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30 March 2022 

Shane Scott 
Project Manager 
Glencore 
  

Dear Shane,  
 
RE: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Completeness 

I write to provide some closing comments regarding the completeness of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment (ACHA) process in relation to the Glendell Continued Operations Project, and address some 
comments made by Neale Draper at the recent Independent Planning Commission (IPC) Public Hearing on 
21 March 2022 and his subsequent submission as an EDO Expert dated 21 March 2022.  

I make the comments and observations below based on my relevant expertise and over 20 years of 
experience. I hold a PhD in Australian Prehistory along with undergraduate qualification in archaeology, 
anthropology, and heritage management. I am an expert member of the International Council on 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) International Committee on Archaeological Heritage Management 
(ICAHM), a Fellow of the Australian Anthropological Society (F.AAS), a full member of Australia ICOMOS 
(M.ICOMOS), a full member of the Australian Association of Consulting Archaeologists (M.ACCAI), a 
Certified Environmental Practitioner (CenvP) through the Environment Institute of Australia and New 
Zealand (EIANZ) and an Honorary Research Associate of the archaeology program at La Trobe University.  

At this stage of proceedings, I see no value in engaging in ‘tit for tat’ rebuttals of every aspect of Draper’s 
broadly unsupported work, but rather I would specifically draw your attention to the following crucial points 
that warrant strong consideration by the IPC: 

NSW Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements 

Over a period of some 10 years, I have been fortunate to lead the development of several ACHA’s for various 
Glencore Projects in the Hunter Valley (most notably the Mount Owen Continued Operations (MOCO) 
completed in 2013 and the Glendell Continued Operations Project (GCOP)). The MOCO and GCOP footprints 
both encompass the former Ravensworth Estate. 

At every step, the ACHA’s developed by ACHM utilised the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents (2010) as the minimum standard. Throughout the assessment processes, the 
consultation requirements have been continually and voluntarily exceeded by the proponent. For example, 
additional time beyond any recommended 28-day consultation periods has been provided to any 
Registered Aboriginal Party on request.  

In Draper’s work for the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People for GCOP, he presents the views of one small 
sub-section of the broader Wonnarua community – views which are categorically unsupported by the 
hundreds of other Wonnarua people represented and consulted via the Registered Aboriginal Party process 
throughout the MOCO and GCOP ACHA process. It is somewhat ironic that Draper criticises the ACHA 
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process we have followed as being deficient and with fault, while only consulting with one very small subset 
of the broader Wonnarua community. 

Reputed Massacres and the work of Dr Mark Dunn 

Despite claims to the contrary, there has been no credible historical or scientific evidence of any kind 
presented to support the contention that there are Aboriginal massacre sites or associated unmarked 
graves at Ravensworth Homestead and surrounding estate.  

The impeccably researched historical work of Dr Mark Dunn and the extensive and rigorous archaeological 
investigations conducted by both Casey and Lowe and OzArk leave no room for doubt. The lack of physical 
or historical evidence, combined with the lack of support for the presence of burials within the project area 
from the broader Aboriginal community engaged in the ACHA is absolutely damning.  

All concerned should understand presenting hearsay as fact does not make it so.  

Breadth of Aboriginal Community Consultation 

The ACHA consultation processes followed for the Glendell Continued Operations Project (and the Mount 
Owen project before it) were conducted in a wholly inclusive and non-confrontational manner. RAPs were 
consulted in a variety of ways, at their discretion and choice. These methods included face-to-face 
meetings, workshops, emails, letters, and phone calls over several years.  

The project team deliberately and methodically worked to ensure that no one set of values or views was 
privileged above any other. The ACHA for GCOP had 32 Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAP’s) including the 
Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People. The RAPs were further categorised as being made up of either 
individuals or one of the two knowledge holder groups that had registered on behalf of their constituent 
members as a corporate entity (including PCWP and Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation as single RAP 
registrations each). By consulting broadly and without favour, the GCOP Aboriginal cultural heritage 
assessment process captured a wide range of values and opinions from both small numbers of individuals 
(i.e., PCWP) and organisations with memberships in the hundreds (i.e., Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal 
Corporation reports some 500 members – see attachment). 

At no time did any participant in the ACHA process (other than PCWP) raise any known historical conflict 
event or purported massacre site(s) on Ravensworth Estate as being of specific concern. In fact, the 
opposite is the case.  

For example, in August 2020, the Chairman of the Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation (Mr Laurie 
Perry) wrote to the Project in support of the ACHA process and commented that: 

‘’The Nation acknowledges that there were a number of skirmishes between our ancestors and 
white settlers throughout the Hunter Valley. We do not believe that there was anything more 
significant about the Project Area than other places. If there were massacres at Ravensworth, 
our genuine traditional ancestral structures would have known this, and we would object to 
any proposal to mine’’.  
 

Perry concluded that: 
 

The PCWP report is inaccurate, contains no real local Aboriginal oral history that we have 
from our ancestors and elders living today. 

 
In my considerable experience working with Aboriginal communities across Australia, I would 
consider it to be highly irregular for something as profound as massacre sites to be the cause of 
fundamental disagreement of facts between Aboriginal groups. Political differences or personality 
clashes would usually be put aside to protect any significant place which was universally known and 
accepted to be so.  
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That is simply not the case at Ravensworth Estate, where the views of the RAPs diverge completely. 

Where there is such fundamental disagreement of fact, the weight of opinion and knowledge of the 
many (the individual RAP’s and the large numbers represented by WNAC) should outweigh the 
scientifically and historically unsubstantiated views of a few (the members of the smaller PCWP 
group).  

Shifting Views 

The two separates cultural values reports written by the PCWP, at the invitation of Glencore, and presented 
in firstly the Mt Owen Continued Operations Project and then later the Glendell Continued Operations 
Project ACHA, are essentially the same report repurposed from the former to the latter project.  

There is no mention of any massacres on the Ravensworth Estate in either the MOCO or GCOP submissions 
written by PCWP. In fact, on Page 56 of the 2013 iteration of the PCWP cultural values report for the MOCO 
project it specifically states that the purported reprisal massacre of Scott and his party was likely to have 
occurred at some distance to the Ravensworth Estate. Cotter (2013) for the PCWP states that: 

“The PCWP acknowledge that the above-described distance of 20 miles from Alcorn’s Hut is 
well beyond the Mt Owen Project area and it is unlikely that the immediate area nor its 
surrounds constitute an Aboriginal massacre site that could be associated with this event. 
Whilst others (e.g., Gollan, 1987) have intimated that the reprisal shootings undertaken by 
Scott and his party of Mounted Police are associated with Mt Arthur to the west, the ready and 
accessible route into the mountains provided by Glennies Creek makes it equally probable that 
the deaths of the Aboriginals who attacked Alcorn’s Hut occurred somewhere in the 
mountainous terrain of bordering Mt Royal’’ (Cotter, 2013:56). 

No subsequent physical or historical evidence has come to light since 2013 which would materially change 
this position. Assuming that the facts were known and understood by the main informant, it is inconceivable 
to me that an issue as important and culturally significant as a purported massacre at Ravensworth Estate 
was not documented fully by PCWP in 2013. The opposite is the case – the purported massacre was 
categorically reported as having happened elsewhere.  

How is it that only a few short years later, this non-event in 2013 has evolved into a major issue in the 2020 
reporting, when it is the same informants involved in both PCWP cultural values reports? Where is the new 
evidence that shifts the focus of the alleged massacre from over ‘’20 miles from Alcorn’s Hut’’ back to the 
Project Area? 

Draper’s (2020) PCWP report is also puzzling in that it records the events associated with the violence we 
are concerned with as commencing at the ‘Pocket’ below Mt Arthur and spreading to Ravensworth from 
there, rather than the other way around (Draper, 2020:40).  

The same person was the main informant in 2013 and 2020. 

It is hard not to conclude that the PCWP accounts of the presence of massacre sites and the significance 
of Ravensworth Estate has evolved the longer the GCOP project assessment has been running and is at 
best factually inconsistent.  

Ethnography or Advocacy 

Draper has asserted that the Glendell ACHA consultation process has been insufficient and has been 
deficient in both a lack of adherence to the guidelines and a failure of wider professional practice (i.e., not 
following the Burra Charter). Draper’s intent is to show that the ACHA process has somehow ‘missed’ the 
fundamental issues (the existence of massacre sites) and that his reporting highlights the significant matters 
that everyone else has failed to uncover.  

However, it is disappointing that Draper has failed to present an account of Wonnarua heritage or history 
with any ethnographic objectivity. The material presented by Draper is an almost verbatim account of the 
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opinions of one small group of informants (PCWP) without objective reference to, or interrogation of the 
broader ethnographic and historical literature relating to the Project Area. The material written by Draper 
weaves together the narrative in such a manner that has us feeling that once it is on paper, ipso facto, it is 
the only version which must be accepted as true. Draper’s work is not an objective documentation of the 
facts as presented. It is simply advocacy for the position of a client, advocating the views of one group of 
Aboriginal informants above all others in a highly contentious political landscape.  

