Figures 3, 4 & 5 below show the specific 
initiatives that form the Road Network Plan 
recommendations. 

 

The traffic impacts the critical alternative road 
improvements have been modelled to allow 
comparison of the respective traffic benefits.  
From this it was concluded that the Wybong 
Road to Bengalla Southern Link Road 
Connection was a viable alternative, in lieu of 
the Western and Northern Link Roads. 

Growth comparisons were run through the 
traffic model for Yr 2034 and Yr 2054. 

Stage 2 Implementation Strategy and 
Developer Contributions Plan 

This work was not complete at the time of 
writing this paper; an update will be given at 
the conference. 

The work involves: 

 Works scheduling and cost apportionment 
(required upgrading and maintenance of local 
roads)  

Preparation of a Developer Contributions 
Plan (based on the apportionment of traffic 
directly attributable to existing and future 
mining operations in the Shire).  

Where possible, the various options are 
linked to ‘triggers’.  The aim is to minimise the 
‘pool’ of works to be funded by a 
contributions Plan; by, where possible, linking 
a section of work to a particular mining 
development.  

Costing is being done on a lifecycle basis.  
We also require contributions for operational 
maintenance and periodic capital 
maintenance; not just the initial construction 
and upgrade costs. 

For roads that will be permanently lost and 
for roads that will be significantly diverted to 
the extent that the route efficiency is 
permanently compromised, there should be 
an attempt to minimize the impact; but where 
inevitable, there shall be compensation.  

If it is impractical to restore the network post 
mining; then that compensation could be 
either via works elsewhere on the Mine 
Affected Roads Network, or via a 
contribution. 

The Network Plan and funding strategy will 
need to be a ‘dynamic document’ responding 
over time to the performance of the roads 
within the network, and to changing 
circumstances affecting the likely rate of 
growth in demand on the road network. 

 



Construction 

Council is currently managing a very large 
capital roadworks program. 

Council has been fortunate over the past two 
years during the development of this strategy 
to secure very significant grants and 
contributions towards the mine affected 
network from:  

- Hunter Infrastructure Investment Fund 
(HIIF) $4M; 

- Resources for Regions (R4R) Rounds 1, 
2 & 3 $22.5M;  

- Direct mine contributions $7M; 

- Councils own revenues $3.6M  

The work being done on this strategy and on 
the Thomas Mitchell Drive Contributions Plan 
has informed and supported the various 
application assessments and the composition 
of the grant applications which require sound 
planning and business cases. 

Council has directed these funds to sections 
of the network that cannot be directly 
attributed (triggered) by a single mining 
activity.  This $37.1M has made a significant 
improvement to the network. 

 

Conclusion 

The scope of the collective roadworks in this 
Plan is very significant; and certainly could 
threaten the financial sustainability of the 
council going forward if not carefully 
managed.   

The strategy provides a means whereby 
mining related proposed changes to the local 
road network can be considered at least at a 
shire wide context and financial 
responsibilities fairly distributed to various 
stakeholders. 

The completed Plan will be used by relevant 
government agencies (local and state) to 
guide the development of priority safety, 
traffic, asset and infrastructure maintenance, 
and improvements. It will also be used by 
industry and the community to understand 
proposed changes in the network over time 
that may influence their decisions 

References 

 
Some text, and diagrams in this paper have 
been sourced from the Muswellbrook Mine 
Affected Roads Network Plan (CARDNO for 
MSC, 2015) 
 
ARTC (2013) Hunter Valley Strategy – Final 
 
CARDNO for MSC (2015) Muswellbrook 
Mine Affected Roads Network Plan  
 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure 
(2012) Upper Hunter Strategic Regional Land 
Use Plan 
 
ERM Mitchell McCotter for MSC (1997) 
Western Roads Strategic Traffic Study 
 
GHD for Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure (2015) Thomas Mitchell Drive 
contributions plan 
 
HYDER for RTA (2009) HW9 New England 
Highway Detailed Traffic Study and Modelling 
of Proposed Muswellbrook Bypass 
 

CONFLICTED AS 
EMPLOYER IS RIO TINTO



Authors Biography and Photographs 
 
 
Neil Pope BE (Civil) MIE Aust. 
Director Community Infrastructure, 
Muswellbrook Shire Council 
PO Box 122 Muswellbrook NSW 2333 
Australia 
Neil.pope@muswellbrook.nsw.gov.au 

 
 
I have worked in this interesting role for the 
past 9 years.  In 2006, this council was not 
financially sustainable.  By a range of 
initiatives, Council has transformed itself into 
one of the most viable of its group, and is 
carrying out works programs that rival all but 
the largest councils in the state.   
 
During this time Muswellbrook has 
experienced a mining construction boom.  
How Council leveraged this phase, was 
critical to its future sustainability.  Planning 
and provision of renewed and upgraded 
public infrastructure has been a priority with 
record levels of expenditure each year, and 
set to continue for a few years yet.   
 
Prior to this, I worked for 27 years in Local 
Government Engineering, 16 of those at 
Manager level.  My experience includes large 
city growth councils to rural multi-purpose 
councils.  My main interest these days is in 
infrastructure planning and associated 
financial management. 

 
Keith Blackmore 
Senior Planner – CARDNO 
3/60 Beaumont Street, Hamilton NSW 2303 
Australia 
Keith.Blackmore@cardno.com.au 
 

 

The Muswellbrook Mine Affected Roads 
Network Plan (Stage 1 of the Project) has 
proven to be a complex process involving 
detailed traffic analysis and growth 
forecasting for an industry subject to global 
fluctuations and extremes (almost on a daily 
basis).  We now have a road plan that, 
subject to historical constraints, offers the 
best possible levels of efficiency and safety 
for its users.  Stage 2 of the project will put in 
place a number of strategies that will 
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Budget snapshot of ‘Ros Kelly’s whiteboard’ as published by MSC  

A Psychiatrist can explain the various meanings inclosed 

Dancing rings around the public purse for personal exclusive benefit. 

Cover for MSC Financial Overview
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Objection to Grant of Application for Exploration Lease 4244 Ridgelands Coal 

 

Wybong Action Group Ridgelands Coal Exploration Objection - Summary  Page 5 of 9 
 

restricted offer and subsequent withdrawal of extension of time  
withdrawal of Dept undertaking to incorporate submissions made to earlier undetermined 6 
May 2011 Application  

17. Comment on Proposed Work Program 
“At this early stage of planning, over the life of the exploration program, it is envisaged 
that the drilling work will involve about 180 boreholes of which approximately two 
thirds will be open chip holes to assess the structure and extent of coal seams and one 
third will be partly cored holes for coal quality analyses.”8 
 
The proposed work program cannot be commented on as the only detail of the 
proposed work program provided is the nomination of 180 core holes exploring 3 
different coal measures over 3 years to a depth of 1500m. 

It is noted that the Applicant also applies to undertake Seam Gas Testing 9 although 
Petroleum Licence PEL 4 is held by AGL and the Applicant has no licence to engage in 
petroleum exploration. 

18. Potential environmental impacts of the proposed work program 
1. Clearance of vegetation and direct removal of flora and vegetation communities 

and their habitat, including foraging and breeding habitat.  

2. Increased Isolation/fragmentation and increased genetic isolation 

3. Increased competition for resources 

4. Higher incidence of Disease 

5. Increased threat of death  

6. Impact of increased Human interaction 

7. Operational impacts 

8. Edge impacts 

9. Impact of Introduced species 

10. Aquifer contamination 

11. Groundwater contamination 

12. Noise 

13. Amenity 

14. Property value  

19. Past environmental performance of the applicant  
(and in the case of corporate applicants, its Directors) in carrying out mining and 
exploration activities – We are unable to comment as despite inquiries no details 
have been provided by the Applicant on the shareholders or financial details of 
Ridgelands Coal P/L.  Previous indications (from media) indicated BoTai Corporation 
(being Overseas & General Limited, Singapore SX 30% and QinHe Energy Coal, China 
State Owned 70%.) 

 

 
8 Document titled “Ridgelands Coal Resources Proposed Exploration in ELA 4244” provided to public 5/3/2012 
9 Document titled “Ridgelands Coal Resources Proposed Exploration in ELA 4244” provided to public 5/3/2012 



Objection to Grant of Application for Exploration Lease 4244 Ridgelands Coal 

 

Wybong Action Group Ridgelands Coal Exploration Objection - Summary  Page 6 of 9 
 

We cannot evaluate the past environmental performance of the applicant (and in the 
case of corporate applicants, its Directors) in carrying out mining and exploration 
activities on the information provided by the Applicant. 

  
20. Financial Resources of the applicant 

We are unable to comment on the financial resources of the Applicant to carry out 
the exploration program as despite inquiries no details have been provided by the 
Applicant on the shareholders or financial details of Ridgelands Coal P/L.  Previous 
indications (from media) indicated China State Owned. 
 
We cannot evaluate the financial resources of the Applicant to carry out the 
exploration program on the information provided by the Applicant. 
 

21. Conclusion 

a) The Ridgelands has Tier 1 Terrestrial Biodiversity Habitat, contains Tier 1 
Strategic Agricultural Land and is Priority Landscape Offset10. 

b) The work program supplied by the applicant is non-specific and vague.  It 
provides no detail on activities and there is too much uncertainty to be able to 
provide specific comment or on which to make a decision to accept the 
application. 

c) For example the applicant has no idea on the stage of the exploration given 
numbers of coreholes have been drilled, seismic and other studies conducted  in 
the area or which cores will target which coal measures, or locations. 

d) The community believes that the number of existing coreholes, the seismic and 
airborne magnetic surveys and geological reconnaissance mapping already undertaken 

fully support the 2005 conclusion that The Wybong Creek Catchment within the 
Study Area appears to have no foreseeable coal exploration potential.”11 

e) The community does not have the expertise of government or industry to 
identify procedural weaknesses in coal drilling programs, identify CEEC’s, EEC’s , 
species etc . 

f) Inappropriate location – biodiversity, remoteness, cumulative impact degree of 
faulting and fracturing, coal seam aquifers linked to lunar saline release   

g) Better sustainable uses, precautionary principle, Bio-banking, “Like” for “equally 
at risk of extinction or marked decline” 

h) Ridgeland Coal Exploration Licence Tender and Selection process.  Ridgelands 
Coal claim award of tender but clarify this as a “Ministers Invitation to Apply”  

i) Process needs to quickly evolve into one wherein before an application for 
exploration is accepted the Minerals and Energy Department must consult with 
other agencies and publicly disclose those agency and any other information 

 
10 UHSRLUP 
11 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 
7347 5661 5, P98 
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necessary to the making of a proper decision or used in the making of a decision 
at the commencement of the Public Consultation Process. 

j) Public Process needs to be 60 days (not 28)  
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Recommendations  
The author, the Members of Wybong Action Group, Residents of Ridgelands, Contributors 
individually and severally, the Common Rare and Endangered Species of the Ridgelands 
Biota and the Common Good humbly recommend that the Minister: 
 

A. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands., 
Or 

B. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands without consideration of 
the completed UHSRLUP., 

Or 
C. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds that 

Ridgelands Coal Work Program provides insufficient information on which to 
make a decision to the exploration lease application., 

Or 
D. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds of Ridgelands 

Coal not being viable for coal extraction due to its Tier 1 Strategic Agricultural 
Land, Tier 1 Terrestrial Biodiversity, Priority Landscape Offset classification12  and 
the integral role of Ridgelands ELA in the sustainability of the ecology of the 
Hunter and Greater Eastern Ranges, the application of Intergenerational Equity, 
the Precautionary Principle and the Principles of Sustainable Development, 

Or 
E. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds of Ridgelands 

assessment for Coal Extraction being non-viable due to the high occurrence of 
faulting, permeability and other gross geological flaws13,  

Or 
F. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds of risk to 

sustainable agriculture in the Goulburn-Hunter River Catchment associated with 
the long term impact on agriculture from any increase in salinity associated with 
output flows from the Wybong Creek Catchment,14 

Or 
G. the NSW Government offer the applicant an opportunity to explore a substitute 

lease area in lieu of Ridgelands, 
Or 

H. Issue the Ridgelands Exploration Licence with conditions (compliance penalties)  
a. that require the applicant to produce a Preliminary EIS identifying existing 

landuse, schedule of lands, flora and fauna including habitats and 
foraging areas, Soils, Water, Geology, Hydro-Geology, Transport, Risk 
Assessment, Equipment to be used, Disturbance types and durations, drill 
hole details etc prior to commencement of any drilling or exploration 
involving disturbance, 

Or 
b. that require the applicant to engage in community consultation by 

exhibiting and taking  submissions on exploration eg.  Core locations, core 

 
12 UHSRLUP 2012 
13 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 7347 5661 5  
14 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia,   
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depth, size of drilling rig, clearance area, hours, etc prior to 
commencement of any drilling or exploration involving disturbance, 

And 
c. that require the applicant  to establish an independently chaired CCC to 

ensure no loss of biodiversity and minimise human and social impact, and 
in doing so to:  

▪ engage an independent and public peer review of existing water 
management data and data systems for the Ridgelands area and 
publicly report findings and make recommendations for an 
ongoing discovery, public monitoring  and analysis of surface, 
aquifers, groundwaters and hydrogeological features within the 
EL, and, 

▪ engage an independent and public peer review of and make 
annual recommendations concerning an ongoing fauna, flora, 
micro-climate and habitat survey of the EL, and, 

▪ conduct and publicly report ongoing base-line community health 
studies 

prior to commencement of any drilling or exploration involving disturbance, 
 

And 
I. specifically excluding all and any exploration that is for purposes not requisite to 

the gaining of coal.  
 
 
 
John Shewan 
President 
Wybong Action Group 
23/3/2012 
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Some of the reluctance to make a forthright biblical argument against the industrial rape of the natural world 

seems to come from a suspicion that this rape originates with the bible wherein it does not for how can you 

love your neighbour if do not keep your filth out of his water supply, your poison from his air or your 

rapaciousness from consuming his land?  It is the function of mankind to tend, nurture, dress and keep the 

Garden to bless the Land Created of the Lord they God. 1 

 

                                                            
1 “The Gift of the Good Land”, Wendell Berry, Northpoint Press, 1981 
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2. Physical Description 
The Wybong Creek catchment is located in the upper Hunter Valley of New South Wales, 
Australia, and contains award winning beef and wine producing operations.2 
 
The topography of the Ridgelands Coal Exploration Lease Area (ELA) varies from the 
mountainous lands, rocky outcrops and escarpments of Manobalai Nature Reserve and 
ridge land to the west (280-400m) through steep footslopes to narrow plains abutting Dry 
Creek and Wybong Creek (at approx 160m ASL).   

In the centre the ELA the terrain rises from Dry Creek Valley to mountainous terrain, 
escarpment and ridge land (280-400m) before declining through steep hilly footslopes 
through undulating land and alluvial plain to Wybong Creek (at approx 160m ASL) from 
where it again rises through alluvial plain, undulating land, foot slopes and escarpments to 
mountainous lands (at approx 280-300m ASL).   

To the east and south of the ELA are the South-Eastern ranges of Manobalai Nature Reserve, 
High Peak and Black Jack Mountain.  In the centre of the ELA is the dominant feature of 
Wybong Creek, a permanent water source subject to the Wybong Creek Water 
Management Plan (NSW).     

Behind the South-Eastern ranges of Manobalai Nature Reserve abutting the Ridgelands ELA 
immediately along its southern border is the Anvil Hill (Mangoola) MLA. 

  

                                                            
2 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, p ix, 2010 
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Further to the south (approx 6km) are Anvil Hill, Limb of Addy Hill (approx 300m ASL), 
Western Rocks (approx 300m ASL) the geologically, archaeologically and visually dominant 
feature of Wallaby Rocks (approx 260m ASL) and the Manobalai Southern Crown Lands.  

3. Diverse micro-refugia3, habitat and nationally significant biodiversity  corridor 

The Alps to Atherton Initiative aims to connect and conserve ecosystems along more than 
2800 km of the great eastern ranges of Australia from Walhalla in Victoria to Atherton in far 
north Queensland.  

The area covered by the Alps to Atherton Initiative comprises a corridor of primarily natural 
ecosystems along the Great Eastern Ranges (Pulsford et al 2004), which extend more than 
2800 km along the eastern seaboard and contain Australia’s richest areas of terrestrial 
biodiversity (Pulsford and Worboys in press).  

These Ranges comprise substantial sections of the Great Dividing Range and the Great 
Escarpment, and extend from the forests and woodlands of south-eastern Victoria near 
Gippsland, north into NSW, around and through the Australian Capital Territory and 
Kosciuszko National Park, through the large reserves north-west of Sydney (that is, the Blue 
Mountains and Wollemi national parks), and north to the subtropical forests north of Cairns 
in Queensland.  

The importance of continental scale connectivity conservation has been described (in Soule 
and Terborgh 1999 and Hilty et al 2006) and recognised as being critical by the Papallacta 
Declaration1 (IUCN WCPA 2006) which stated: 

"maintenance and restoration of ecosystem integrity requires landscape-scale conservation. 
This can be achieved through systems of core protected areas that are functionally linked 
and buffered in ways that maintain ecosystem processes and allow species to survive and 
move, thus ensuring that populations are viable and that ecosystems and people are able to 
adapt to land transformation and climate change."   

We call this proactive, holistic, and long-term approach connectivity conservation. 

Similar projects globally include: 

 Yellowstone to Yukon (Y2Y) in the USA and Canada (Tabor and Locke, 2004,Chester 
2006) 

 the Terai Arc in Nepal (Gurung 2004) 

 the Cape Floristic Region of South Africa (Sandwith et al 2004) 

 the biodiversity conservation corridors of Bhutan (Sherpa et al 2004).  
 
It is also contains areas identified by Centennial Coal and Xstrata Mangoola as essential to 
the Anvil Hill (Mangoola Mine) Biodiversity Offset and Biodiversity Corridor Strategy 
necessary to ensure that the Director-Generals primary objective of "no net loss of flora and 
fauna values in the medium to long term" for Anvil Hill (Mangoola) Mine is met. 

  
                                                            
3 A novel approach to quantify and locate potential microrefugia using topoclimate, climate stability, and isolation from the 
matrix, MICHAEL B. ASHCROFT, Australian Museum , 21` Jan 2012 
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(3) enhance the diversity of environmental conditions and thus increase the potential 
for higher biodiversity (Noss, 2001; Tzedakis et al., 2002; Forest et al., 2007; Johnson 
& Stinchcombe, 2007; Kozak et al., 2008; Stewart et al., 2010).”  

 
“Some refugia are also known to harbour rare or endemic genotypes or 
species (e.g. the Wollemi pine; Wollemia nobilis; Offord, 2011), but even 
those that do not contain these have conservation value because the 
processes they support may still offer future protection for species that are 
not currently rare or threatened (Mosblech et al., 2011). Refugia have been  
roadly classified as either macrorefugia or microrefugia, where macrorefugia 
are regions with favourable climate and microrefugia are small areas of 
favourable climate within a region of generally unfavourable climate (Bennett 
& Provan, 2008; Rull, 2009). 10 “ 

 

 
11 

 
Figure 1 Typical Occupiers Species List 

                                                            
10

 Michael B. Ashcroft, John R. Gollan, David I . Warton and Daniel Ramp, Australian Museum, Jan 2012. 
11 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 7347 5661 5, P10 

Extract of Data for Manobalai NR 
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7. Salinity in the Wybong Creek Catchment 
Solute concentrations in Wybong Creek are often too high for irrigation use, however, with 
previous research showing that the saline and Na-Cl dominated water discharged from 
Wybong Creek decreases water quality in both the Goulburn and Hunter Rivers into which it 
flows. This study therefore aimed at identifying the source of solutes to the Wybong Creek 
catchment and the processes which cause salinisation of surface water, soil (regolith) and 
groundwater. 
 
Surface water was sampled at ten sites along Wybong Creek over three years, while 
groundwater was sampled from most of the bores and piezometers occurring in the 
Wybong Creek valley. Surface and groundwater in the upper catchment were dominated by 
Na-Mg-HCO3. Ratios of 87Sr/86Sr and cation/HCO3 indicated these facies were due to 
silicate weathering of the Liverpool Ranges, with localised groundwater bodies recharging in 
the Liverpool Ranges and discharging in the upper Wybong Creek valley. Wybong Creek 
became saline, and Na-Mg-Cl dominated in the mid-catchment area, with salinity doubling 
between the 55 and 60 km sample sites on some dates. Changes in surface water chemistry 
occurred independently of surface water input from tributaries, with abrupt salinity 
increases within a pool between these sites attributed to groundwater input via fractures 
beneath the Creek.16 
 
Groundwater samples from Manobalai were instead found to be amongst the most fresh 
and the most saline within the Wybong Creek catchment, and changed salinity abruptly 
down-gradient along a transect. Groundwater flow occurred through fractures in the 
Narrabeen Group sandstones and conglomerates, with vertical groundwater flow via 
fractures causing abrupt changes in salinity. Ratios of Na/Cl, Cl/Br and 87Sr/86Sr indicated 
saline groundwater at Manobalai and in the lower catchment was influenced by a marine 
endmember and halite dissolution. A poor chemical relationship between indicated this 
marine endmember was not evapoconcentrated rainwater.  
 
The occurrence of saline surface and groundwater in the Wybong Creek catchment was 
instead attributed to discharge from the regional groundwater system occurring in the 
Wittingham Coal Measures, with the abrupt increases in salinity at Manobalai indicating 
mixing between local, intermediate and/or regional groundwater systems. The occurrence 
of salinity in both the Hunter River and Wybong Creek catchments is a naturally occurring 
phenomenon with salinity mitigation difficult due to the regional extent of the saline 
groundwater systems. 
 
Salinisation is therefore a risk to ecosystem, economic and agricultural productivity, with 
the prevention of further salinisation an important part of sustainable land-use practice. 
Detailed studies of surface and groundwater interactions specifically relating to salinity have 
not been undertaken in the Wybong Creek catchment, however, despite this being 
identified as the main source of solutes to the upper Hunter River.17 
 

                                                            
16 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, p ix, 2010 
17

Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia,  p 6 
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The high solute loads delivered into the Goulburn and Hunter Rivers by Wybong Creek can 
be sourced to groundwater influxes in the mid-lower catchment.18 Geological reports 
commissioned by Centennial Coal identified the Newcastle Coal Measures (formerly the 
Wollombi Coal Measures) as the source of solutes to Wybong Creek (Umwelt Environmental 
Consultants 2006).19 
 
The influence of a vegetation cover change from 100 % Eucalyptus dominated woodland, to 
10 % cropland, 74 % grassland, and 16 % Eucalypt forest20 also remains to be determined. 
 
8. Aquifers 
Aquifers and groundwater bodies are largely undescribed within the Wybong Creek 
catchment, despite discharging groundwater causing salinisation of surface water and soils 
(Chapters One and Two).  
 
Only the surficial geology is described in maps of the catchment (Glen and Beckett 1993), 
with no known hydrogeological maps occurring. The fractured escarpments and outcrops 
are known to contain groundwater, and are comprised of Narrabeen Group sandstones and 
conglomerates, and the Liverpool Range Volcanics. Groundwater also occurs within the 
quaternary alluvium which covers the valley floors.  
 
A hydrogeological report conducted at the Mangoola Coal Mine in the south-east of the 
catchment indicates complex vertical groundwater flow between surficial alluvium and 
deeper coal formations (Umwelt Environmental Consultants 2006). The sparse geological 
knowledge of the catchment complicates the identification of solute sources and 
groundwater flow paths in an area where complex flow is already likely to occur.21 
 
Regional hydrochemical studies have been conducted in the upper Hunter Valley, although 
hydrogeology has not been addressed specifically within the Wybong Creek catchment 
(Kellett et al. 1987; Creelman 1994).  
 
Eight hydrochemical regions with distinctive chemistry occur in the upper Hunter Valley, 
with these groups distinguished by canonical and principle component analyses (Kellett et 
al. 1987).  
 
Wybong Creek was placed in the TRIAS group in this study, with the low to moderate salinity 
of this Na-Mg-Cl-HCO3 dominated group related to chemical weathering of the Triassic 
Narrabeen Group.  
 
The Na-Cl dominated saline groundwater of Big Flat Creek, which occurs in the south-
eastern Wybong Creek catchment, was instead related to groundwater discharge from the 
Wittingham Coal Measures (Group WI2) and/or other units deposited or influenced by 
marine conditions. 
 

                                                            
18Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia,  P47 
19 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P 7 
20 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P22 
21 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P51 
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Saline and Na-Cl dominated springs, scalds and seeps in the mid-catchment are instead 
indicative of discharge from intermediate and/or regional groundwater systems.  
 
Abrupt and significant changes in groundwater chemistry within the alluvium and fractured 
Narrabeen Group were also indication of intermediate and/or regional groundwater 
systems.  
 
Groundwater discharge and recharge within the alluvium and fractured Narrabeen Group 
was likely to occur as vertical groundwater flow due to fracturing and higher hydraulic 
conductivity of these formations than the smectitic clays occurring above.  
 
This vertical groundwater flow makes it difficult to predict groundwater flow paths. The 
dipping of strata and topography in opposite directions, indicates groundwater recharging in 
the Liverpool Ranges may be forced to flow up dip before discharging into the fractured 
Narrabeen Group.  
 
Solutes occurring in this groundwater may be acquired from the deeper Permian Coal 
Measures in the mid-lower catchment area between recharge and discharge, with further 
geochemical investigation necessary to identify the source of solutes to the groundwater 
described.26  The evaporation of rainwater is not directly causing saline groundwater 
formation or large increases in groundwater salinity such as occurs in central Australia (e.g., 
Jankowski and Jacobson 1989; Petrides et al. 2006) 27 
 
The Wittingham Coal Measures are, therefore, not the only possible source of Na-Cl 
dominated water to the Wybong Creek catchment. They are the most likely, however, given 
the current geological and hydrochemical results.28 
 
Though geological mapping in the Wybong Creek catchment itself is limited, deep and 
frequent fracturing and faulting is noted in geological reports, with some of these vertical 
faults connecting the Narrabeen Group to the deeper Permian Coal Measures (Leary and 
Brunton 2003; Brunton and Moore 2004; Umwelt Environmental Consultants 2006).  
 
Groundwater dominated by Na-Cl is discharged from the Wittingham Coal Measures via the 
Mt Ogilvie fault just east of the Wybong Creek catchment and causes abrupt increases to 
surface and groundwater salinity in other parts of the Hunter Valley, with discharge via a 
fault in Big Flat Creek in the south-eastern part of the Wybong Creek catchment also giving 
rise to abrupt increases in salinity (Creelman 1994).29 
 
Discharge of saline groundwater from the Permian Coal Measures indicates that salinity in 
the Wybong Creek catchment is a largely natural occurrence, and differs from the dryland 
salinity that is typically identified within Australia.  
 