Heritage NSW Advice to DPIE 

In late October 2020, Dr Samantha Higgs (Senior Team Leader, Aboriginal Heritage Regulation Branch – 
North, Heritage NSW) wrote to the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) (letter 
attached) in response to the referral of documents for the Glendell Project. Heritage NSW reviewed the 
following Aboriginal heritage information ‘response to submission’ documents: 

 Glendell Continued Operations Project Response to Submissions Part B report prepared by Umwelt, 
dated 2 September 2020 (redacted version); and 

 Glendell Continued Operations Project Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Report (ACHAR) associated updates 
prepared by ACHM 2 September 2020; 

 Glendell Aboriginal Cultural Values Assessment Report prepared by Tocomwall Pty Ltd on behalf of the 
Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP) dated 25 June 2020;  

 Glencore Glendell Continued Operations Coal Project, Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
Anthropology Report on PCWP Cultural Values prepared by Associate Professor Neale Draper dated 12 
June 2020 and appended to the PCWP report;  

 Ravensworth Contact History prepared by Dr Mark Dunn Historian dated August 2019; and 

 Correspondence from Dr Maria Cotter of Armidale dated 14 February 2020 providing additional 
commentary. 

Heritage NSW specifically commented that ‘while there is historical evidence of conflict between the 
Wonnarua and the European settlers on several local properties along the Hunter River, Bowmans Creek 
and Fal Brook (Glennies Creek) inside and outside of the GCOP SSD-9349 project area (ACHM 2020, Draper 
2020, Dunn 2019 and PCWP 2020), there is no material evidence to show that the current Ravensworth 
Homestead itself, which was built in 1832, was specifically the site of such conflict’ (Dunn 2019). 

Importantly, Heritage NSW concluded that it was  

1. ‘…satisfied that the significance assessment of the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the project 
area have been adequately assessed, as well as management measures to mitigate any potential 
impacts on those values’.  

2. ‘…satisfied that the significance assessment of the archaeological or scientific values of the project area 
have been adequately assessed and are consistent with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and 
Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 2010) as well as any potential impacts on those 
values’, and 

3. ‘…. satisfied that consultation with the Aboriginal community has been undertaken in accordance with 
the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010. HNSW notes that 
GCOP have provided multiple opportunities for RAP involvement on all aspects of the project and 
consultation regarding their Aboriginal cultural values for the project area. A search of the Native Title 
Register on the 30 October 2020 confirmed that Native Title has not been awarded over the proposed 
GCOP SSD-9349 project area’. 

Conclusion 

Since 2012, thousands of pages have been written on the Ravensworth Estate and surrounds as 
components of the Mt Owen and Glendell Continued Operations Projects. Huge quantities of time and 
money have been expended in attempting to understand the cultural and historical significance of the 





 
 

                                                                                                        Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation 
                                                                                                         Ground Floor 254 John St Singleton  

PO Box 3066, Singleton Delivery Centre NSW 2330                       
                                                                                                         Phone: 02 6571 8595   Fax: 02 6571 8551 

Mobile: 0412 593 020 
                                                                                                         Web Site: www.wonnarua.org.au 

Email: wonnarua@bigpond.com 
ABN: 50 012 829 925                                                                 

 
Mr Shaun Canning 
ACHM by email 
Cc: Shane Scott, Brad Sneddon and Tim Walls at Glencore by email. 
Date: 19/08/2020 
Re: Glendell Mine ACHA 
 
Dear Shaun, 
 
The Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation is a registered Aboriginal Corporation with over 500 
members across the Upper Hunter Valley, NSW.  
 
WNAC represents descendants of key apical ancestors across the Hunter Valley Region and a far. 
 
We were invited to participate in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment you undertook for 

heritage values of the Hunter and in-particular those values of the Project area and nearby vicinity.  
 
We advised Dr Canning of our cultural links to the Hunter,and pointed out how we have established 
a facility at the former St Clair Mission (Registered Aboriginal Place) in the adjacent Glennies Creek 
catchment nearby to the Project.  
 
We have commenced developing this place as a resource for community events, including cultural 
healing and wellbeing events. 
 
We have also received a recent report by the Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People (PCWP) including 
work by Dr N Draper which identifies  PCWP views of historical impacts to Aboriginal heritage in 
the early 1820s. Please note that the WNAC does not recognise the PCWP, who are not a Native 
Title Claimant, and only represent a small number of family members of a break-away group, some 
of whom were previously members of the Nation.  
 
The PCWP report is inaccurate, contains no real local Aboriginal oral history that we have from our 
ancestors and elders living today. 
 
The Nation acknowledges that there were a number of skirmishes between our ancestors and white 
settlers throughout the Hunter Valley. We do not believe that there was anything more significant 
about the Project Area than other places. If there were massacres at Ravensworth, our genuine 
traditional ancestral structures would have known this, and we would object to any proposal to mine 
the area. But there were none. The recorded skirmishes were all tragic events for our ancestors, and 
for us today. 
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Attachment A – HNSW comments and recommendations on Response to Submission 
and Review of Aboriginal Cultural Values for the GCOP SSD-9349 

Previous comments by HNSW (then BCD) were provided in February 2020. BCD noted that 
consultation with one registered Aboriginal party (RAP) was ongoing and should conclude prior 
to the preparation of the response to submissions report. The Glendell Continued Operations 
Project Response to Submissions Part B report, prepared by Umwelt dated 2 September 2020 
(redacted version), addresses issues in relation to specific heritage issues raised in agency, 
community and interest group submissions. 

HNSW notes that while there is historical evidence of conflict between the Wonnarua and the 
European settlers on several local properties along the Hunter River, Bowmans Creek and Fal 
Brook (Glennies Creek) inside and outside of the GCOP SSD-9349 project area (ACHM 2020, 
Draper 2020, Dunn 2019 and PCWP 2020), there is no material evidence to show that the 
current Ravensworth Homestead itself, which was built in 1832, was specifically the site of 
such conflict (Dunn 2019).  

The ACHAR notes the location of the Upper Hunter Valley Massacre Site (AHIMS 37-3-0390), 
is outside of the GCOP SSD-9349 Project Area. Based on their research over the past 15 
years, Umwelt concluded that registered site AHIMS 37-3-0390 cannot have been within the 
area now defined as the Ravensworth Estate (Umwelt 2004 and 2013, in ACHM 2020) nor 
within the GCOP SSD-9349 Project Area (ACHM 2020). There have been numerous 
archaeological surveys, surface salvage and excavations conducted across the GCOP SSD-
9349 Project Area and surrounding area including test excavation within the Ravensworth 
Homestead precinct and Ravensworth Estate. No burials or human remains have been 
recorded within the GCOP SSD-9349 Project Area nor at the Ravensworth Estate or the 
Ravensworth Homestead area. 

However, HNSW further notes that the RAPs consider the local area around Ravensworth, as 
well as the broader regional area, to be of high cultural significance. Many of the values 
expressed by RAPs included a sense of loss and longing, expressions of 'connectedness' and 
'belonging' to landscapes, waterways, vegetation and animal communities. They expressed 
strong connection to highly significant places within the local and regional area. The PCWP 
identify both intangible and tangible for the local Ravensworth area. HNSW notes that the 
project’s direct and indirect impacts will further contribute to the cumulative impacts and loss 
of Aboriginal cultural heritage values and sites in the local area and the region.  

Following review of the provided material HNSW Recommends: 

1. Glencore should continue to provide the RAPs with opportunities to be involved in
management and mitigation measures associated with Aboriginal cultural values and impacts
to Aboriginal cultural heritage.

2. In order to reduce disturbance to archaeologically sensitive areas and to avoid impact to
significant Aboriginal sites a no impact buffer area of a minimum of 200 metres should be made
either side of Bowmans Creek.

3. All Aboriginal objects within the project area, but outside of the disturbance footprint,
should be conserved.
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4. Salvage of Aboriginal objects within the disturbance footprint and additional
archaeological excavation should be undertaken in consultation with the RAPs as
recommended in the ACHM 2020 report.

5. The Mt Owen Open Cut, Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan, V4 (XMO SD
PLN 0060), 29 May 2018 should be updated to include all Aboriginal sites, cultural values and
proposed management actions.

6. HNSW is satisfied that the significance assessment of the Aboriginal cultural heritage
values of the project area have been adequately assessed, as well as management measures
to mitigate any potential impacts on those values.

7. HNSW is satisfied that the significance assessment of the archaeological or scientific
values of the project area have been adequately assessed and are consistent with the Guide
to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 2010)
as well as any potential impacts on those values.

8. HNSW is satisfied that consultation with the Aboriginal community has been undertaken
in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents
2010. HNSW notes that GCOP have provided multiple opportunities for RAP involvement on
all aspects of the project and consultation regarding their Aboriginal cultural values for the
project area. A search of the Native Title Register on the 30 October 2020 confirmed that
Native Title has not been awarded over the proposed GCOP SSD-9349 project area.
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Dubbo
Queanbeyan 
Wollongong 
Newcastle 

T: 02 6882 0118 
enquiry@ozarkehm.com.au 
www.ozarkehm.com.au

145 Wingewarra St 
PO Box 2069 
DUBBO NSW 2830

01 April 2022 

Shane Scott 

Coal Assets Australia, Glencore 

RESPONSE TO IPC SUBMISSION 

GLENDELL CONTINUED OPERATIONS PROJECT 

Dear Shane, 

OzArk Environment & Heritage (OzArk) has been asked to provide comment on a specific submission made by 

Mr Neale Draper to the Independent Planning Commission (IPC) on 21 March 2022 (P-13: Paragraph 20): 

Numerous conflict graves and reprisals with accompanying fatalities in most cases took place on the 

Ravensworth Estate, which had two main roads passing through it and was one of the earliest and largest 

of such enterprises in the Hunter Valley in the 1820s and the 1830s. 

OzArk was engaged to undertake the Aboriginal archaeological impact assessment (OzArk 2019) for the 

Glendell Continued Operations Project (GCOP) that involved extensive field survey of the project area, as well 

as a broad ranging test excavation program at several locations within the project area. One of these locations 

was just outside the perimeter fence to the west of the Ravensworth Homestead (between the homestead and 

Yorks Creek). Another consultancy, Casey and Lowe Pty Ltd, undertook archaeological excavation within and 

near the perimeter fence of the homestead, to inform their Historical Archaeological Test Excavation Report 

and Impact Statement for the Core Estate Lands (November 2019). 

The OzArk investigations, and that of Casey and Lowe, recorded no evidence of burials (or indeed any evidence 

of conflict/skirmishes) in or around the Ravensworth Homestead, or within the broader project area. Further, 

the extensive pedestrian survey that took place across the landscape in which the homestead is located, which 

is at the centre of the Ravensworth Estate, did not record any evidence of burials (OzArk 2019:329). All 

archaeological investigations for the GCOP involved representatives of the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) 

including representatives of the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP). 

The OzArk assessment concluded that the potential for burials within the project area is very low due to: 

• The large number of surveys that have taken place across most areas of the former Ravensworth Estate

since the late 1970s that have not recorded evidence of burials. OzArk notes that there are a few rare

instances of burials in the wider region including the discovery of ancestral remains at Mt Arthur, which

is approximately 23 kilometres from the project area (Donlon and Kuskie 2003), and at Mt Olive

associated with the mission site (AHIMS #37-3-0020), which is approximately 15 kilometres from the
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project area. The extent of this past survey effort across Ravensworth Estate and the Mount Owen 

Complex more broadly is shown on Figure 1. It should also be borne in mind that this figure could be 

supplemented by showing further long-running archaeological investigations at the Liddell Coal mine 

to the north, at Ravensworth Operations to the west, at Ashton Coal to the south, and at Integra 

Underground Mine/Rix’s Creek Coal mine to the southeast. This portion of the upper Hunter Valley 

has had very intensive archaeological investigation over a period of more than four decades and 

recordings of Aboriginal burials have not been made at any of the mines listed above. 
• The region of the former Ravensworth Estate within the project area is characterised by extensive soil 

loss due to the nature of the dispersible soils of the area and the long-term impact of vegetation 

clearing and grazing which has resulted in almost the complete loss of A-Horizon soils. The 

archaeological implication is that shallow burials, if they had been present, may have become exposed 

(and dispersed?) early in the history of European occupation and no longer exist, or, if deeper burials 

were present, the soil loss would allow at least some burials to become exposed and recorded by the 

successive archaeological surveys that have taken place. 

OzArk notes that Tocomwall (on behalf of the PCWP and the primary informant for Mr Draper) provided 

comment on 29 March 2018 regarding the survey methodology for the project area after it had been issued 

to all RAPs on 19 February 2018. 

Tocomwall stated in part, “I cannot support the approach as by its own design is it (sic) a science based 

assessment and clearly know (sic) real cultural assessment attached to it.” No details of what cultural values 

needed to be considered were provided and the response did not specifically mention any values associated 

with the Ravensworth Homestead or the potential for burials. This would have been an ideal opportunity to 

raise any knowledge about burials in the project area had this been known at the time. Nor did any of the other 

31 RAPs involved with the GCOP raise the issue of potential burials at any time during the investigations. 

The test excavation methodology was issued to all RAPs on 19 September 2018 and Tocomwall did not provide 
any comment on either the adequacy of the methodology nor any cultural concerns about where the test 

excavation was proposed to be carried out. 

Further, representatives of the PCWP, including Mr Scott Franks when surveying landforms only 500 metres 

south of Ravensworth Homestead (within Ravensworth Estate), never mentioned the possibility of burials 

during the archaeological survey or the test excavation program. OzArk is not aware that the issue of potential 

burials was raised during the broader consultation process for the GCOP at the time of the field investigations. 

OzArk also note that Heritage NSW in their review of the adequacy of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the GCOP (30 October 2020) note: 

The ACHAR notes the location of the Upper Hunter Valley Massacre Site (AHIMS 37-3-0390), is outside 

of the GCOP SSD-9349 Project Area. Based on their research over the past 15 years, Umwelt concluded 

that registered site AHIMS 37-3-0390 cannot have been within the area now defined as the Ravensworth 

Estate (Umwelt 2004 and 2013, in ACHM 2020) nor within the GCOP SSD-9349 Project Area (ACHM 

2020). There have been numerous archaeological surveys, surface salvage and excavations conducted 

across the GCOP SSD9349 Project Area and surrounding area including test excavation within the 
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Figure 1: Historical survey areas at the Mt Owen Complex. 
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4 April 2022 

 
BY EMAIL 
 

Dianne Leeson  
Chair of the Glendell Continued Operations 
Project Panel 
Independent Planning Commission  
 
 

Dear Ms Leeson 

Glendell Continued Operations Project (SSD 9349) – Response to Environmental Defenders 
Office submissions by Mark Seymour 

We act for Glencore Coal Pty Limited (Glencore) in relation to the Glendell Continued Operations 
Project (SSD 9349) (Project).  

We refer to the presentation by Mark Seymour of counsel, instructed by the Environmental Defenders 
Office acting for Mr Scott Franks and Mr Robert Lester, during the second day of the Independent 
Planning Commission (Commission) public hearing into the Project. This presentation is recorded 
in the Day 2 (21.3.2022) Transcript on pages 38-50 (Presentation).  

We respond to the submissions made in the Presentation as follows:  

1. The Commission should not use or rely upon the Leo Report 

Mr Seymour submitted that the Commission should "attempt to have regard to the Leo 
Report".1 

For the reasons given in our client's letter to the Commission of 18 March 2022, our client 
disagrees with this submission and maintains its position that the Commission should not 
consider or rely upon the Leo Report.  

2. Submission as to a "proper analytical framework"  

Mr Seymour submitted (emphasis added):  

"In my submission, when the Commission adopts a proper analytical framework, the 
impacts of the project on Aboriginal and European heritage values of the site are so 
unreasonable to warrant refusal of itself. 

In my submission, the need for the Commission to adopt a proper analytical framework 
on this issue arises in two respects. The first is from principles of ecologically sustainable 
development, and in particular the principle of intergenerational equity.  Clearly that is 
a matter that the Commission must take into account as a part of the public interest 
that’s manifest in the statute.  And secondly, when the Commission comes to assess 

 
1  Transcript of Proceedings, P-47 [37].  
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likely impacts in section 4.15, in my submission, the Commission would do that – that 
is, assess a likely impact – by reference to an applicable and relevant standard.  

And the relevant and applicable standard that we have is the ICOMOS Burra Charter, an 
instrument that in itself gives effect to Australia’s international law obligations under the 
World Heritage Convention from 1972."2 

With respect to the Burra Charter, Mr Seymour submitted: 

"So in my submission, giving effect to the Burra Charter gives effect to Australia’s 
international law obligations under the convention, and failing to give effect to the charter 
would put Australia in breach of its obligation under the convention. The community would 
have the legitimate and entirely reasonable expectation that the Commission would adopt 
the charter as the relevant framework for assessment of likely impacts on a place of 
cultural significance, and that it would make its decision mindful of the requirements to 
give effect to intergenerational equity and to avoid unreasonable impacts as determined 
by reference to a standard like the charter."3 

After claiming that the Burra Charter is "in essence a planning standard", Mr Seymour 
proceeded to refer to various articles in the Burra Charter in contending that:  

1. the proposed relocation of the Homestead structures would adversely impact a place
of cultural significance and be inconsistent with the Burra Charter; and

2. the Project would result in "the complete destruction" of a place of cultural
significance, which is entirely contrary to the conservation principles under the Burra
Charter.