                                                            
26 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P82 
27 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P95 
28 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P99 
29 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P107 
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The poor geological knowledge of the Wybong Creek catchment was a serious limitation to 
a more precise understanding of saline groundwater flow. Further research which identifies 
the faults and fractures which allow saline groundwater to move to the Earth’s surface is 
required, with a focus on point source discharge from these conduits required for salinity 
mitigation and management strategies in the catchment. Long-term studies which identify 
changes in groundwater height and salinity over time would indicate whether 
anthropogenic activity was exacerbating the primary salinity that occurs in the catchment.  
 
Analyses for hydrocarbons are necessary in order to constrain these as a constituent of 
groundwater in the Wybong Creek catchment. If they are present, they could be used as a 
geochemical tracer to identify groundwater discharge from the coal measures in other parts 
of the Hunter Valley.30 
Regolith within the Manobalai field site was largely non-saline, though solutes in alluvial 
samples in the valley floor were dominated by Na and Cl. Alluvial fill was derived from the 
weathering of the Triassic Narrabeen Group that surrounds Manobalai. 

                                                            
30 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia, P108 
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9.1 Prior exploration 
9.1.1 Geology  
The Ridgelands exploration area is situated on the north-western fringe of the Hunter 
Coalfield. The Hunter Coalfield is part of the Sydney Basin, which forms the southern section 
of the Sydney-Gunnedah-Bowen Basin, a composite structural basin extending for 1700 
kilometres from southern New South Wales to central Queensland.  
 
The surface geology of the Ridgelands exploration area is predominantly Narrabeen Group 
with Quaternary alluvial sediments along the Wybong Creek valley and its major tributaries. 
To the north, extensive Tertiary basalt overlies the Narrabeen Group strata. This represents 
the southern limit of the basalts covering the Liverpool Range. Newcastle Coal Measures 
(formerly Wollombi Coal Measures) outcrop in the east of the exploration area.  
 
The main target seams in the Ridgelands exploration area are the Great Northern and 
Fassifern seams. The depth of cover ranges from less than 100 m in the central part of the 
area, to over 400 m in the west. Secondary target seams occur below the Fassifern seam.  
 
9.12 Coal Quality  
The Great Northern and Fassifern seams are well developed in the western half of the 
Ridgelands exploration area, however both seams split in the east.  
 
The Great Northern seam ranges in thickness from 1.1 - 4.9 metres, and has a raw ash 
content of 16 - 28% (ad) (Table 2).  
 
The fully developed Fassifern seam ranges from 5.5 - 7.0 metres in thickness. A potential 
underground working section has been identified comprising the middle and lower parts of 
the seam. This section is 2 - 5 metres thick, with raw ash content generally ranging from 18 - 
28% (ad) (Table 3).  
 
The coal in both seams is slightly lower in rank than other Hunter Valley coals, however it is 
considered that both seams could produce coal suitable for the domestic and export 
thermal markets.  
 
9.1.3 Structure  
In the Ridgelands exploration area the strata generally strike north-south, and dips to the 
west at a low angle. The dip steepens through the central part of the area. This may be due 
to draping of the target sequence over thick channel deposits which are developed in the 
eastern part of the area.  
 
A major thrust fault, the Mt Ogilvie Fault, which is well defined to the south of the Hunter 
River, is inferred to exist trending north-north-west through the Ridgelands exploration area 
terminating near its northern boundary.  
 
Several of the Ridgelands boreholes intersected fractured/faulted zones. However, based on 
structure contour plans drawn on several horizons and various cross sections through the 
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Ridgelands area, no obvious large scale faults have been recognised (Brunton & Moore 
2004). It is possible however that smaller scale faults may exist in the area.  
 
9.1.4 Igneous Activity  
Igneous activity in the Ridgeland exploration area includes:  

• Basalt to the north-east of the area, equivalent to the Tertiary Liverpool Range basalts 
to the north.  

• Intrusive sills in the north-eastern, southern and western parts of the area. DM Doyles 
Creek DDH 14, intersected numerous intrusive sills throughout the borehole, which 
had destroyed many of the coal seams.  

• North-east trending dykes intersecting the southern boundary of the area.  

• Several small igneous plugs.  

9.1.5 Alluvium and Aquifers  
Quaternary alluvial sediments occur along the Wybong Creek valley and its major 
tributaries.  There are aquifers associated with the alluvial sediment throughout the area 
which contain water of variable quality.  
 
9.1.6 Gas  
The gas content of the potentially mineable seams or surrounding strata in the Ridgelands 
exploration area has not been evaluated.  A current Petroleum Exploration Licence overlies 
the area.  
 
Within the Ridgelands coal exploration area the Great Northern and Fassifern seams contain 
more than 500 million tonnes of in situ coal resources from about 100 metres to about 400 
metres depth of cover. The resources underlie the Wybong Creek and associated water 
aquifers. 
 

10. Recent Assessment of Mining Potential 
 
The Class 1 and 2 lands reflect the extent of productive soils, suitable climate and availability 
of irrigation. Class 1 and Class 2 lands occur along the main river valleys (the Pages and 
Hunter Rivers, Dart Brook and Wybong Creek) and are typically associated with fertile 
alluvial soils and their associated aquifers.37 
 
“d) The Wybong Creek Catchment within the Study Area appears to have no foreseeable 
coal exploration potential.”38 
 
h) Although Wybong Creek (and its alluvium) is relatively saline in its lower reaches, the 
upper reaches support irrigation of improved pasture and cropping. Any further increase in 
salinity would result in crop yield reductions. Wybong Creek is suitable for watering most 
stock.39 
 

                                                            
37

 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 7347 5661 5, P95 
38

 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 7347 5661 5, P98 
39

 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 7347 5661 5, P118 
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11. Impact of Exploration 
A Ridgelands Coal ELA will likely result in the removal of large amounts of habitat that will in 
the short and longer term negatively impact upon connectivity between tracts of habitat in 
the wider locality, leaving small, fragmented and isolated pockets of habitat, negating 
prospects for success of the Greater Eastern Ranges Initiative and impacting the 
Bicentennial Trail.   It will impact upon a variety of fauna and also flora, as propagules for 
many plants are spread by animal vectors. No detailed analysis has been made of the 
species that could be impacted most by such impacts upon connectivity. 

NSW landscapes reflect a long history of Aboriginal management. These landscapes have 
changed significantly over the past 220 years following European settlement and this has 
resulted over time in significant changes to their biodiversity. More than 70 NSW species are 
now presumed extinct and over 1000 are listed as threatened. The great majority of those 
listed are from the best-known groups of species: birds, mammals and vascular plants.  

The Hunter Valley .. (including the study area in its entirety).. is considered to be one of the 
most important biogeographic barriers and conduits in eastern Australia.” 40 

 
12. Direct impacts of deep drilling  (ie to 1500m) 

Deep Drilling Methods 
Diamond Drilling 
A truck mounted rig with support vehicles is used to extract a continuous cylinder of rock. Diamond drilling 
involves the use of water and drilling fluids that are contained in either an in-ground sump or above ground 
tanks, and requires significant site preparation and rehabilitation. Most exploration for coal and minerals 
uses a combination of diamond and reverse circulation drilling. 
Rotary Mud Drilling

41
 

Rotary mud drilling is most often used for petroleum and deep stratigraphic drilling. This method produces 
fine rock fragments and uses water and drilling fluids to lubricate the drill bit and return the rock fragments 
to the surface. The drilling fluids are contained in either in-ground sumps or above ground tanks. The drilling 
rigs are usually larger than for other methods and require more support vehicles and site preparation. 

Direct impacts include, but are not be limited to: 

1. Clearance of vegetation: the clearing of vegetation will pose an important impact 
from the Project. This impact will come from the direct removal of flora and 
vegetation communities and their habitat, as well as the removal of foraging and 
breeding habitat for fauna. All vegetation communities and flora within the Proposed 
Exploration Drilling Area are removed for the exploration rig assets, access and 
operation. The removal of this vegetation within each of 180 Proposed Exploration 
Drilling Areas is likely to reduce the level of flora biodiversity within the Proposed 
Exploration Drilling Areas and has the potential to do so with fauna also.   

2. Isolation/fragmentation and increased genetic isolation: the clearing of vegetation 
within the Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas will increase fragmentation within the 
lease area physically and within alienated species genetically at higher risk of 
extinction.   

3. Increased competition for resources: the removal of large areas of habitat for fauna 
species will create the need for individuals to disperse into new areas and compete 
with existing residents for foraging, roosting and breeding resources. Such resources 

                                                            
40

 HVRP, p137 
41

 http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/minerals/community-information/exploration 
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will include suitable hollows, territories and home ranges, mates and other habitat 
features such as specific feed species and foraging resources, where the habitat is 
isolated, overcrowding can occur, further exacerbating conflict for resources. 
Increased competition is likely to cause the death of individuals, either due to direct 
conflict, resulting injuries or starvation. 

4. Disease: the incidence of disease is often increased when normal population 
thresholds are pressured, and overcrowding occurs. This is particularly so with fauna 
species, when overcrowding facilitates the rapid spread of some diseases throughout 
a population. 

5. Increased threat of death: the removal of habitat within Proposed Exploration 
Drilling Area’s will increase the potential for fauna deaths due to vegetation clearing. 
This would be particularly true for hollow-dependent species. The significant 
increase of vehicle usage within the Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas is also likely 
to increase the potential for vehicle collisions with fauna species.  

6. Human interaction: the increased presence of humans within the Proposed 
Exploration Drilling Areas may cause disturbances to flora and fauna species. 
Increased usage of the Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas is likely to increase the 
incidence of human-induced impacts such as damage to vegetation from vehicles or 
trampling, increased rubbish and alteration to normal behaviour patterns due to 
human presence. 

7. Operational impacts: include impacts from operational activities, such as disturbance 
to normal behaviour patterns due to relocated electromagnetic fields, noise, 
vibration, lighting or dust. Such disturbances may cause areas of previously suitable 
habitat to become sub-optimal, and may cause fauna species to vacate areas of 
previously suitable habitat.  

8. Edge impacts: many native species are known to be sensitive to edge effects. Such 
edge effects result in deterioration of the quality of vegetation as habitat along the 
interface with cleared or disturbed environments. Such habitat deterioration can 
result from impacts such as increased weed invasion, rubbish, increased predation, 
increased presence of introduced species or increased human presence. The clearing 
of vegetation within the Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas will increase edge 
effects to large amounts of remaining vegetation.  The clearing of vegetation within 
and surrounding the Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas will increase edge effects to 
large amounts of remaining vegetation. 

9. Introduced species: importation of materials to the Proposed Exploration Drilling 
Areas, management activities, increased human presence and clearing of vegetation 
all have the potential to increase the incidence of introduced species within the 
Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas.  Weed species may be brought into the 
Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas with imported materials, or encouraged by 
removal of native vegetation. Introduced fauna species such as foxes, rabbits and 
feral cats may increase within the Proposed Exploration Drilling Areas due to the 
alteration in land use. An increase in introduced species within the Proposed 
Exploration Drilling Areas could have considerable impacts on existing native species. 
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Numerous school buses use this intersection.  A primary school is located some 200m from 
this intersection. 
 

 
Narrow Culvert approaching Mt Arthur Mine on Thomas Mitchell Drive 
 

 
 
Typical Road edge on Thomas Mitchell Drive and ‘standard’ for Muswellbrook Shire Council 
Roads 
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14.1 Wybong Road (East) 

Unimproved section.  4.5-5m width, centre marked, uneven and distorted surfaces.  Fastest 
and most direct route to Muswellbrook CBD, Aberdeen, Scone.  This section of road is to be 
closed by Mt Pleasant Mine in the near future.  It is typical of the substandard roads 
servicing the Ridgelands area. 
 

 

 
Accident on Wybong Road (East) 20/3/2012 
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14.2 Bengalla Link Road & Extension 

The Bengalla Link Road and Extension completed construction in 2010 to service the 
Mangoola (Anvil Hill) Mine and incidentially, the public.  It is to be closed and relocated by 
the Bengalla Mine Continuation Project. 

14.3 Wybong Road (Upgrade) 

This road, completed in 2010 as a condition of consent for the Mangoola (Anvil Hill) Mine is 
the major road to the Ridgelands area from Muswellbrook.  It is 100km/hr, has some 
unevenness and surface distortion on western end bridge approaches due to substandard 
base used in construction by Xstrata PLC. 
 

 
Wybong Road Upgrade deterioration at less than 6 months post opening. 

14.4 Ridgelands Road Intersection 

 

 
At Ridgelands Road Xstrata have constructed an intersection with Wybong Road that unduly 
restricts traffic movements to/from Ridgelands Road to low speeds of 0-20km/hr into a 
traffic stream of 100km/hr+.  Note the school bus requiring >50% of the road surface on 
turn. 
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14.5 Wybong Road (West) 

“Maintained” section.  Unsuitable to 100 km/hr, sharp curves, Bi-Centennial Trail, Native 
animals.  Deep, narrow culverts, 4.5-5m width.  Scene of decapitation fatality of David 
Patten, 7 Jan 2010, (pictures below) when his vehicle was cut in half by the bucket of an 
excavator being hauled for Xstrata42. Numerous unreported ‘run-off-road’, near miss and 
native animal collisions occur on this road 

 

14.6 Yarraman Road 

Yarraman Road is a one lane sealed road with a causeway unsuited to articulated vehicles.   
 