While the basis of Mr Seymour's submission on "the need for the Commission to adopt a 
proper analytical framework" and the Burra Charter are somewhat unclear, in our view: 

1. the Commission is not required under the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979 (NSW) (EP&A Act), or any other relevant legislation, to adopt any specific
"analytical framework" to assess the heritage impacts of the Project;

2. the Commission is not required under the EP&A Act, or any other relevant legislation,
to apply the Burra Charter as a standard to determine whether the heritage impacts
of the Project are acceptable;

3. as recognised in the Planning Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements
for the Project, the Burra Charter is only one of a number of policies or guidelines
that may be relevant to the assessment of the heritage impacts of the Project;

4. the Burra Charter is not a legal instrument, statutory planning standard or a
Government policy document;

5. the purpose of the Burra Charter is clearly not to prescribe how a consent authority
is to determine whether the heritage impacts of a State significant development
project under the EP&A Act are acceptable. The Burra Charter is a document which
focuses on the conservation and management of places of cultural significance,
"provides guidance for the conservation and management of places of cultural
significance (cultural heritage places)", and "sets a standard of practice for those

2 Transcript of Proceedings, P-39 [28] to P-40 [1]. 

3 Transcript of Proceedings, P-40 [14]-. 
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who provide advice, make decisions about, or undertake works to places of cultural 
significance …" (Preamble);  

6. the Commission does not have a legal obligation to "give effect" to the Burra Charter;
and

7. the Commission would misdirect itself from the task of properly assessing the likely
impacts of the Project under the EP&A Act if it were to:

a. assess the heritage impacts of the Project on the basis that the Commission
must adopt a particular "analytical framework" (including an analytical
framework derived from the Burra Charter);

b. assess the Project on the basis that the Project must comply with specific
articles in the Burra Charter (as if the Burra Charter is a statutory instrument
which imposes heritage-related preconditions to approval); or

c. give excessive weight to the Burra Charter in assessing the heritage impacts
of the Project.

In this regard, we note that Mr Seymour did not identify any relevant legislative provisions 
which expressly provide for the consent authority to adopt any particular "analytical 
framework" for assessing the heritage impacts of a proposed development under the EP&A 
Act, or for the consent authority to assess the heritage impacts of a proposed development 
by relying on the Bura Charter "as the relevant framework for assessment of likely impacts 
on a place of cultural significance".4  

While the Commission may have regard to the Burra Charter, for the reasons set out above, 
our client submits that the Commission should not adopt the approach advocated by Mr 
Seymour.  

We also note that the heritage management approach proposed for the Project was devised 
having regard to the principles and guidance of the Burra Charter.    

In particular, the Burra Charter is considered in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
Report (September 2019 and August 2020 (Revised)) prepared by Dr Shaun Canning, the 
Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment (November 2019) prepared by Ben Churcher and 
the Statement of Heritage Impact (October 2019) prepared by Lucas Stapleton Johnson. By 
way of example only, the former report relevantly:  

1. states as follows on pages vii-viii:

"The management measures proposed for the Project align to the Principles 
of the Burra Charter (ICOMOS, 1999) and to the Aboriginal Community 
Wellbeing toolkit and criterion from OEH (OEH 2012). 

… 

Further, the following key considerations also guide the GCOPs 
recommendations and management outcomes:  

 Alignment of the outcomes with the principles of the Strengthening
Aboriginal Community Wellbeing Toolkit (OEH 2012) and the Burra
Charter (2013);"

4 Transcript of Proceedings, P-40 [18]. 
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2. confirms on page 5 that: 

"The identification of cultural values and the determination of cultural 
significance which are consistent with the guidance provided in the Burra 
Charter and Indigenous Cultural Heritage Management Practice Note 
(Australia ICOMOS, 2013)."  

In this regard, it is relevant that:  

1. Heritage NSW confirmed, in its letter to the Department dated 30 October 2020, 
that: 

"6. HNSW is satisfied that the significance assessment of the Aboriginal 
cultural heritage values of the project area have been adequately assessed, 
as well as management measures to mitigate any potential impacts on those 
values.  

7. HNSW is satisfied that the significance assessment of the archaeological 
or scientific values of the project area have been adequately assessed and 
are consistent with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 2010) as well as any potential 
impacts on those values. 

8. HNSW is satisfied that consultation with the Aboriginal community has 
been undertaken in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage 
consultation requirements for proponents 2010. HNSW notes that GCOP have 
provided multiple opportunities for RAP involvement on all aspects of the 
project and consultation regarding their Aboriginal cultural values for the 
project area…." 

2. the Planning Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements for the Project, 
the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
in NSW and the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects 
in NSW refer to the Burra Charter (and the Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment 
reports for the Project considered and applied this Guide and Code of Practice).   

With respect to the relocation of the Homestead buildings in particular, we note that: 

1. the Response to Submissions (Part A – May 2020) relevantly states on page 131: 

"In light of the principles within the Burra Charter, other heritage 
conservation philosophies, and given the heritage significance of the 
Homestead buildings, the relocation of the Homestead is considered a 
mitigation measure that substantially retains those key heritage values as 
much as possible with a focus on recreating the Homestead in the most 
appropriate manner for a future useful life. Other options such as demolition 
were not considered appropriate and if the Homestead buildings are not 
relocated the mine is not able to be developed. An additional mitigation 
measure includes detailed investigation, recording and salvage of the 
archaeological deposits to be undertaken as part of the relocation proposal." 

2. sections 2.3.1-2.3.7 (pp 17-26) of the Statement of Heritage Impact (October 2019) 
considered the proposed relocation by reference to the Burra Charter. The quality of 
this work was noted in the Review of Heritage Impacts (November 2021) by Hector 
Abrahams (commissioned by the Department), which stated:  
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“The impact assessment of the two relocation proposals undertaken by LSJ 
is so comprehensive and well founded as to not require reassessment in 
detail.” 

3. Submission that places of cultural heritage significance must be conserved

In our view, Mr Seymour's submissions are based on an incorrect premise that places of 
cultural heritage significance must be conserved under the Burra Charter and it is, therefore, 
unacceptable for proposed development to materially impact such places.  

For example, Mr Seymour submitted: 

"So the principles are clear and absolute, and article 2.1 requires that a place of cultural 
significance be conserved. Article 2.2, that the aim of that conservation is to retain the 
cultural significance of the place, and article 2.4, that the place of cultural significance should 
be safeguarded and not be put at risk or left in a vulnerable state. 

And the process provisions then provide assistance to decision-makers like the Commission 
in the development of a policy for the use and management of that place of cultural 
significance. But that’s on the basis that the requirement from article 2.1 is that the place is 
going to be conserved. 

… 

But understanding that the framework properly would mean that the removal of a work or 
an element of the place like the homestead structures to a different location is to the 
detriment of the place of cultural significance, and that would be inconsistent with the articles 
2.1 to 2.4 of the charter."5 

We consider that this position is inconsistent with the relevant NSW legislative framework, 
which clearly recognises that approved State significant development projects may have 
material impacts on a place or places of cultural heritage significance, and provides for those 
impacts to be managed in accordance with the development consent granted under the EP&A 
Act.  

In this regard, we note that: 

1. Part 6 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) (NP&W Act), which concerns
the protection of Aboriginal objects and declared Aboriginal places, provides for the
grant of "Aboriginal heritage impact permits" to authorise impacts to Aboriginal objects
or Aboriginal places that would otherwise be prohibited;

2. by virtue of section 4.41(d) of the EP&A Act, an Aboriginal heritage impact permit is not
required for State significant development that is authorised by a development consent,
and the provisions of the NP&W Act that would prohibit the carrying out of the State
significant development (i.e. because of its impacts on Aboriginal objects or declared
Aboriginal places) without such a permit do not apply;

3. as such, section 4.41 of the EP&A Act clearly recognises that approved State significant
development projects may have material impacts on a place or places of cultural
heritage significance;

4. in our view, the reasons why an Aboriginal heritage impact permit is not required for
approved State significant development are that:

5 Transcript of Proceedings, P-41. 
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a. the Planning Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements for proposed 
State significant development projects will require the proponent to undertake 
an equally or more rigorous Aboriginal community consultation process to that 
undertaken for Aboriginal heritage impact permit applications; 

b. the impacts of proposed State significant development on places of cultural 
heritage significance are adequately assessed as part of the comprehensive and 
transparent assessment process under the EP&A Act; and 

c. State significant development consents contain conditions which provide for the 
preparation, approval and implementation of a detailed Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Management Plan, and the regulation of impacts on places of cultural 
heritage significance; 

5. Part 4 of the Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) (Heritage Act), which concerns the effect of 
interim heritage orders and an "item" (e.g. a place or building) being listed on the State 
Heritage Register, establishes an approval process for certain activities (e.g. to demolish 
a building or damage or despoil a place) to be carried out which would impact items 
subject to such an order or listing;  

6. by virtue of section 4.41(c) of the EP&A Act, an approval under Part 4 of the Heritage 
Act (or an excavation permit under section 139 of the Heritage Act) is not required for 
State significant development that is authorised by a development consent, and the 
provisions of the Heritage Act that would prohibit the carrying out of the State significant 
development without such an approval do not apply;  

7. while Division 8 of Part 6 of the Heritage Act provides for the making of orders to restrict 
harm to items (e.g. a place or building) in certain circumstances, section 4.41 of the 
EP&A Act makes it clear that this Division "does not apply to prevent or interfere with 
the carrying out of State significant development that is authorised by a development 
consent…"; and  

8. as such, section 4.41 of the EP&A Act also clearly recognises that approved State 
significant development projects may have material impacts on heritage items (e.g. a 
place or building).  

4. Submission that the heritage impacts of the Project warrant refusal 

Under the EP&A Act, the Commission is relevantly required to:  

a. consider:  

i. all of the likely impacts of the Project, including the likely social and economic 
impacts (see s 4.15(1)(b)); 

ii. all of the matters relevant to the suitability of the site for the development (see s 
4.15(1)(c)); and 

iii. all of the matters relevant to the public interest (see s 4.15(1)(e));  

b. in particular, balance the Project's social and economic benefits against its likely adverse 
impacts in making its determination. 

Mr Seymour submitted that if the Commission properly considers the heritage impacts of the 
Project, those impacts are so unreasonable that it would be open for the Commission to refuse 
the Project on this basis alone. 
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Our client rejects that the heritage impacts of the Project are unacceptable or warrant refusal 
of the Project.  

In particular, we note that: 

a. the Department has recommended conditions of consent to appropriately manage the
heritage impacts of the Project, including conditions to ensure that a comprehensive
archaeological salvage of the core estate lands occurs prior to mining within 1
kilometre of the homestead; and

b. the Department and Heritage NSW "are satisfied that Glencore has explored and
identified reasonable and feasible measures to minimise the Project’s impacts on
Aboriginal heritage value, and that the Project’s residual impacts are unlikely to have
a significant incremental or cumulative impact on the Aboriginal heritage values of the
region".6

Further, our view is that it would be legally unreasonable for the Commission to determine 
whether to approve the Project on the basis of the Project's heritage impacts, without balancing 
those impacts against the Project's other impacts, including its significant social and economic 
benefits.    

5. The Commission has sufficient information on heritage impacts

Mr Seymour submitted that the Commission has incomplete information as to the heritage 
impacts of the Project and that: 

"…the Commission should not be forced to act on incomplete information, and the 
usual course where there is incomplete information is to refuse an application."7   

Our client rejects this submission. 

First, as a matter of proper process, if the Commission forms the view that it has insufficient 
information, the Commission should request the further information it needs to properly make 
its determination.   

Secondly, the Commission does have sufficient information to properly assess the heritage 
impacts of the Project. In particular, our client relies on all of the following heritage-related 
documents forming part of the Project's Environmental Impact Statement: 

 Appendix 22 - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report including Aboriginal
Archaeology Impact Assessment;

 Appendix 23 - Heritage Assessment Part A;

 Appendix 23 - Heritage Assessment Part B;

 Response to Submissions Part A; and

 Response to Submissions Part B.

6 Assessment Report, paragraph 274. 

7 Transcript of Proceedings, P-42 [34]. 
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6. Submission regarding "unreasonable" conditions of site visit is incorrect

Mr Seymour stated in his submissions that his clients had sought to meet with the Commission 
panel onsite at the Ravensworth homestead and surrounds to explain some of the cultural 
heritage values to the panel while on country.8   

In respect of this site visit, Mr Seymour then submitted that: 

1. his clients were prevented from doing so by Glencore placing unreasonable
conditions on the conduct of that meeting;9 and

2. the Commission made a finding that the conditions were "unreasonable" in the
sense that they interfered with the Commission’s usual functions.10

This is incorrect. 

It is significant that Glencore did agree to provide Mr Seymour's clients and the Commission 
with access to the Ravensworth homestead and its immediate surrounds for the purpose of 
the site visit.  Moreover, Glencore proposed to assist with the site visit by providing Glencore 
representatives to accompany the attendees to ensure their health and safety and to guide 
them around the homestead site. 

Glencore made its agreement to provide access for the site visit subject to two relevant 
conditions: 

1. that the same opportunity to inspect the homestead is also extended to
other Registered Aboriginal Parties with an interest in the Project: This
condition was appropriate because, to the extent that the PCWP representatives
sought to explain to the Commission the cultural values of the site, it would be
expected that all relevant Registered Aboriginal Parties should be given the same
opportunity to provide such an explanation. This was particularly important
because it is well known that there are differing views as to the cultural significance
of the homestead and estate between Registered Aboriginal Parties (which is
acknowledged in paragraph 20 of the Department's Assessment Report); and

2. that if the Panel believed the PCWP's legal representative should attend
the site inspection, then Glencore would expect that one of its own legal
representatives also be allowed to attend: Glencore noted in its
correspondence to the Commission regarding the proposed site visit that it
considered the attendance of the PCWP's legal representative to be inappropriate
and inconsistent with the intent of the Commission's site inspection guidelines.  A
site inspection seemingly proposed for the purpose of sharing information on
cultural values would not reasonably necessitate the presence of a lawyer.
Accordingly, Glencore set this condition only in response to the PCWP's request
that their legal representative attend.

Contrary to Mr Seymour's submission, the Commission did not make a finding that these two 
conditions were "unreasonable".  Rather, the Commission said it was not in a position to agree 
to those conditions as compliance with them would be inconsistent with its procedures and 
policies.  With respect, our client disagrees that the conditions would be inconsistent with the 
Commission's procedures and policies, and the rationale for the setting of these appropriate 
conditions is set out above. 

8 Transcript of Proceedings, P-42 [31]. 

9 Transcript of Proceedings, P-42 [33] and P-48 [17]. 

10 Transcript of Proceedings, P-48 [26]. 
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Further, in any event, the PCWP did go on country to visit the Ravensworth estate in its 
preparation of the "Glendell Aboriginal Cultural Values Assessment Report" prepared by 
Tocomwall Pty Ltd dated 25 June 2020. In preparing this report the PCWP, along with and their 
cultural heritage advisor Professor Neale Draper, undertook a detailed inspection of the site on 
18 February 2020. 

7. The Project's proposal to employ archaeological salvage measures 

In his submissions, Mr Seymour referred to the Department's recommended condition 
regarding Glencore's proposal to undertake archaeological salvage at the Ravensworth 
homestead.11  That condition reads: 

"…the Department has recommended conditions requiring Glencore to: 

 relocate the homestead to the Ravensworth Farm site, and undertake 
comprehensive archaeological salvage of the core estate lands, prior to mining 
within 1 kilometre of the homestead;…".12 

By way of background, this condition – which is one of a number included in the Assessment 
Report in respect of heritage protection – was set by the Department based on conclusions 
including that (emphasis added): 

1. “the Department believes that if the project is approved the Ravensworth 
Homestead can and should be relocated, and that the loss of the associated 
archaeological resource should be mitigated through comprehensive salvage 
excavation.”; and 

2. “The Department acknowledges that both relocation options would still have a high 
heritage impact, in that they would remove the buildings from their historic 
location setting. The Department accepts that these impacts can be adequately 
mitigated and/or compensated to an appropriate level.”13 

With respect to the Department's recommendation to include the archaeological salvage 
condition, Mr Seymour submitted that: 

"There’s a similarity in the issues to the way the court considered the Calga Sand Quarry, 
where there was uncertainty in respect of what had been produced in terms of the 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Report and the assertion of, well, what might be there could 
be conserved and preserved by an archaeological salvage operation, and the court rejected 
that in the absence of knowing what those values were and how to best protect them."14 
(emphasis added). 

While Mr Seymour provided no basis or reasoning to support this statement, our view is that 
the purported similarity between the Calga Sand Quarry case15 and the Project is plainly 
incorrect. In fact, there is a stark distinction between the Calga Sand Quarry case and the 
present circumstances.  The heritage impacts of the Project are well understood, as evidenced 
by the documents referred to in section 4 above which detail the comprehensive heritage 
investigations undertaken for the Environmental Impact Statement. Further, and as mentioned 

 
11  Transcript of Proceedings, P-45 [2]. 

12  Assessment Report, paragraph 260. 

13  Assessment Report, paragraph 258-259. 

14  Transcript of Proceedings, P-45 [7]. 

15  Darkinjung Local Aboriginal Land Council v Minister for Planning and Infrastructure & Anor; Australian 
Walkabout Wildlife Park Pty Limited (ACN 115 219 791) as Trustee for the Gerald and Catherine 
Barnard Family Trust v Minister for Planning and Infrastructure & Anor [2015] NSWLEC 1465. 
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in section 2 above, Heritage NSW has expressly advised that it is satisfied that the significance 
assessment of the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the project area have been adequately 
assessed. 