Yarraman Rd Wybong Creek Causeway 

                                                            
42

 Newcastle Herald, 27 Feb 2012 Coroner calls for review of safety controls for heavy mining traffic on narrow country roads. The present 
graduation of escorting arrangements from flashing lights, to pilots, and ultimately to police escort considers the width of the load but not 
the width of the load relative to the width of the road on which the load is being carried”.  

This causeway was closed 

February 2012 due to the 

culvert deck being broken 

and dislodged by flood borne 

debris, causing a 6km detour. 
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Yarraman Road 

 
Yarraman Road 

  
Dry Creek Road 
 
Yarraman Rd Causeway following flood damage 
to the structure from Feb 2012.  
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14.7 Public Comment On Thomas Mitchell Drive, Edderton Road & Wybong Road 
Wybong Road repair 
10 Nov 06 | WYBONG Road is one of Muswellbrook Shire's most notorious and forgotten roads, residents who have waited years for it to 
be fixed claim. The residents say the road is narrow and patchy. Len Hamson said he was so sick of asking council to cut back 
 
Xstrata application put to vote 
04 Jul 08 | an internal road from Wybong Road to the mine’s Coal Handling Preparation Plant (CHPP), and would include an upgrade to the 
road’s intersection with Wybong Road. Also part of the application is the establishment of a 650 square metre temporary site 
 
State omits Mangoola Coal mine consent conditions 
15 Aug 08 | ’s owners which would include restriction of the use of Wybong Road west to the early works construction period of eight 
months. At Monday night’s council meeting, the council voted to express its concerns to NSW planning minister Frank Sartor. Several 
 
Bengalla Link Rd opens 
11 Sep 09 | Muswellbrook. Bengalla Link Road will benefit both the community and industry serving as a link between Denman Road and 
Wybong Road and between Bengalla Coal Mine and Xstrata Mangoola Open Cut Coal Mine. The initial section of the road was constructed 
when 
 
Man dies in Muswellbrook crash with semi 
08 Jan 10 | nine people have died as a result of the separate crashes. Yesterday's accident happened about 4.50pm near the Wybong and 
Yarraman roads intersection. Investigations continued late into the night and Wybong Road was closed in both directions 
  
Muswellbrook Shire Council withdraws Anvil Hill mine support after crash 
12 Jan 10 | to begin construction in November, prior to the completion of the required Wybong Road upgrade. But the project has been 
thrown into chaos after a contractor at the mine was killed on the road. The man, Dave Patten, 55, was driving a ute along 
 
Wybong residents' anger over fatal smash 
13 Jan 10 | ANGRY Wybong residents say that planning authorities ignored years of warnings that the narrow, winding Wybong Road 
would not support heavy vehicle traffic from the Mangoola mine at Anvil Hill. Wybong Action Group spokesman John Shewan said 
 
Muswellbrook council told of traffic travelling to Anvil Hill 
14 Jan 10 | November to allow construction to start at Anvil Hill, despite advice from Xstrata that trucks would need to use the western 
part of Wybong Road. Briefing papers given to councillors in November and seen by The Herald include an October 29 letter to the 
 
Request for traffic plan 
22 Jan 10 | Muswellbrook Shire councillors have requested a revised draft Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) from Xstrata 
following the January 7 fatality on Wybong Road. An extraordinary council meeting was held on Monday night to discuss the issue 
 
Wybong residents’ road woes 
11 Feb 11 | Wybong Road. “The upgraded section of road constructed by Mangoola has undergone some premature failures of the base 
course, which is the top 150mm, and as such temporary repairs and maintenance have had to take place. “As this work is conducted, some 
 
Family grieving on legal road to nowhere 
24 Feb 12 | of the narrowest points on Wybong Road. The prime mover was 3.4metres wide at its broadest. The road was 5.35metres 
wide. All vehicles were travelling between 80 and 100km/h, and within the speed limit. Although there was an escort vehicle, it was a 
  
Muswellbrook mayor slams department 
27 Feb 12 | after Dave Patten was killed by a truck carrying a wide load of mining equipment on one of the narrowest parts of Wybong 
Road on January 7, 2010. Patten failed to pull off the road in time to avoid a collision with a prime mover and trailer headed for 
 
Crash on Edderton Road 
08 Jun 11 | Traffic on Denman Road was delayed this morning after a motorcycle accident on Edderton Road. The crash happened shortly 
before 8am. The road is closed in both directions. Motorists are advised to use the Golden Highway and Denman Road. See 
  
Two men airlifted after car accident 
08 Jul 11 | Two men in their 20s were airlifted the John Hunter Hospital, Newcastle, on Wednesday night. Police said a 29-year-old Jerrys 
Plains man was travelling south on Edderton Road at 7.10pm when the vehicle rounded a bend and passed a car that was in 
  
Driver’s plea: fix the road 
10 Oct 11 | Aberdeen mother Amy Richards has been left car-less and thousands of dollars out of pocket over an incident she says could 
have been avoided. Mrs Richards believes a little bit of tender loving care on Muswellbrook’s Edderton Road would have saved 
 
Road reopened after crash 
08 Feb 12 | EDDERTON Road has reopened following this morning's (Wednesday) fatal accident. Police spent most of today investigating 
the crash where a four wheel drive left the road and crashed into a tree about 4.35am. The name of the deceased man has not 
 
Speed review for back road black spot 
17 Feb 12 | A speed zone review of Edderton Road will be conducted by the Roads and Maritime Services as early as next month. The 
announcement of the review comes after two accidents on the road in nine days, one a fatality. The RMS told the Chronicle this 
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Potholes raise safety concerns 
21 Aug 09 | AN increasing number of potholes on Thomas Mitchell Drive is a concern for mine worker Josh Hynes, who is lobbying 
Muswellbrook Shire Council to improve the road. However, the council has its own concerns, admitting it needs funding assistance for 
 
Muswellbrook roads need upgrade before mine expands 
18 Jun 10 | Muswellbrook Shire Council will not support the $300 million Mt Arthur Coal MAC20 expansion set to start next year unless 
the mining company or the state government significantly upgrades Thomas Mitchell Drive and Edderton Road. Muswellbrook Shire 
 
Man cut from car, flown to Newcastle 
31 Jan 11 | A 28-year-old man who was cut from his car was flown to Newcastle's John Hunter Hospital on Monday morning after a crash 
near Muswellbrook. The two-car crash happened at 6.50am at the intersection of Thomas Mitchell Drive and Carramere Road. The 
  
Coal mine expansion ready to roll 
01 Apr 11 | with the community, council and other stakeholders and will invest $7 million towards the upgrade of Thomas Mitchell Drive. 
Mr Sullivan said the additional production would help supply rapidly expanding international thermal coal markets. The NSW 
 
$6.27m allocated to roads 
13 May 11 | and not by a small margin. “The new $6.27 million road capital program will include the first year of a two-year program of 
reconstruction and widening of Thomas Mitchell Drive, together with various intersection upgrades and rural and urban road 
 
Vehicle rolls onto roof on highway 
03 Jun 11 | Thomas Mitchell Drive at 6.10pm when for an unknown reason he crossed onto the wrong side of the road, hit an 
embankment and rolled. The car came to rest on its roof. The man was trapped for a short time before being taken to Singleton Hospital 
 
Mine road unsafe: residents 
09 Sep 11 | An upgrade of Muswellbrook’s Thomas Mitchell Drive is due to start by May next year. The busy road has been deteriorating 
for several years and community members Peter Kennedy and John Shewan this week raised concerns about its safety. The men say 
  
Orica's road to Denman 
20 Jan 12 | , trucks would turn on to Thomas Mitchell Drive, left on to Denman Road, then right on to Palace Street where they would 
travel past St Joseph’s Primary School, and along the Golden Highway to Rosemount Road. The proposed storage facility, the former 
  
Decision moves to Denman 
03 Feb 12 | hall meetings and there is considerable community interest related to the Orica development in Denman.” Up to 1600 tonnes 
of ammonium nitrate a day could be trucked around Denman, on the Golden Highway, along Denman Road and Thomas Mitchell Drive 
 
Speed review for back road black spot 
17 Feb 12 |” He said the council’s current focus was on a $7 million reconstruction and rehabilitation project on Thomas Mitchell Drive. 
Meanwhile, Mt Arthur Coal has plans to relocate or upgrade a section of Edderton Road  
  
Orica talks continue 
16 Mar 12 | changes to the Orica proposal, including that the transport of ammonium nitrate on large trucks be moved from Thomas 
Mitchell Drive to the Golden Highway. The development committee is made up of representatives of the Muswellbrook police, the Roads 
and 
 

15. Social Impact  
The social impact is that community or part thereof is destroyed and a further part has its 
marketability destroyed. 
 
The fractured communities that remain continue to be affected by operational noise, fine 
particulate airborne dust, dust deposition, tainted rain water etc and their properties and 
investments stripped of genuine market value. 
 
Community and Individual impacts are documented in the work of Dr Linda Connor, Sydney 
University43 and Dr Carmen Lawrence, University of Western Australia.44  

                                                            
43 2004 ‘Environmental change and human health in Upper Hunter communities of New South Wales’,  EcoHealth, 1(Suppl. 
2), pp. 47-58., 2010 ‘Environmental Injustice and air pollution in coal affected communities, Hunter Valley, Australia’, 
Health and Place, 16, pp. 259-266., 2009 ‘Not Just a Coalmine: Shifting Grounds of Community Opposition to Coalmining in 
Southeastern Australia’, Ethnos, 74:4, pp. 490-513., 
2008 Connor, L. ‘Jero Tapakan: Stories and Friends, Telling and Being’, The Asia Pacific Journal of Anthropology, 9:3, pp. 
177-188., 2008 Connor, L., Higginbotham, N., Freeman, S. and Albrecht, G. ‘Watercourses and Discourses: Coal Mining in 
the Hunter Valley, NSW’, Oceania 78:1, pp. 76-90. 
44 Dr Carmen Lawrence, University of WA, 3 May 2011, in “Economic Growth and Human Wellbeing” 
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“Significant expressions of distress linked to negative changes to interviewees’ sense of place, well-

being, and control”.  Pollution can affect well being both through an awareness of the adverse health 
and ecosystem effects of pollution as well as through the direct health effects. 

 
There is significant loss in the connectiveness of cultural heritage, from song lines, sacred 
places, a collective memory, to exploration, Ludwig Leichardt, William Cox and historically 
recorded accounts. 
 
02/2/2012  Muswellbrook Council apology on Mangoola Mine 
By Joanne McCarthy, Newcastle Herald 
“A Hunter community "shattered" by a coal mine has received an apology from the council 
that wouldn't listen. Muswellbrook mayor Martin Rush has apologised to Wybong residents 
for the council's support for Mangoola coal mine in 2007, and in 2004 when it was known as 
Anvil Hill. "There is a great deal of shame that council supported that development and I 
apologise to the Wybong community and others that it did so over the objections of its own 
residents," Cr Rush said this week. "Although the NSW government approved it, council 
supported it and for that, it is right for the council to apologise."  
 
He said the mine had cost the Wybong community too much. 
 
More than half Wybong valley's population, or more than 400 people, have left because of 
property buy-outs.  
 
It "opened up a new front in the middle of a productive agricultural belt and in an area 
identified as a critical biodiversity link between Wollemi National Park and the Greater 
Eastern Ranges", Cr Rush said. 
 
Road infrastructure approved for the project was "woefully inadequate to support traffic 
generated by the mine", and the company had struggled to comply with consent conditions, 
leading to breaches and fines.  
 
Mangoola owner Xstrata has been fined for releasing sediment-laden dirty water into 
Wybong Creek and for disturbing aboriginal artefacts. The mine was the subject of many 
noise complaints last year.  
 
"No part of the environmental impact statement disclosed that there would be such large 
dislocation of a rural community," Cr Rush said. 
 
The apology follows the release of the council's draft land use management strategy in 
which councillors endorsed what has become known as the "Mangoola clause". 
 
"Council acknowledges that the Mangoola coal mine project has secured approval, but notes 
that the project presents with substantial land use conflict. Council will not support any 
intensification of extraction or the expansion of the disturbance footprint presently 
permitted in respect of that mine," the draft strategy said.  
 
Wybong Action Group president John Shewan said his group "acknowledged and accepted 
the belated apology to a community "absolutely shattered" by the mine.  
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He said the group needed council support to oppose the nearby Ridgelands exploration 
lease area and Yarrawa project.  
 
An Xstrata spokesman said the company would not comment.” 

 

Photos provide an indication as to the ambience of the Ridgelands environment - at the 
interface of the eastern extremities of the bio-regions. 

 
 

 

 
Wallaby Rock 

 
High Peak 
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Anvil Hill (pre-Mangoola Mine) 

 
 

16. Economic Impact  
For the rural landholder exploration represents an immediate loss of external marketable 
interest in their property and investment.  
 

 
Typical condition of Mine-Owned Property 
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The actuality of exploration causes increased risk of death or injury to person and wildlife, 
further loss of land value, infrastructure damage and loss of amenity. 
 
The local economy, already overheated in respect of skilled labour shortage, 
accommodation, tradespeople, inflation and higher prices will be further overheated by 
Ridgelands Exploration requirements. 
 