In Calga Sands, the Court was concerned that the proponent's "proposal to investigate, assess 
and conserve or salvage these places in the course of quarrying … presents a very real risk 
that new significant sites and/or information which might enhance the significance of known 
sites will be discovered too late to influence land use decisions, or to conserve other discovered 
significant sites in the cultural landscape."16 (emphasis added).   

This must be compared with the proposed archaeological salvage for the Project.  As is clearly 
identified on the face of the Department's recommended condition quoted above, the proposed 
salvage must occur "prior to mining within 1 kilometre of the homestead."  The salvage is not 
proposed to occur "in the course of" mining (as was proposed for quarrying in Calga Sands) – 
it will occur before mining commences.  This distinction is key, because the practical result is 
that any new heritage finds will be discovered specifically through Glencore's salvage works 
undertaken for the protection of any such heritage. 

Moreover, there is no risk that any new heritage "will be discovered too late to influence land 
use decisions" (which the Court in Calga Sands was concerned about if salvage was undertaken 
during quarrying).  This is because, in fact, any new heritage will be discovered when otherwise 
it would be left undiscovered if it remained in situ (i.e. in circumstances where the Project is 
not approved and the Homestead is not relocated).  Indeed, this is expressly acknowledged 
and relied upon by the Department: 

"relocation of the homestead, and the associated archaeological investigation and salvage, 
would provide an opportunity for researching a rural-based colonial convict site".17  

In summary, there is no relevant similarity to be drawn between Calga Sands and the Project 
with respect to the respective proposed salvage conditions. 

8. The social and economic benefits of the Project

Mr Seymour submitted that the economic benefits of the Project cannot be properly balanced 
by the Commission against the adverse impacts of the Project and that those benefits are 
"uncertain, indirect and limited in time".18   

Our client's position is that: 

1. the Commission can and must balance the significant economic benefits of the Project
against the other impacts of the Project in the locality; and

2. the economic benefits for the Project are not "uncertain, indirect and limited in time".

In this regard, the Department's Assessment Report most relevantly states at paragraphs 555 
and 556: 

"The Department is satisfied that the Project would have major economic benefits for the 
region and NSW, even following subtraction of costs for all environmental, social and 
economic externalities that may be associated with the Project.  

16 Ibid, paragraph 336. 

17 Assessment Report, paragraph 214. 

18 Transcript of Proceedings, P-46 [2]. 



































Example Past Projects

Project
No.

Project
Name/title Location Photo of move Photo in final position Heritage

listed
Year
Bui t

Year
Relocated Why Relocated Building construction (e.g.

stone or brick)
No. of

storeys

Approx
weight of
building
(tonnes)

Building
dimens ons
(Length x

width) (m)

Approximate
distance

moved (m)

Total time for
the relocation
component

Details/complicat ons/challenges and mitigation strategies

1 King of
Prussia Inn

Pennsylvania,
USA Yes 1719 2000 Road

expansion

Constructed of loca ly
available stone and a weak
mortar of lime, sand and

clay

3 670 tonne 15 mx 10 m 730 m 2 days

This project presented several challenges The walls were quite thick, varied in thickness 610 to 760 mm, with the vast majority of the weight of the structure around the perimeter. There was
no uniformity in the size and shape of the stone. Mortar offered virtually no adhesion. One massive fireplace was on one end wall with a smaller cook ng flue on the other end. The lower
members of the open beam roof system no longer offered any real resistance to wall spreading. The route the building had to travel was fairly narrow, curb lined paved roads. Three 90 degree
turns were also part of the route.

Extensive bracing and tension cables were used to secure the walls inside and out to prevent movement. Steel cables were wrapped around the ent re structure and tensioned in order to put
the walls into compression. In order to create a uniform line of separation and support, the wall was gradually de-constructed with drills, saws and small chipping hammers, creating pockets
first for primary steel support, then secondary support. As the openings were formed, temporary pads with grout packing were installed and shored in place to create the uniform line of
support. Once all the steel framework was installed the initial lift was gradually executed, stopping often to add additional support where needed. As soon as all of the structure was
supported, jacking pressures were recorded and calculations were made to create a long, narrow dolly foot print consisting of 21 dollies on heavy transfer beams, in order to negotiate the
narrow route. All of the hard turns required stopping, physically resetting each dolly to perform a hub turn, completing the turn and then resett ng the dollies. Concern for the road surfaces
required timber mats to cover the entire travel path, leapfrogging them along the route.

The building was set on a CMU (besser block) wall with poured cells. Some of the original stone was used to fill in the area between the new wall and the bottom of the uneven build ng wall.
This became the reveal line on the building when final grading was done.

2
Jeremiah
Clemens
House

Alabama, USA Yes 1835 2004 Downtown
expansion

Locally made brick and fine
brown clay for mortar 2 515 tonne 18 mx 14 m 800 m 3 days

The original building consisted of two buildings sharing a common roof with a passageway between the two. In the 1860’s the roof was removed, the walls were heightened and the sides
enclosed, creating a single two story structure.

The build ng’s foundat on consisted of trenches dug n the clay soil and filled with rock rubble. The walls were extremely fragile, literally bricks stacked up. The bu lding had suffered substantial
damage from roof leaks which resulted in degradation of many of the bricks. Two large fireplaces were set along the centreline of the building on internal brick walls. These fire place flues also
became access points for water damage. The connections between the old and new walls were separating in several locations.

Before excavation under the building could begin, heavy angle irons were placed on the corners with cushioned material underneath. Seven cable strands were wrapped around the building,
ncorporating brace timbers in between and tensioned using turn buckles in order to stabilize the very weak walls. Both fireplace flues were braced up from the roof. Because of the fragile
condition of the building, the process of loading the building onto the support steel was done progressively using a combination of steel beams and banding to create a support structure.
External and internal beams and steel band ng were installed ahead of the crosser openings being made. These beams provided additional support of the walls between the cross beams. As
each open ng was completed a cross beam was installed and pre-tensioned between the cross steel and main beams, becoming part of the support of the building.

Once support steel was insta led, the building was then jacked up and 17 dollies were installed. The move required one hard turn where dollies were reset to make the turn and traversing of a
number of compound curves. Final positioning required a centre of building rotation.

3 Horticultural
Building Ontario, Canada Yes 1914 2012 Horticultural

park Brick 1 1540 tonne 55 mx 37 m 152 m 3 days

The plan was to move the building east to the far s de of the park and place on a two story underground parking garage. The park boundaries narrowed travelling east which resulted in the
need for the north 12 mof the build ng to be cut off and demolished. The remaining structure was 55 mlong and had a 2000 sqm footpr nt. The building has two distinct components; a flat
roofed two story entrance hall made of brick and concrete and a gable roofed exhibition hall noted for the column free open design. The exhibition hall has riveted steel trusses and steel
columns embedded in a two course brick wall. Inspection of the structure determined that additional load had been placed on the roof trusses over the years and the steel columns and the
brick walls were completely independent of each other, yet both shared support of the roof system. This condition created concerns regarding the stability of the roof system. Since this move
would be sideways with a sl ght fall to the south, there were lateral integrity concerns.

An ntricate design of steel trusses was insta led inside the hall on top of the internal main beams, n lieu of conventional crossbeams, because of the great span wall to wall. These trusses were
attached to the steel columns at two points. Lateral bracing was installed truss to truss and additional members installed to reinforce the roof system. The side walls were supported on ladder
beams between inner and outer main beams. Once the steel support system was in place the building was jacked up and transfer beams and dollies were installed. A total of 48 dollies
supported a 1540 tonne load.

Because of the great variation in weight in this building, three different weight values were used for each of the three zones. Before the building could be moved over the completed park ng
garage, a significant amount of shoring was installed to allow for the weight of the building to pass over the garage. To control the sideways movement of the building as t traveled to the new
site, two power units were used to maintain proper alignment as the building was moving.

4 Oneida Stake
Academy Idaho, USA No 1895 2003 High school

expansion
Freestone w th sand and

l me mortar 2.5 1500 tonne 24 mx 18.5 m 5 blocks 4 days

The Academy is constructed with stone that was mined in a local mission with a double leaf wall and rubble fill in the wall cavity. The mortar was locally made from a lime and sand mixture. The
lumber making up the floor systems and partitions was harvested and sawn by members of the church. Over time the walls and mortar had deteriorated, causing movement in the stone walls
and one corner had actually cracked off. The interior floors represented the only diaphragms in the 2 ½ story structure. Over tme the timbers in the floor system dried and shrank, allowing the
walls to bulge outward. The transition line between the nicely hewn stone and the smaller rubble type stone and mortar foundation was actually we l above the bottom of the timbered floor
system.