 
 
17. Application Timeline  

• 9/2008 The Ridgelands Coal Mining Titles were held and offered for exploration and mining 
by tender (Dec 2008) by the Director-General, NSW Dept Primary Industries - Individual and 
community Objections were lodged to Tender - The single applicant for the Ridgelands Coal 
Mining Exploration Lease was Xstrata Plc 

 
• 22/4/09 The Petroleum Exploration Lease Allocated to Sydney Gas (PEL4) continues as AGL.  

Previously 2D Seismic survey and cores at Black Springs and Dry Creek by Sydney Gas. 
 

• 22/04/09 The Ridgelands Coal Mining Titles were again offered for exploration and mining 
by tender (Dec 2008) by the Director-General, NSW Dept Primary Industries - Individual and 
community Objections again lodged to Tender  

 
• 13/05/2009 BoTai Consortium (OGL & QinHe China State Coal) and  Xstrata apply. The 

Ridgelands Coal Mining Exploration Lease was not allocated 
 

• 16/12/2009 Mayor Martin Rush and Muswellbrook Shire Council object to the tender of 
Ridgelands ELA  

 
• 6/2/2010 The Ridgelands Coal Mining Exploration Lease Remains Unallocated  

 
• 30/3/10 Announcement to ASX - "Chinese company Botai 

Consortium, in conjunction with the Qinhe Energy, has recently 
won by open tender the rights to own the major Ridgelands coal 
lease west of Newcastle from the New South Wales Government." 
 

• 12/4/10 Dept Industry & Investment NSW - The Ridgelands 
EOI process "is still ongoing and no exploration licence application 
has been made over the area nor has any exploration licence been 
granted to any party over the area in question."  
 

• 12/4/10 Botai correct incorrect claim of award of 
Ridgelands Coal Exploration Lease to ASX  
 

• 10/2010 The Ridgelands EOI process "is still ongoing and 
no exploration licence application has been made over the area 
nor has any exploration licence been granted to any party over the 
area in question." Dept Industry & Investment NSW.  
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• 11/2010 Ridgelands Coal (unconfirmed OGL, QinHe China State Coal and others) reported 
payment of $121 million, $20 million non-refundable or as per the tender.  

 
• 6/5/2011 Ridgelands Coal on Ministerial invitation formally apply for an Ridgelands Coal 

Exploration Licence 4244. 
 

• 22/5/2011 Application approval delayed by 60 day moratorium on issue of all new licences 
by NSW Government  

 
• 18/8/2011 FOI shows Ridgelands ELA to have its origin and conclusion by the former 

minister. 
 

• 23/8/11 No further information available on progress of Ridgelands Coal Pty Ltd application. 
Consortium consists of more than OGL & QinHe??..  

 
• 02/2/2012  Muswellbrook Council apology on mine 

 

• 12/2/12 New Application, Same Proponent, new solicitor, 
denied knowledge of 6 May 2011 Application as initially did DPI. 

• “work program” not provided by the applicant with the 
Application (as required)45 

• restricted offer and subsequent withdrawal of extension 
of time  

• withdrawal of Dept undertaking to incorporate 
submissions made to earlier undetermined 6 May 2011 
Application  

• lawfulness of conversion of lands previously zoned 
7L1 and 7L2 in MLEP 1985 to RU1 MLEP 2009 thereby 
diminishing the environmental protection available.  Lands 
that were zoned 7L1, 7L2 should more rightly have been 
zoned E3 – Environmental Management,, to be in 
accordance with Ministerial Directive.  

“A draft LEP that applies to land within an existing 
environmental protection zone or land otherwise identified 
for environmental protection purposes in a LEP shall not 
reduce the environmental protection standards that apply 
to the land (including by modifying any development 
standards or subdivision controls that apply to the land)”46 

 

 

 

 

                                                            
45 Public Comment Process for the exploration of coal and petroleum, including coal seam gas, DPI, 2012. p5 
46 Local planning directions issued by the Minister for Planning under section 117(2) of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979, 19 July 2007 
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18. Proposed Work Program 

“At this early stage of planning, over the life of the exploration program, it is 
envisaged that the drilling work will involve about 180 boreholes of which 
approximately two thirds will be open chip holes to assess the structure and 
extent of coal seams and one third will be partly cored holes for coal quality 
analyses.”47 

 

19. Comment on Proposed Work Program 

The proposed work program cannot be commented on as the only detail of the proposed 
work program provided is the nomination of 180 core holes exploring 3 different coal 
measures over 3 years to a depth of 1500m. 

It is noted that the Applicant also applies to undertake Seam Gas Testing. 48 Petroleum 
Licence PEL 4 is held by AGL and the Applicant has no licence to engage in petroleum 
exploration. 

20. Potential environmental impacts of the proposed work program 
Potential impacts cannot be considered as the work program provides no 
locations, dates or times for work, generically however impacts could be taken to 
include: 

a) Clearance of vegetation and direct removal of flora and vegetation 
communities and their habitat, including foraging and breeding habitat.  

b) Increased Isolation/fragmentation and increased genetic isolation 

c) Increased competition for resources 

d) Higher incidence of disease 

e) Increased threat of death  

f) Impact of increased human interaction 

g) Operational impacts 

h) Edge impacts 

i) Impact of Introduced species 

j) Aquifer contamination 

k) Groundwater contamination 

l) Increased or changed noise 

m) Loss of amenity Amenity 

n) Loss of Equity Value of property 

21. Past environmental performance of the applicant  
(and in the case of corporate applicants, its Directors) in carrying out mining and 
exploration activities – We are unable to comment as despite inquiries no details 
have been provided by the Applicant on the shareholders or financial details of 
Ridgelands Coal P/L.  Previous indications (from media) indicated BoTai 
Corporation (being Overseas & General Limited, Singapore SX 30% and QinHe 
Energy Coal, China State Owned 70%.) 

                                                            
47 Document titled “Ridgelands Coal Resources Proposed Exploration in ELA 4244” provided to public 5/3/2012 
48 Document titled “Ridgelands Coal Resources Proposed Exploration in ELA 4244” provided to public 5/3/2012 
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We cannot evaluate the past environmental performance of the applicant (and in 
the case of corporate applicants, its Directors) in carrying out mining and 
exploration activities on the information provided by the Applicant. 
 

22. Financial Resources of the applicant 
We are unable to comment on the financial resources of the Applicant to carry 
out the exploration program as despite inquiries no details have been provided 
by the Applicant on the shareholders or financial details of Ridgelands Coal P/L.  
Previous indications (from media) indicated China State Owned. 
 
We cannot evaluate the financial resources of the Applicant to carry out the 
exploration program on the information provided by the Applicant. 
 

23. Conclusion 

a) The Ridgelands has Tier 1 Terrestrial Biodiversity Habitat, contains Tier 1 
Strategic Agricultural Land and is Priority Landscape Offset49. 

b) The work program supplied by the applicant is non-specific and vague.  It 
provides no detail on activities and there is too much uncertainty to be able 
to provide specific comment or on which to make a decision to accept the 
application. 

c) For example the applicant has no idea on the stage of the exploration given 
numbers of coreholes have been drilled, seismic and other studies conducted  
in the area or which cores will target which coal measures, or locations. 

d) The community believes that the number of existing coreholes, the seismic 
and airborne magnetic surveys and geological reconnaissance mapping already 

undertaken fully support the 2005 conclusion that The Wybong Creek Catchment 
within the Study Area appears to have no foreseeable coal exploration 
potential.”50 

e) The community does not have the expertise of government or industry to 
identify procedural weaknesses in coal drilling programs, identify CEEC’s, 
EEC’s , species etc .   

f) The information to be sought from within the community and elsewhere 
should be required from within government and elsewhere and provided 
publicly 28 days pre-closure of the public exhibition period 

g) Inappropriate location – biodiversity, remoteness, cumulative impact degree 
of faulting and fracturing, coal seam aquifers linked to lunar saline release   

h) Better sustainable uses, precautionary principle, Bio-banking, “Like” for 
“equally at risk of extinction or marked decline” 

                                                            
49 UHSRLUP 2012 
50

 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 7347 5661 5, P98 
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i) Ridgeland Coal Exploration Licence Tender and Selection process.  Ridgelands 
Coal claim award of tender but clarify this as a “Ministers Invitation to Apply” 
– An ICAC reference for the payment of $121m should be made.  

j) Process needs to quickly evolve into one wherein before an application for 
exploration is accepted the Minerals and Energy Department must consult 
with other agencies and publicly disclose those agency and any other 
information necessary to the making of a proper decision or used in the 
making of a decision at the commencement of the Public Consultation 
Process. 

k) Public Process needs to be 60 days (not 28)  

-----------------------------------------------------------------  
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24. Recommendations  
The author, the Members of Wybong Action Group, Residents of Ridgelands, Contributors 
individually and severally, the Common Rare and Endangered Species of the Ridgelands 
Biota and the Common Good humbly recommend that the Minister: 
 

A. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands., 
Or 

B. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands without consideration of 
the completed UHSRLUP., 

Or 
C. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds that 

Ridgelands Coal Work Program provides insufficient information on which to 
make a decision to the exploration lease application., 

Or 
D. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds of Ridgelands 

Coal not being viable for coal extraction due to its Tier 1 Strategic Agricultural 
Land, Tier 1 Terrestrial Biodiversity, Priority Landscape Offset classification51  and 
the integral role of Ridgelands ELA in the sustainability of the ecology of the 
Hunter and Greater Eastern Ranges, the application of Intergenerational Equity, 
the Precautionary Principle and the Principles of Sustainable Development, 

Or 
E. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds of Ridgelands 

assessment for Coal Extraction being non-viable due to the high occurrence of 
faulting, permeability and other gross geological flaws52,  

Or 
F. Decline to Issue the Exploration Licence for Ridgelands on grounds of risk to 

sustainable agriculture in the Goulburn-Hunter River Catchment associated with 
the long term impact on agriculture from any increase in salinity associated with 
output flows from the Wybong Creek Catchment,53 

Or 
G. the NSW Government offer the applicant an opportunity to explore a substitute 

lease area in lieu of Ridgelands, 
Or 

H. Issue the Ridgelands Exploration Licence with conditions (compliance penalties)  
a. that require the applicant to produce a Preliminary EIS identifying existing 

landuse, schedule of lands, flora and fauna including habitats and 
foraging areas, Soils, Water, Geology, Hydro-Geology, Transport, Risk 
Assessment, Equipment to be used, Disturbance types and durations, drill 
hole details etc prior to commencement of any drilling or exploration 
involving disturbance, 

Or 

                                                            
51 UHSRLUP 2012 
52 Coal Mining Potential in the Upper Hunter Valley – Strategic Assessment, NSW Department of Planning 2005, ISBN: 0 7347 5661 5 
53

 Origins of salinity and salinisation processes, in the Wybong Creek Catchment, New South Wales, Australia,   
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b. that require the applicant to engage in community consultation by 
exhibiting and taking  submissions on exploration eg.  Core locations, core 
depth, size of drilling rig, clearance area, hours, etc prior to 
commencement of any drilling or exploration involving disturbance, 

And 
c. that require the applicant  to establish an independently chaired CCC to 

ensure no loss of biodiversity and minimise human and social impact, and 
in doing so to:  

i. engage an independent and public peer review of existing water 
management data and data systems for the Ridgelands area and 
publicly report findings and make recommendations for an 
ongoing discovery, public monitoring  and analysis of surface, 
aquifers, groundwaters and hydrogeological features within the 
EL, and, 

ii. engage an independent and public peer review of and make 
annual recommendations concerning an ongoing fauna, flora, 
micro-climate and habitat survey of the EL, and, 

iii. conduct and publicly report ongoing base-line community health 
studies 

prior to commencement of any drilling or exploration involving disturbance, 
And 

I. specifically excluding all and any exploration that is for purposes not requisite to 
the gaining of coal.  

 
Other conditions must await details of proposed works. 
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Species list for on or within 3km of 740 Ridgelands Road 
 
Common Name  
 
 

Scientific Name Recorded in 8km 
Radius / Suitable 
Habitat onsite 

Recorded 
onsite—locality 
to 1km radius* 

TSC 
ACT 
STATUS 

EPBC ACT 
STATUS 

Barking Owl  Ninox connivens Y Y V  

Brown Treecreeper  Climacteris picumnus Y Y V  

Brush‐tailed Rock Wallaby  Petrogale penicillata Y Y E V 

Diamond Firetail  Stagonopleura guttata Y Y V  

Eastern Bent‐wing Bat  Miniopterus schreibersii oceanensis Y Y V  

Eastern Cave Bat  Vespadelus troughtoni Y Y V  

Eastern False‐Pipistrelle  Falsistrellus tasmaniensis Y Y V  

Gang‐gang Cockatoo  Callocephalon fimbriatum Y Y V  

Glossy Black‐Cockatoo  Calyptorhynchus lathami Y Y V  

Grey‐crowned Babbler  Pomatostomus temporalis temporalis Y Y V  

Hooded Robin  Melanodryas cucullata cucullata Y Y V  

Koala  Phascolarctos cinereus Y  V  

Large‐eared Pied Bat  Chalinolobus dwyeri Y Y V V 

Little eagle  Hieraaetus morphnoides Y Y V  

Little Lorikeet  Glossopsitta pusilla Y Y V  

Masked Owl  Tyto novaehollandiae Y Y V  

Southern Boobook Ninox novaeseelandiae Y Y P  

Painted Honeyeater  Grantiella picta Y Y V  

Powerful Owl  Ninox strenua Y Y V  

Speckled Warbler  Chthonicola sagittatus Y Y V  

Spotted Harrier  Circus assimilis Y Y V  

Squirrel Glider  Petaurus norfolcensis  Y  V  

Turquoise Parrot  Neophema pulchella  Y Y V  

Varied Sittella   Daphoenositta chrysoptera  Y Y V  

Rainbow Beeeater Merops ornatus Y Y  MI/MA 

White Ibis Threskiornis molucca Y Y   

White-bellied SeaEagle Haliaeetus leucogaster Y Y  MI/MA 

Swift Parrot Lathamus discolor Y Y E E/MA 

Crane   Y Y   

Australian Pelican Pelecanus conspicillatus Y Y  MI 

Australian Pied Cormorant 
Phalacrocorax varius Phalacrocoracidae 
Phalacrocoracidae 