The following remedies were performed on the building to prepare the structure for relocation. Bands of wooden timbers were wrapped around the structure at the first and second floors.
Holes were drilled through the timbers and walls with steel cables and turn buckles installed. Tensioning these cables brought the walls back into plumb. Cracks n the walls were filled with new
mortar and a fluid grout was pumped into the wall cavity in selected locations to stabilise the base and rubble fill. The damaged corner and a few other spots were sprayed w th gunite and fiber
to strengthen those sections. Gunite was also shot onto the backside of the foundation wall. Because of a desire to keep the original floor system intact, a decision was made to establish a cut
line on the foundation wall and the footings were cut off in sections and shoring jacks installed to temporarily support the building. Support steel was gradually installed as the cutting and
footing removal proceeded.

With everyth ng installed, the building was jacked up and transfer beams and bracing steel was installed along with 41 dollies to carry the 1500 tonne load. Even w th power dollies and air
brakes, the move was challenging with multiple grade changes and side sloping roads.

5 Century and
Gem theatre Michigan, USA Yes

1903
and

1927
1999

Baseball
stadium

development
Br ck and stone 2 and 4 2450 tonne 32m x 30 m 563 m 4 days

The Gem theatre is a two level theatre built of brick. The theatre shares a common wa l and lobby with an older structure called the Century Club theatre. Although the Gem theatre had
experienced recent renovations and was structurally in very good shape, the Century theatre was in very poor shape. The Century, a basic rectangular structure with tall, massive brick and
sandstone walls, had been mostly gutted for renovation and then abandoned. A failed roof system and the extreme Detroit winters had severely deteriorated the structure. Major work on the
brick walls was the first step n this project. Mortar was cut out and new grout installed. Some sections were taken down and relaid. Major steel reinforcement on the interior walls was
required. Engineers and architects designed a steel framework which became a permanent part of the structure, becoming wall and new floor supports.

A framework of steel beams was placed under both build ngs in order to lift them as one unit. The buildings were elevated approximately 2.7 min order to install the transport equipment and
roll out on grade. Seventy one do lies were installed on transfer beams in three zones to support the 2450 ton load. Even though the Century theatre made up less than a quarter of the total
foot print of the structures it represented more than half the total weight. This forced 41 of the dollies to be placed in one corner of the move platform and caused the loads on these dollies to
be much higher than the other dollies. Due to this situat on, a heavy layer of fill dirt was spread on all the streets over which the buildings traveled. The move predated the general use of
hydraulically powered dollies and 4 large excavators and 2 large bulldozers, along with 1000’s of metres of cable and pulleys were used to move the building.

At the midpoint of the move route a 90 degree turn had to be made. This was complicated by the fact that internal attachment points for the cables on both sides of the structure had to be
continuously relocated to maintain a true radial force to turn the building. The densely packed dollies in the heavy area of the building had to be constantly reset as they would begin to engage
each other in the confined area. Many large buildings surrounded the area, further compl cating the process. For a short time this building was the heaviest structure to be moved on
pneumatic tyres in the world.

6 Hornsby
Signal Box NSW, Australia Yes 1928 2007 Rail expansion Full brick, lime mortar 2 320 tonne 22 mx 8 m 130 m 1 day

The Signal Box relocation was the first relocat on of a masonry building on pnuemat c tyres n Australia and was a finalist in the Engineers Australia Awards for that year. The building
construction offered a number of challenges with racks of equipment imparting point loads through individual columns into footing pads located within the floor plan of the building and a post
construction unreinforced slab poured between the lines of equipment which all needed to be supported from above to enable the building to be excavated. A temporary trusswork of chains
was installed within the bu lding to transfer the equipment loads (and second storey slab weight) from the base of the rack columns to the external walls of the building prior to it being dug out.

Excavation of the building required the identificat on and termination of over 100 power and communication cables into and out of the building with excavation limited to the two narrow ends
of the building due to an operational trainline within 1 mof one side of the building and approximately 20 essential service f bre optic cables located on the opposite side and within 3 mof the
building. Railway iron had been installed within the buildings concrete footings (both within the bu lding footprint and under the perimeter walls) which presented a problem for their
demolition. The move methodology was adjusted to enable the installation of the support steel in the restricted space between the unders de of the ground floor slab and the top of the
concrete footers with pockets being cut out in the footer for the main beams only.

The relocation route, though short was tight with the bu lding being moved past existing infrastructure with only millimetres to spare and all within an operating rail corridor (and not in a
possession). The building was moved up a ramp and rotated into position using a hub turn at the new site as there was insufficient room to spot the build ng directly above the new foundation
as due to adjacent infrastructure constraining the approach to the new site.

7 Armstrong
House

Minneapolis,
USA Yes 1886 2001 Transit

expansion Brick and cut stone 4 plus
basement 770 tonne 16.5 mx 20 m 800 m 9 days

The three story brick and stone double house has 2 large fireplaces. The height of building meant it had a high centre of gravity. This was of some concern because one section of the route had
a 6.5% slope. Although the brick and stone were substantially weathered, the mortar was mostly intact. The preparation of the structure for lifting went smoothly.

Upon l fting the structure, it was discovered that construction of the upper walls was completely d fferent from the first story. The first story consisted of three courses of brick, while the next
two stories were made up of two independent courses with a rubble fi led void in between. This discovery delayed the relocation by a month. The internal plaster was removed from the walls,
holes were dri led through the walls and threaded rods installed with plywood plates reinforced with lumber on each side. The walls were then compressed and tied to the opposing walls.
Once the building was set down, the f nal remedy for the hollow walls was a grid of steel pins drilled and epoxied in place tying both courses together.

The move of the Armstrong house was an extremely technical event. The building was loaded on 24 dollies. There were four compound turns along the route which took a day or more for
each turn. The section with the 6.5% of slope required four pieces of equipment attached to cables and blocks to ma ntain holdback on the building. Numerous reconfigurations of the dolly
system to keep them within operational tolerances were required.
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Mammoth Movers
....the smart alternative to demolition

The Building Moving Process

Step 1: Engineering Calculations

Before any work begins on the building itself, extensive engineering
calculations are required. The design of the building is comprehensively
analysed, the building weight and load distribution is determined, the
location and size of the steel support beams is established, and the move
process is planned in detail to ensure a satisfactory outcome.

Step 2: Permits and Approvals

All required permits and approvals must be obtained, and all services
such as gas, water, electricity and telephone are disconnected before
work commences.

Step 3: Excavation

Using specialised digging equipment, the dirt from underneath the building
is excavated, and temporary support jacks are installed.

Step 4: Support Installation

Steel beams are inserted into the precise position where they will bear the
entire weight of the building during the move. The size and position of the
beams are a crucial part of the success of the move.

Step 5: Raising

Using specialised hydraulic jacking equipment, the building is slowly lifted
off its original foundations. The jacking equipment is specially designed to
ensure the building stays level at all times, thus minimising stress on the
structure. The building is continually jacked and supported until a suitable
height has been reached.

Step 6: Transportation

Purpose built rubber tyred ‘dollies’ are placed under the building and
attached to the steel supporting structure. These ‘dollies’ incorporate a
specialised hydraulic system which ensures the building stays stable and
unstressed during the move. Once attached, the building can be towed to
its new home, and positioned over the new foundations.

Step 7: Relocation

Once the building has arrived at its destination site, it is manoeuvred into
place, and is then lowered onto its new pre-prepared foundations.

Step 8: Reconnection

The building can then be reconnected to services, the site can be
landscaped, and the building is now ready for a new life in its new
location!

Step 3: The building is excavated
and support jacks installed

Step 4: Steel support beams
are inserted under the building

Step 5: The building is raised and
ready for the transport dollies

Step 6: The building is placed
on dollies and ready to move
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NOTICE  

Ernst & Young ("EY") was engaged on the instructions of Umwelt (Australia) Pty Ltd ("Client") to perform 
an economic impact assessment in relation to the proposed Glendell Continued Operations Project 
("Project"), in accordance with the engagement agreement dated 29 August 2018, including the General 
Terms and Conditions (“the Engagement Agreement”). 
 
The results of Ernst & Young’s work, including the assumptions and qualifications made in preparing 
the report, are set out in Ernst & Young's report dated 29 October 2019 ("Report"). The Report should 
be read in its entirety including the release notice, the applicable scope of the work and any limitations.  
A reference to the Report includes any part of the Report. No further work has been undertaken by 
Ernst & Young since the date of the Report to update it. 
 

Ernst & Young has prepared the Report for the benefit of the Client and has considered only the 
interests of the Client.  Ernst & Young has not been engaged to act, and has not acted, as advisor to 
any other party.  Accordingly, Ernst & Young makes no representations as to the appropriateness, 
accuracy or completeness of the Report for any other party's purposes.  

No reliance may be placed upon the Report or any of its contents by any party other than the Client 
(“Third Parties”). Any Third Party receiving a copy of the Report must make and rely on their own 
enquiries in relation to the issues to which the Report relates, the contents of the Report and all 
matters arising from or relating to or in any way connected with the Report or its contents. 

Ernst & Young disclaims all responsibility to any Third Parties for any loss or liability that the Third 
Parties may suffer or incur arising from or relating to or in any way connected with the contents of the 
Report, the provision of the Report to the Third Parties or the reliance upon the Report by the Third 
Parties.   