Y Y  Mi 



Common Name  
 
 

Scientific Name Recorded in 8km 
Radius / Suitable 
Habitat onsite 

Recorded 
onsite—locality 
to 1km radius* 

TSC 
ACT 
STATUS 

EPBC ACT 
STATUS 

White throated Needletail Hirundapus caudacutus Y   MI/MA 

Superb Fairy-wren Malurus cyaneus Y Y   

Regent Honeyeater Anthochaera phrygia Y Y CE CE/MI/MA 

Yellow-bellied Sheathtail bat Saccolaimus flaviventris Y Y V  

Southern Myotis Myotis macropus Y Y V  

Little Bent-wing bat Miniopterus australis Y Y V  

Greater Broad-nosed Bat Scoteanax rueppellii Y Y V  

Eastern Cave Bat Vespadelus troughtoni Y Y V  

Eastern Freetail bat Mormopterus norfolkensis Y Y V  

South-eastern Long-eared Bat Nyctophilus corbeni Y Y V V 

Spotted tailed Quoll Dasyurus maculatus Y Y V E 

New Holland Mouse Pseudomys novaehollandiae Y Y  V 

Scarlet Robin Petroica boodang Y Y V  

Australian Magpie Cracticus tibicen Y Y   
Brown Quail Coturnix ypsilophora Y Y   

Grey Fantail Rhipidura fuliginosa Y Y   

Top Knot Pigeon Lopholaimus antarcticus Y Y   

Silver Perch Bidyanus bidyanus Y    

Eastern Snake necked Turtle Chelodina longicollis Y Y   
Green Tree Frog Litoria caerulea, Y Y   

Peron’s Tree Frog Litoria peroni Y    

Keferstein’s Tree Frog Litoria dentata Y    
Broadpalmed Frog Litoria latopalmata Y    

Freycinet’s Tree Frog Litoria freycineti Y    

Verreaux’s Tree Frog Litoria verreauxii Y    
Lesueur’s Frog Litoria lesueurii Y    

Ornate Burrowing Frog Limnodynastes ornatus Y Y   

Bullfrog Limnodynastes dumerilii Y Y   
Painted Burrowing Frog Neobatrachus sudelli Y    

Smooth Toadlet Uperoleia laevigata Y    
Bibron’s Toadlet Pseudophryne bibronii Y    

Spotted Marsh Frog Limnodynastes tasmaniensis Y    
Booroolong Frog Litoria booroolongensis Y Y E E 



 

 

Common Name  
 
 

Scientific Name Recorded in 8km 
Radius / Suitable 
Habitat onsite 

Recorded 
onsite—locality 
to 1km radius* 

TSC 
ACT 
STATUS 

EPBC ACT 
STATUS 

Frog sp  ? Yet to be classified Frog (OEH 2012) Y Y ? ? 

Pink-tailed Wormlizard Aprasia parapulchella Y Y V V 

Blackchinned Honeyeater Melithreptus gularis gularis Y Y V  

Bush Stonecurlew Burhinus grallarius Y Y E  

Black Falcon Falco subniger Y Y V  

Zebra Finch Taeniopygia guttata Y Y   

Blue Tongue Lizard Tiliqua scincoides scincoides  Y Y   

Frill Necked Lizard Chlamydosaurus kingii  Y Y   

Shortbeaked Echidna Tachyglossus aculeatus  Y Y   

Common Wombat Vombatus ursinus  Y Y   

Eastern Grey Kangaroo Macropus giganteus  Y Y   

Swamp Wallaby Wallabia bicolor  Y Y   

Yellow-footed Antechinus Antechinus flavipes Y Y   

Brown Antechinus Antechinus stuartii Y Y   

Common Wallaroo Macropus robustus Y Y   

Rednecked Wallaby Macropus rufogriseus Y Y   

Common Dunnart Sminthopsis murina Y    

Burton’s Snakelizard Lialis burtonis Y    

Robust Velvet Gecko Oedura robusta Y    

Eastern Stone Gecko Diplodactylus vittatus Y    

Thick-tailed Gecko Underwoodisaurus milii Y    

Broad-tailed Gecko Phyllurus platurus Y    

Lesueur’s Velvet Gecko Oedura lesueurii Y    

Brown-snouted Blind Snake Ramphotyphlops wiedii Y    

Yellow-bellied Threetoed Skink Saiphos equalis Y    

Dark-flecked Sunskink Lampropholis delicata Y    

Yellow-faced Whipsnake Demansia psammophis Y    

Leaden Delma Delma plebeia Y    

Eastern Bearded Dragon Pogona barbata Y Y   

Nobbi Lashtail Amphibolurus nobbi Y    

Sand Monitor Varanus gouldii Y Y   

Copper-tailed Ctenotus Ctenotus taeniolatus Y    



 

Common Name  
 
 

Scientific Name Recorded in 8km 
Radius / Suitable 
Habitat onsite 

Recorded 
onsite—locality 
to 1km radius* 

TSC 
ACT 
STATUS 

EPBC ACT 
STATUS 

White’s Rockskink Egernia whitii Y Y   

Cream-striped Shinningskink Cryptoblepharus virgatus Y    

Cunningham’s Spinytailed Skink Egernia cunninghamii Y    

Barred-sided Skink Eulamprus tenuis Y Y   

Punctate Wormskink Anomalopus swansoni Y    

South-eastern Slider Lerista bougainvillii Y    

Southern Rainbowskink Carlia tetradactyla Y    

South-eastern Morethia Skink Morethia boulengeri Y    

Treecrevice Skink Egernia striolata Y Y   

Litterskink Lygisaurus foliorum Y Y   

Eastern Ranges Rockskink Egernia modesta Y    

Two-clawed Wormskink Anomalopus leuckartii Y    

Eastern Waterskink Eulamprus quoyii Y    

Eastern Water Dragon Bassiana platynota Y Y   

Weasel Shadeskink Saproscincus mustelinus Y    

Ringtail Possum Pseudocheirus peregrinus Y Y   

Rednaped Snake Furina diadema Y    

Diamond/Carpet Python Morelia spilota Y    

Red Bellied Black Snake Pseudechis porphyriacus  Y Y   

Eastern Brown Snake Pseudonaja textilis  Y Y   

King Brown Snake Pseudechis australis  Y Y   

Lace Monitor Varanus varius  Y Y   

Dingo Canis lupus dingo Y Y   

Blue Trumpet Brunoniella australis Y Y   

Common Maidenhair Adiantum aethiopicum Y Y P  

Rough Maidenhair Adiantum hispidulum var. hispidulum Y Y P  

Rock Fern Cheilanthes austrotenuifolia Y Y   

Bristly Cloak Fern Cheilanthes distans Y    

Rock Fern Cheilanthes sieberi subsp. sieberi Y Y   

Pale Vanillalily Arthropodium milleflorum Y    

Slender Wire Lily Laxmannia gracilis Y    

Flannel Flower Actinotus helianthi Y  P  

 Astrotricha longifolia Y    
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Scientific Name Recorded in 8km 
Radius / Suitable 
Habitat onsite 

Recorded 
onsite—locality 
to 1km radius* 

TSC 
ACT 
STATUS 

EPBC ACT 
STATUS 

 Astrotricha spp. Y    

Necklace Fern Asplenium flabellifolium Y    

Cutleaved Daisy Brachyscome multifida Y    

Yellow Burrdaisy Calotis lappulacea Y    

Common Everlasting Chrysocephalum apiculatum Y    

Star Cudweed Euchiton sphaericus Y    

 Helichrysum adenophorum var. waddelliae Y    

 Senecio vagus subsp. eglandulosus Y    

 Sigesbeckia australiensis Y    

Indian Weed Sigesbeckia orientalis subsp. orientalis Y    

Fuzzweed Vittadinia spp.  Y    

Golden Everlasting Xerochrysum bracteatum Y Y   

 Cynoglossum australe Y    

Bluebell Wahlenbergia spp. Y Y   

Forest Oak Allocasuarina torulosa Y Y   

Narrowleaved Orangebark Maytenus silvestris Y    

Black Cypress Pine Callitris endlicheri Y Y   

Tall Sedge Carex appressa Y    

 Cyperus laevis Y    

 Cyperus spp. Y    

 Eleocharis dietrichiana Y    

Rough Sawsedge Gahnia aspera Y    

 Lepidosperma gunnii Y    

Variable Swordsedge Lepidosperma laterale Y    

 Hibbertia acicularis Y    

Hoary guinea flower, Grey Guinea Flower Hibbertia obtusifolia Y    

Blunt Beardheath Leucopogon muticus Y    

Ruby Urn Heath Melichrus erubescens Y    

Urn Heath Melichrus urceolatus Y    

 Monotoca scoparia Y    

Pink FiveCorners Styphelia triflora Y    

 Daviesia acicularis Y    

Broom Bitter Pea Daviesia genistifolia Y    

Slender Ticktrefoil Desmodium varians Y    



 

Common Name  
 
 

Scientific Name Recorded in 8km 
Radius / Suitable 
Habitat onsite 
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onsite—locality 
to 1km radius* 

TSC 
ACT 
STATUS 

EPBC ACT 
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Twining glycine Glycine clandestina Y    

 Gompholobium aspalathoides Y    

False Sarsaparilla Hardenbergia violacea Y    

 Hovea lanceolata Y    

Australian Indigo Indigofera australis Y    

Wiry Shaggy Pea Oxylobium pulteneae Pultenaea spinosa Y    

 crassa Y Y   

Narrow-leaved Wattle Acacia linearifolia Y    

Mountain Hickory Acacia penninervis Y Y   

Wattle Acacia spp. Y Y   

Sunshine Wattle Acacia terminalis Y    

Spurwing Wattle Acacia triptera Y    

Prickly Moses Acacia ulicifolia Y    

Varnish Wattle Acacia verniciflua Y    

Purple Goodenia Coopernookia barbata Y    

 Goodenia decurrens Y    

 Goodenia rotundifolia Y    

A Raspwort Gonocarpus elatus Y    

 Gonocarpus longifolius Y    

Austral Bugle Ajuga australis Y    

Hairy Clerodendrum Clerodendrum tomentosum Y    

 Plectranthus parviflorus Y    

 Prostanthera prunelloides Y    

 Prostanthera saxicola Y    

Dwarf Skullcap Scutellaria humilis Y    

 Cassytha melantha Y    

Showy Isotome Isotoma axillaris Y    

Matrush Lomandra confertifolia Y    

 Lomandra confertifoliasubsp. rubiginosa Y    

Wattle Mattrush Lomandra filiformis subsp.coriacea Y    

Pale Matrush Lomandra glauca Y    

Spinyheaded Matrush Lomandra longifolia Y    

Manyflowered Matrush Lomandra multiflora subsp.multiflora Y    

Scrambling Lily Geitonoplesium cymosum Y    
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Straggly Lanternbush Abutilon oxycarpum Y Y   

Port Jackson Fig Ficus rubiginosa Y Y   

Amulla Eremophila debilis Y    

 Myrsine variabilis Y    

Rough-barked Apple Angophora floribunda Y Y   

Grey Myrtle Backhousia myrtifolia Y Y   

Spotted Gum Corymbia maculata Y Y   

White Bloodwood Corymbia trachyphloia Y Y   

 Corymbia trachyphloia subsp. amphistomatica Y    

 Eucalyptus aenea Y    

White Box Eucalyptus albens Y Y   

 Eucalyptus beyeriana Y    

Blakely's Red Gum Eucalyptus blakelyi Y Y   

Narrow leaved Ironbark Eucalyptus crebra Y Y   

Dwyer's Red Gum Eucalyptus dwyeri Y    

Red Ironbark Eucalyptus fibrosa Y Y   

Slaty Red Gum Eucalyptus glaucina Y Y v v 

Blue leaved Ironbark Eucalyptus nubila Y Y   

Grey Gum Eucalyptus punctata Y Y   

Inland Scribbly Gum Eucalyptus rossii Y Y   

Narrow leaved Stringybark Eucalyptus sparsifolia Y Y   

Red Stringybark Eucalyptus macrorhyncha Y    

 Leptospermum arachnoides Y    

 Leptospermum parvifolium Y    

 Leptospermum sphaerocarpum Y    

Slender Teatree Leptospermum trinervium Y    

 Melaleuca decora Y    

 Micromyrtus sessilis Y    

 Notelaea longifolia f. longifolia Y    

 Notelaea microcarpa var. microcarpa Y    

 Notelaea ovata Y Y   

 Notelaea spp. Y    

Blue Flaxlily Dianella caerulea Y    

 Dianella caerulea var. caerulea Y    



Common Name  
 
 

Scientific Name Recorded in 8km 
Radius / Suitable 
Habitat onsite 
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Blueberry Lily, Blue FlaxLily Dianella revoluta Y    

A Blue Flax Lily Dianella revoluta var. revoluta Y    

Nodding Blue Lily Stypandra glauca Y    

Coffee Bush Breynia oblongifolia Y    

Thyme Spurge Phyllanthus hirtellus Y    

 Poranthera corymbosa Y    

Small Poranthera Poranthera microphylla Y    

Appleberry Billardiera scandens Y    

Native Blackthorn Bursaria spinosa Y    

Purple Wiregrass Aristida ramosa Y    

Threeawn Speargrass Aristida vagans Y    

Rough Speargrass Austrostipa scabra subsp. falcata Y    

Pitted Bluegrass Bothriochloa decipiens var. decipiens Y    

 Cleistochloa rigida Y    

Kangaroo Grass Themeda triandra y y   

Barbed Wire Grass Cymbopogon refractus Y Y   

Wallaby Grass Danthonia spp. Y Y   

Shorthair Plumegrass Dichelachne micrantha Y    

Finger Panic Grass Digitaria ramularis Y    

Forest Hedgehog Grass Echinopogon ovatus Y    

Wiry Panic Entolasia stricta Y    

Silvertop Wallaby Grass Joycea pallida Y    

Weeping Grass Microlaena stipoides var.stipoides Y    

Seven Dwarfs Grevillea Grevillea floribunda subsp. floribunda Y    

 Grevillea sericea Y    

Narrow-leaved Geebung Isopogon dawsonii Y    

 Clematis glycinoides var.glycinoides Y    

Red Ash Alphitonia excelsa Y    

 Cryptandra spinescens Y    

Scant Pomaderris Pomaderris queenslandica Y    

Native Raspberry Rubus parvifolius Y    

Rough Bedstraw Galium gaudichaudii Y    

Coarse Stinkweed Opercularia aspera Y    

Stinkweed Opercularia diphylla Y    



Sources: CA, EA Anvil Hill, Invertebrate Flora and Fauna of Manobalai NR, Salinisation in the Wybong Creek Catchment, Australian Museum Microrefugia Study, GER Initiative, Stepping Stones,NPWSNSW 
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Pomax Pomax umbellata Y    

Sydney Boronia Boronia ledifolia Y    

 Boronia rubiginosa Y    

Downy Zieria Zieria cytisoides Y    

Dwarf Cherry Exocarpos strictus Y    

Hopbush Dodonaea triangularis Y    

Broadleaf Hopbush Dodonaea viscosa subsp. cuneata Y    

Trailing Speedwell Veronica plebeia Y    

 Solanum campanulatum Y    

Devil's Needles Solanum stelligerum Y    

Kurrajong Brachychiton populneus Y    

Forest Red Gum Eucalyptus tereticornis Y Y   

Grey Box Eucalyptus moluccana Y Y   

 Brachychiton populneus subsp. populneus Y    

 Pimelea latifolia subsp. elliptifolia Y    

Native Peach Trema tomentosa var. viridis Y    

Stinging Nettle Urtica incisa Y    

Slender Violetbush Hybanthus monopetalus Y    

Tree Violet Melicytus dentatus Y  P  

Grass Tree Xanthorrhoea johnsonii Y Y P  

White Box – Yellow Box – Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodland and Derived Native Grassland Y  EEC CE 

Central Hunter Grey Box-Ironbark Woodland in the New South Wales North Coast and Sydney Basin Bioregions Y Y EEC CE 

Central Hunter Ironbark Spotted Gum Grey Box Forest In The NSW North Coast And Sydney Basin Bioregion Y Y EEC CE 

Hunter Valley Footslopes Slaty Gum Woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Y Y EEC CE 

Hunter Lowland Redgum Forest in the Sydney Basin and New South Wales North Coast Bioregions Y Y EEC  

Diuris tricolor population in the Muswellbrook local government area Y Y E E 

Cymbidium canaliculatum population in the Hunter Catchment Y Y E  

Weeping Myall (Acacia pendula) population in the Hunter catchment Y  E CE 

Rulingia procumbens Y    

Prasophyllum sp. Wybong Y Y  CE 

Pomaderris reperta Y  CEEC CE 

Pomaderris queenslandica Y  E  

Ozothamnus tesselatus Y  V V 

Lasiopetalum longistamineum Y  V V 
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Air Quality Index (AQI) Exceedances in breach of the National Air Quality Standards 

Air Quality Alerts for Wybong, NSW (Latitude: -32.258, Longitude: 150.665) from 2016-2021 
Source: oeh.airquality@environment.nsw.gov.au 

 

NUMBER 
REF. 

DAY DATE TIME PLACE EXCEEDANCE 

      

001 Friday 26/02/16 11:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

002 Saturday 27/02/16 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

      

003 Friday 13/01/17 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

004 Sunday 12/02/17 18:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

005 Monday 13/02/17 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

006 Wednesday 27/09/17 18:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

007 Thursday 28/09/17 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

      

008 Tuesday 20/03/18 17:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

009 Wednesday 21/03/18 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

010 Sunday 15/04/18 08:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

011 Monday 16/04/18 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

012 Thursday 19/07/18 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

013 Saturday 04/08/18 05:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

014 Sunday 05/08/18 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

015 Thursday 22/11/18 08:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

016 Friday 23/11/18 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

017 Saturday 24/11/18 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

018 Monday 03/12/18 07:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

      

019 Thursday 03/01/19 18:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

020 Wednesday 16/01/19 07:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

021 Thursday 17/01/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

022 Friday 18/01/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

023 Sunday 10/02/19 20:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

024 Monday 11/02/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

025 Wednesday 13/02/19 12:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

026 Thursday 14/02/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

027 Tuesday 19/02/19 18:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

028 Wednesday 20/02/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

029 Wednesday 06/03/19 06:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

030 Sunday 31/03/19 03:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

031 Friday 06/09/19 17:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

032 Saturday 07/09/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

033 Monday 07/10/19 19:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

034 Tuesday 08/10/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

035 Saturday 26/10/19 11:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

036 Sunday 27/10/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 
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NUMBER 
REF. 

DAY DATE TIME PLACE EXCEEDANCE 

037 Monday 28/10/19 13:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

038 Tuesday 29/10/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

039 Thursday 31/10/19 23:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

040 Friday 01/11/19 23:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

041 Thursday 07/11/19 14:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

042 Friday 08/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

043 Saturday 09/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

044 Tuesday 12/11/19 20:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

045 Wednesday 13/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

046 Saturday 16/11/19 19:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

047 Sunday 17/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

048 Monday 18/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

049 Wednesday 20/11/19 01:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

050 Thursday 21/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

051 Saturday 23/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

052 Sunday 24/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

053 Tuesday 26/11/19 14:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

054 Wednesday 27/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

055 Thursday 28/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

056 Friday 29/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

057 Saturday 30/11/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

058 Sunday 01/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

059 Monday 02/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

060 Tuesday 03/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

061 Tuesday 10/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

062 Wednesday 11/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

063 Thursday 12/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

064 Friday 13/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

065 Saturday 14/12/19 22:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

066 Sunday 15/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

067 Monday 16/12/19 11:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

068 Tuesday 17/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

069 Thursday 19/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

070 Saturday 21/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

071 Sunday 22/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

072 Monday 23/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

073 Friday 27/12/19 09:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

074 Saturday 28/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

075 Sunday 29/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

076 Monday 30/12/19 08:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

077 Tuesday 31/12/19 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

      

078 Wednesday 01/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

079 Thursday 02/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

080 Friday 03/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

081 Saturday 04/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

082 Sunday 05/01/20 03:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

083 Monday 06/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 
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NUMBER 
REF. 

DAY DATE TIME PLACE EXCEEDANCE 

084 Tuesday 07/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

085 Thursday 09/01/20 01:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

086 Friday 10/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

087 Saturday 11/01/20 05:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

088 Sunday 12/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

089 Monday 13/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

090 Monday 20/01/20 19:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

091 Tuesday 21/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

092 Wednesday 22/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

093 Friday 24/01/20 03:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

094 Saturday 25/01/20 05:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

095 Sunday 26/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

096 Wednesday 29/01/20 19:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

097 Thursday 30/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

098 Friday 31/01/20 00:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

099 Tuesday 04/02/20 16:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

100 Wednesday 19/02/20 13:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

101 Thursday 20/02/20 02:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

102 Thursday 20/08/20 02:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

103 Sunday 29/11/20 22:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 

104 Thursday 10/12/20 17:00 Wybong, NSW PM10 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background and Scope 

The Protection of the Environment Legislation Amendment Act 2018 (PELA) received assent on 16 
November 2011 resulting in changes to the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO 
Act). The intent of the PELA is to improve the way pollution incidents are reported and managed. 
Provisions include a requirement for holders of Environmental Protection Licences (EPLs) to prepare, 
keep, test and implement a Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP). The specific 
requirements for PIRMPs are set out in Part 5.7A of the POEO Act and the Protection of the 
Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009 (POEO (G) Regulation). In summary, this legislation 
requires the following: 

 holders of EPLs must prepare a pollution incident response management plan (section 153A, 
POEO Act); 

 the plan must include the information detailed in the POEO Act (section 153C) and the POEO(G) 
Regulation (clause 98C) and be in the form required by the POEO(G) Regulation (clause 98B); 

 licensees must keep the plan at the premises to which the EPL relates (section 153D, POEO Act); 

 licensees must test the plan at least every 12 months and after a pollution incident in accordance 
with the POEO(G) Regulation (clause 98E); and 

 if a pollution incident occurs in the course of an activity so that material harm to the environment 
is caused or threatened within the meaning of Part 5.7 of the POEO Act, licensees must 
immediately implement the plan (section 153F, POEO Act).  

 

As the holder of EPL 12894, Mangoola Coal Pty Ltd (Mangoola) is required to comply with the POEO 
Act; as such, this document has been developed to satisfy the PIRMP requirements documented 
above. This document also details the procedures for notification of pollution incidents resulting in or 
having the potential to cause material harm to the environment. The notification of environmental 
incidents under this PIRMP is only required for those incidents causing or threatening to result in 
material environmental harm (a material harm incident) as defined in the POEO Act (see Section 
5.1). 

1.2 Regulatory Requirements 

Specific detail is required for inclusion in the PIRMP. Table 1-1 lists information mandated under 
Section 153C of the POEO Act and clause 98C of the POEO (G) Regulation and details where this 
information is located in this document.  
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1.3 Definitions 

Emergency 

An emergency is a situation that is developing, or has developed, that poses a threat to Life, the 
Environment and Property, which necessitates immediate action. 

Pollution Incident 

Pollution incident means an incident or set of circumstances during or as consequence of which there 
is or is likely to be a leak, spill or other escape or deposit of a substance, as a result of which pollution 
has occurred, is occurring or is likely to occur. It includes an incident or set of circumstances in which 
a substance has been placed or disposed of on premises, but it does not include an incident or set of 
circumstances involving only the emission of any noise. 

A pollution incident is required to be notified if there is a risk of ‘material harm to the environment’, 
which is defined in section 147 of the POEO Act as: 

(a) harm to the environment is material if: 

(i) it involves actual or potential harm to the health or safety of human beings or to ecosystems that 
is not trivial, or 

(ii) it results in actual or potential loss or property damage of an amount, or amounts in aggregate, 
exceeding $10,000 (or such other amount as is prescribed by the regulations), and 

(b) loss includes the reasonable costs and expenses that would be incurred in taking all reasonable 
and practicable measures to prevent, mitigate or make good harm to the environment. 
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2. Premises Details 

2.1 Site Details 

Mangoola, an open cut coal mine, is located near Wybong, approximately 20 kilometres west of 
Muswellbrook and approximately 10 kilometres north of Denman in the Upper Hunter Valley of New 
South Wales (refer to Figure 2-1).  

The surrounding area which may potentially be impacted by a pollution incident occurring at 
Mangoola, in addition to the premises itself may include the following: 

 landholders adjacent to the mine site (refer to Figure 2-2); 

 downstream water courses (including inundation areas and adjacent landholders): Sandy Creek, 
Big Flat Creek, Wybong Creek, Anvil Creek, Reedy Creek, and the Goulburn and Hunter Rivers; 
and 

 nearby townships of Denman, Sandy Hollow and Muswellbrook (refer to Figure 2-3).  

2.2 Major Hazards 

The potential major hazards which have been identified for Mangoola include: 

 spills (e.g. hydrocarbon, hazardous chemicals etc.) resulting in land contamination; 

 spills (e.g. hydrocarbon, hazardous chemicals, saline or sediment laden water, etc.) resulting in 
water contamination; 

 blast fume (e.g. blast fume containing NOx) leaves EPL Boundary; 

 major water or tailings discharge (for example dam failure); and 

 fire (for example spontaneous combustion fires associated with coal stockpiles).  

The associated risk of environmental hazards at Mangoola has been captured through the 
Environment and Community Risk Assessment. The purpose of the risk assessment is to identify 
significant environment and community aspects and impacts across the site, the risk they pose to 
operations and the controls necessary to effectively manage them. Management of impacts is 
prioritised according to the level of risk each aspect is assigned. These documents are prepared and 
reviewed in accordance with MANOC-1772150304-4333 Risk Management.  

The systematic identification, assessment and management of foreseeable catastrophic hazards are 
undertaken utilising MANOC-1772150304-1466 Catastrophic Hazard procedure. 

This process includes:  

 identifying foreseeable hazards associated with operations at Mangoola;  

 assessing Health Safety Environment and Community (HSEC) risks using recognised analysis and 
evaluation methodologies; and  

 implementing controls necessary to eliminate or reduce identified catastrophic risks in 
accordance with the established hierarchy of controls for environmental management. 
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3. Management and Responsibilities 

3.1 Legal Duty to Notify 

All Mangoola employees and contractors are responsible for immediately alerting their supervisor to all 
environmental incidents or hazards which may result in environmental harm, regardless of the nature or scale. 
Immediately is taken to mean ‘promptly and without delay’. 

Notification responsibilities are detailed in the POEO Act (Section 148), which encompasses all site personnel, 
including contractors and sub-contractors. These can be categorised broadly as: 

 the duty of an employee or any person undertaking an activity: 

- Any person engaged as an employee or undertaking an activity (at Mangoola) must, immediately after 
becoming aware of any potential incident, notify their relevant manager of the incident and all relevant 
information about it. This is to be undertaken as per Section 5.2; and 

 the duty of the employer or occupier of a premises to notify: 

- An employer or occupier of the premises on which the incident occurs, who is notified (or otherwise 
becomes aware of) of a potential pollution incident, must undertake notification to the appropriate 
regulatory authority of any “material harm incidents”, including all relevant information. Notification 
shall be undertaken by the Environment and Community Manager or Operations Manager as per Section 
5.2. 

As per guidance provided by the EPA, the decision on whether to notify the incident in accordance with Part 5.7 of 
the POEO Act should not delay immediate actions to provide the safety of people or contain a pollution incident. 
However, incident notification will be made as soon as it is safe to do so1. 

  

                                                           
1. EPA, Frequently Asked Questions Regarding the Duty to Notify of a Pollution Incident (March 2012) < 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/legislation/poefaqsnotify.htm> 
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4. Incident Management 

In compliance with MANOC- 1772153034-4297 Incident and Hazard Management, the actions to be implemented 
at Mangoola in the event of an incident include the following: 

1. Secure the scene and contain the incident. 

2. Gather information (i.e. environmental monitoring). 

3. Determine the investigation level. 

4. Commence an Incident Cause Analysis Method (if required). 

5. Review and classify information and determine actions. 

6. Complete corrective/preventative actions. 

7. Trend analysis reports. 

 

Emergency protocols including description and location of safety equipment, actions for minimising risk of harm to 
people and the environment as result of a pollution incident, and for containing or controlling a pollution incident, 
are included in MANOC-1772150304-615 Emergency Response Control Plan. 

Incident management at Mangoola focuses on actions to: 

 secure and assign necessary tactical response resources, including equipment and/or personnel, to minimise 
the environmental impacts associated with the incident; 

 establish that tactical response operations are carried out in a safe, well-organised, legal and effective fashion; 

 provide for the safety and welfare of all responders, employees, contractors and visitors;  

 continuously assess the incident to determine the adequacy of tactical response operations and the need for 
assistance from the Glencore Coal Assets Australia (GCAA) Crisis Management Team;  

 manage stakeholders arriving at site; 

 minimise effects on people, the environment, property, production, and company reputation;  

 implement an environmental monitoring program to quantify impacts as a result of the incident as well as to 
be used as the basis to notify adjacent landholders and downstream water users as to whether avoidance or 
remediation measures are required; and 

 interact, as appropriate, with GCAA personnel. 
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4.1 Emergency Response 

With regards to the specific major hazards identified in Section 2.2, emergency procedures have been incorporated 
into relevant site management plans and procedures as described below: 

 

Spills (e.g. hydrocarbon, hazardous chemicals, etc.) resulting in land and/or water contamination 

MANOC-1772150304-615 Emergency Response Control Plan 

This procedure covers all high potential emergency situations identified in Mangoola’s First Aid and Emergency 
Response Risk Assessment, which includes:  

 Medical/First Aid Emergency;  

 Vehicle Collision/Incident;  

 Fire - Infrastructure/Machinery/Bushfire;  

 Chemical Spill/Environmental Emergency;  

 Protestors;  

 Electric Shock;  

 Explosives  

MANOC-1772150304-4261 Emergency Response- Incident Management Procedure 

This procedure is in place to reduce the health and safety risks associated with incident management activities to 
an acceptable level through the application of appropriate risk management techniques. This includes: 

 Risk Management; 

 Controls; 

 Team Leader responsibilities; 

 Safety equipment; 

 Personal Protective Equipment (PPE); and 

 Training. 

 

Blast Fume Exposure 

MANOC-1772150304-757 Blast Fume Management Procedure 

This procedures cover the management and response measures related to a potential and actual Blast Fume event. 
The scope of this procedure outlines measures required to determine if someone has been exposed to fume and 
what actions should be taken to respond. 
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Major Water Discharge (for example dam failure) 

MANOC-1772150304-49 Inrush Management Plan 

The Mangoola Coal Inrush Management Plan includes control measures specific to potential inrush hazards, 
including:  

 Spontaneous combustion; 

 High wall/low wall failure; 

 Failure of a surface storage bin or tank; 

 Dam failure; and; 

 Flooding.  

 

Fire (for example spontaneous combustion fires associated with coal stockpiles) 

MANOC-1772150304-60 Principal Hazard Management Plan for Fire and Explosion  

The Fire and Explosion Management Plan provides direction to mine personnel so that the hazards associated with 
Fire & Explosion potential are identified, evaluated, eliminated or controlled to an acceptable level. 

MANOC-1772150304-4291 Mangoola Coal Bushfire Management Plan 

The Bushfire Management plan includes an assessment of fire risks and assets, identifies practical management 
strategies to reduce the risk of fire to life and property, methods to reduce fire ignition potential, and to prevent 
the spread of fire within and beyond the site. 

 

Unplanned Explosions 

MANOC-1772150304-4257 Emergency Response – Explosive Materials Procedure 

The Emergency Response Procedure – Explosive Materials details the controls in place for major hazards, including:  

 Inappropriate emergency response plan;  

 Inadequate firefighting equipment and resources;  

 Evacuation plans and muster points not known or monitored;  

 Bulk Explosive Trucks and Shot Firers Vehicles;  

 Empty Bulk Fuel Tankers and External Common Carriers;  

 Explosives Magazine and/or Reload facility;  

 Bulk L.P.G and Fuel Farms; and  

 Inadequate security arrangements.  

  



Mangoola Open Cut 

Plan Pollution Incident Response Management Plan 

 

       

Number: MANOC-1772150304-1830 Status: Approved Effective: 22/12/2020 
Page 19 of 34 

Owner: Manager - Environment ＆ Community Version: 18.0 Review: 6/01/2023 

Uncontrolled unless viewed on the intranet 
 

4.2 Pre-emptive Controls 

Mangoola implement a number of controls to manage the Major Hazards as identified in Section 2.2. Some of these 
controls include, but are not limited to: 

 All Mangoola employees and contractors receive emergency preparedness and response training during their 
site familiarisation induction.  

 Mangoola maintains a dedicated emergency response team who undergo regular training and operational 
drills; 

 Mangoola has accessible personal protective equipment for staff and contractors; 

 Spill containment/control equipment including: 

- emergency spill kits; 

- portable pumping infrastructure; 

- earth moving plant; 

- floating booms and silt curtains; and 

- erosion and sediment control materials. 

 Fire control systems, including water carts; 

 Fire suppression on relevant mobile and fixed infrastructure;  

 Hydrocarbon and chemical storage as per relevant Australian Standards; 

 Real time leak detection and monitoring for high risk pipelines; 

 Real time water level monitoring and alarm capabilities on high risk dams; and 

 Pre-blast environmental assessment process utilising predictive forecasting for blasting activities. 

 

Mangoola Coal has limited authority to undertake pollution management activities on private property, or outside 
the site boundary and in such cases where incident require response outside of Mangoola owned land, Mangoola 
will liaise directly and provide appropriate assistance to the relevant authority and emergency services. 
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5. Notification Procedures 

5.1 Determination of Material Harm 

Following containment of the incident, immediate action must be taken to determine if the incident can be 
classified as a ‘material harm incident’ as described in Section 1.1.  

The determination of a material harm incident will be made by the Operations Manager in consultation with the 
Environment and Community Manager. If the Operations Manager is not available immediately, the determination 
will be made by the Environment and Community Manager.  

It is possible for a material harm incident to occur on land that is within the boundary of the EPL. 
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5.2 External Notification 
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As discussed in Section 3.1, notification of an environmental incident is the responsibility of all site and contractor 
personnel. In the event of an incident, response and notification must be undertaken as per 
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Figure 5-1. 
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In the case of an environmental incident, prior to any other action, the site must contact 000 if the incident presents 
an immediate threat to human health or property. Fire and Rescue NSW, the NSW Police and the NSW Ambulance 
Service are the first responders, as they are responsible for controlling and containing incidents. 

 
If the incident does not pose any threat to human health or property, concurrently with contacting emergency 
services (000), all possible actions should be taken to control the pollution incident and minimise health, safety and 
environmental consequences. These actions must be employed to the maximum extent possible to: 

 provide for the safety of people at and within the vicinity of the site, and 

 contain the pollution incident. 

 
In addition to being detailed in this document, procedures for undertaking internal and external notification are 
included in: 

 MANOC-1772150304-4652 Environmental Management Strategy (in Section 6.0). 

 MANOC-1772150304-4297 Incident and Hazard Management Procedure; and 

 MANOC-1772150304-615 Emergency Response Control Plan. 

 
Record keeping of incident details, including investigations and outcomes, will be undertaken in accordance with 
MANOC-1772150304-4297 Incident and Hazard Management Procedure. 

 

5.3 Notification to Local Landholders and Community 

Community notification shall be undertaken at the determination of the Environment and Community Manager. 
Names and contact details of stakeholders, including local and downstream residents are held the Consultation 
Manager database and the Mangoola Geographical Information System (GIS). The following notification 
methodology is proposed to be utilised as required: 

 early warnings: same day telephone or SMS notification to landholders whom may be affected by the incident 
over the subsequent 24 hour period; and 

 if residences cannot be contacted, a representative will be sent to the residence should it be safe to do so; 
and 

 Updates: follow up phone calls to all landholders whom may have been notified by the initial early warning. 
Updates are to be provided to the broader local community in affected areas via information sheets or 
newsletters, Community Consultative Committee meetings, Mangoola website, media statements or any 
other strategy deemed appropriate. 

 

Priority will be granted to notification of sensitive premises in close proximity such as schools, pre-schools, nursing 
homes and hospitals.  

Information provided to the community will be relevant to the incident and may include the following details: 

 type of incident that has occurred; 

 potential impacts local landholders and the community; 

 site contact details; and  

 advice or recommendations based on the incident type and scale. 
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6. Training, Testing and Communication 

6.1 Training 

Training on this document will be undertaken as per MANOC-2083857530-1248 Training and Competency 
Management Scheme. 

Incident management and emergency response shall be included in all GCAA Generic and Mangoola site inductions.  

6.2 Testing, Review and Maintenance 

The testing of the PIRMP will be undertaken to check that the information is accurate and current and that the plan 
is capable of being implemented in a workable and effective manner. Testing will include all components of the 
plan, including training requirements. Testing shall be undertaken in the following ways: 

1. Testing is taken to be either a desktop review or  

2. A practical environmental emergency drill.  

PIRMPs must be tested routinely at least once every 12 months and within one month of any pollution incident 
occurring. The review will be undertaken in light of the incident or test, to ensure the information included in the 
plan is accurate and up to date and the plan is still capable of being implemented in a workable and effective 
manner. 

Records will be kept in accordance with MANOC-1772150304-1435 Document Control Procedure. Information to 
be retained regarding PIRMP testing includes: 

 the manner in which the test was undertaken; 

 dates when the plan has been tested; 

 the person who carried out the testing; and  

 the date and description of any update of or amendment to the plan. 

The PIRMP was last tested on 10 December 2020 coordinated by Klay Marchant (Environment and Community 
Manager- Ravensworth Open Cut – Glencore) and Robyn Ellis (Environment and Community Coordinator – 
Mangoola open Cut- Glencore). 

6.3 Availability of the PIRMP 

The PIRMP shall be kept in written form at the EPL premises and shall be made available to all personnel responsible 
for implementing the plan, and to an authorised officer (as defined in the POEO Act) on request. 

The PIRMP will be made publicly available within 14 days of finalisation (taken to be authorisation of the PIRMP by 
the Operations Manager) via the Mangoola website, in a prominent position and on a publicly available page. 

No personal information (within the meaning of the Privacy and Personal Information Protection Act 1998) will be 
made publicly available as part of the PIRMP. 

7. Document Information 

Relevant legislation, standards and other reference information must be regularly reviewed and monitored for 
updates and should be included in the site management system. Related documents and reference information in 
this section provides the linkage and source to develop and maintain site compliance information.  
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Enquiries 
Please ask for Fiona Plesman 
Direct 02 6549 3710 
Our reference  
Your reference  

 

 
 

8 February 2021 
Mr J. Shewan 
740 Ridgelands Road 
MANOBALAI   NSW   2333 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Shewan, 

 
Exclusion Notice 

 
I refer to the Exclusion Notice, copy of which is attached, and remind you that Council 
does not consent to you entering or remaining on the locations identified therein. 
 
Should you wish to contact Council you may lodge your request through the General 
Manager’s Office in writing, via email or by phone. 
 
No further warnings will be issued, and the police will be called immediately if you do not 
comply. 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
Fiona Plesman 
GENERAL MANAGER 



 

 

 