No claim or demand or any actions or proceedings may be brought against Ernst & Young arising from 
or connected with the contents of the Report or the provision of the Report to the Third Parties.  Ernst 
& Young will be released and forever discharged from any such claims, demands, actions or 
proceedings. 
 

Ernst & Young have consented to the Report being published electronically on the Independent 
Planning Commission of New South Wales website for informational purposes only.  Ernst & Young 
have not consented to distribution or disclosure beyond this.  The material contained in the Report, 
including the Ernst & Young logo, is copyright. The copyright in the material contained in the Report 
itself, excluding Ernst & Young logo, vests in the Client. The Report, including the Ernst & Young logo, 
cannot be altered without prior written permission from Ernst & Young. 

Ernst & Young’s liability is limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 
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Independent Planning Commission 

201 Elizabeth Street 

Sydney, 2000 

04 April 2022 

Response to comments on the Economic Impact Assessment at the 
Glendell Continued Operations Project (SSD 9340 and SSD 5850 Mod 4) 
public hearing conducted by the Independent Planning Commission 
 

The Independent Planning Commission (IPC) held the public hearing into the State Significant 

Development application for the Glendell Continued Operations Project (“the Project”), SSD 9340 and 

SSD 5850 Mod 4, from the 18th of March to the 21st of March 2022. 

EY was engaged to undertake an independent economic impact assessment of the proposed Glendell 

Continued Operations Project (“the Report”) in accordance with the Guidelines for the economic 

assessment of mining and coal seam gas proposals, as published by the NSW government in 

December 2015 (“the Guidelines”) and the Technical Notes supporting the Guidelines for the 

Economic Assessment of Mining and Coal Seam Gas Proposals (the Technical Notes) published in 

April 2018.  

The Report was completed on 29 October 2019 and subsequent annexures have been prepared in 

relation to updates to coal prices, assessing the impact of various mine plan options and detailing the 

methodology behind estimating worker and supplier benefits. Presentations were made at the public 

hearing on the 18th and 21st of March 2022. This document (the Document) outlines the response to 

address comments made by Dr Alistair Davey, from the Environmental Defenders Office.  The 

Document also provides a summary of the response to key themes that we have previously 

addressed as part of the responses prepared by Umwelt to submissions on the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) including that of the Australia Institute and the Centre for International Economics.  

These responses summarise and justify key aspects of the CBA methodology used in the Report and 

directly address the ‘uncertainty’ issue raised in the Submission by Mark Seymour in the IPC Public 

Hearing (acting on instructions from the EDO). This is consistent with our role in this process of 

providing an independent assessment of the costs and benefits of the Project consistent with the 

Guidelines based on data and assumptions outlined in our Report1. The issues covered in this 

Document detail below relate to the treatment of: 

- Worker benefits 

- Supplier benefits 

 
1   The Report and accompanying annexures can be accessed here: https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-

projects/projects/glendell-continued-operations-project-2  

Ernst & Young 
121 Marcus Clarke Street 

Canberra  ACT  2600 Australia 
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 Tel: +61 2 6267 3888 

Fax: +61 2 6246 1500 
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- Coal price forecasts 

Preliminary comments 

Before addressing the issues noted above in detail there are some broad comments for the IPC to 

consider in relation to the analysis we have produced. 

First, we believe it is important to recognise the relatively unique role that the economic cost benefit 

analysis (CBA) plays in the approvals process. It is common for government to undertake CBA when 

considering public expenditures such as large infrastructure developments of programs. As such, 

much of the common literature and practices of CBA are rooted in the conservatism of government 

decision making. Of course, the CBA undertaken in relation to the Project considers expenditure of 

private funds which has resulted in the approach outlined in the Guidelines.2 

Second, and related to the nature of the analysis discussed above, the Guidelines have been 

developed explicitly to account for the kinds of benefits that are more appropriate for decision makers 

to consider when accounting for private investment. In this context, the CBA outlined in the Guidelines 

is aimed at assessing the economic welfare benefits to New South Wales, including areas that might 

not be standard when assessing government expenditure programs such as worker and supplier 

benefits. In our view, this implicitly recognises the potential policy failure that might arise through this 

process in that the government refuses a private sector investment that otherwise should have gone 

ahead. The Local Effects Analysis (LEA), which is also required by the Guidelines, is used to assess 

the likely impacts of the development in the locality. 

Third, by recognising a range of potential beneficiaries from the Project (at the State and local levels), 

the Guidelines are effectively identifying key stakeholders in the Project. What we observe in much of 

the commentary around the Report is calls for the exclusion of elements of the analysis based on 

obscure economic arguments (usually more appropriate for CBA relating to government expenditure) 

that have little basis in common sense. For example, to claim that the approximately 400 to 687 

additional direct employees at this mine, who will earn a significant wage premium, compared with 

average wage earners (over double) in New South Wales, should be excluded from the assessment 

of benefits to the State can only be justified under the most restrictive of circumstances.  

Fourth, given the inherent conservatism of the CBA process and potential policy failure mentioned 

above, we would urge the IPC to consider the appropriate burden of proof in relation to mining 

applications. Our economic impact assessment is transparent and consistent with the Guidelines, the 

methodology has evolved as better information has become available. Our assumptions and 

arguments are clearly laid out and sensitivity analysis undertaken to address key uncertainties. Much 

of the criticisms made of our analysis are simply not presented to the same standard.  

Worker benefits 

The Guidelines are explicit in their allowance for the use of worker benefits as part of the CBA. As 

stated in our Report in Section 2.4, we assume that the wage paid at the mine, which is significantly 

higher than the average wage in NSW, is an appropriate measure of worker benefits. In seeking to 

have these benefits excluded from the analysis, two arguments are commonly used: 1) the average 

wage benchmark is inappropriate because the mine in question will simply employ workers from 

another mine or existing employees would just get a job elsewhere in the mining sector at the same 

wage; or 2) the wage premium paid simply covers the ‘disutility’ of working in a mine or the specific 

skills required.   

 
2 In considering the economic credentials of private investments governments tend to prefer economic modelling of the 

welfare impacts through the use of assessment tools such as computable general equilibrium models. The is discussed later 
in the note. 
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The detailed review of skills and disutility factors contained in Addendum F of the Report and also in 
the Umwelt letter responding to the CIE Review dated 20 December 2021 indicate that the base 
assumptions behind limiting employee benefits to the reservation wage relative to working elsewhere 
in the mining sector in NSW are not justified. In particular, the assumption that wages in the mining 
industry are higher (particularly in the Hunter Valley open cut mining industry) due to skill 
requirements or disutility factors, and that these factors are common across the mining sector, is 
based on an outdated characterisation of the mining industry. These justifications for why the 
arguments identified above should be rejected are again summarised below.   
 
The first argument is unjustifiable in the context of the general requirements of the CBA that is to 
consider the costs and benefits of the Project relative to the ‘base’ case’ of the Project not occurring.  
That is, the direct employment from the Project case in the CBA is additional to the base case. As 
required by the Guidelines, the ‘with project’ case is predicated on no underlying changes to economic 
activity except for the development of the Project which implies that all existing mining activity also 
continues. Logically then, if an additional worker is required for the Project and taken from an existing 
mine, given activity in that existing mine must continue then an additional worker is also required in 
that mine. Eventually the additional mine worker is required from somewhere and our assessment is 
based on taking that worker from the pool of existing workers at the average wage rate. 3  The same 
applies in measuring the impact on economic activity for extending the life of an existing mine 
however the corresponding argument is that the employees displaced by the Project not proceeding 
would simply get a job elsewhere in the mining sector. While this argument may be supported in 
circumstances where employment in the NSW coal mining sector is projected to grow over the life of 
the Project, as discussed in Addendum F of the Report, the NSW Government’s own projections are 
for employment in the coal mining sector to remain flat and then decline over the life of the Project, 
meaning displaced workers would be required to find work elsewhere in other industries in NSW or 
outside of NSW. For this reason, the use of the average NSW wage rate, rather than average mining 
sector wage rate, is considered to be more appropriate and, potentially even conservative. 
  

The second argument assigns 100% of the wage premium paid to mine workers to compensate for an 

unpleasant job or the additional skill set required to work in a mine. In Addendum F of the Report, we 

discount these arguments, rather focussing on the evidence to suggest that the wage premium paid to 

miners is more a function of the application of capital to generate higher returns. Put simply, there 

does not appear to be a considerable body of evidence proffered to establish that working in a 

modern open cut coal mine in the Hunter Valley is considerably more unpleasant than working in any 

other professions which receive an average wage (which is the appropriate benchmark in this case).  

In addition, the employment assumptions used in the Report are based on workers in NSW 

transferring from non-mining employment to employment in the mine. As such, it is not the absolute 

level of unpleasantness associated with working in the mine, rather the relative unpleasantness of a 

mining job to other forms of work. No evidence has been presented that establishes that working in a 

coal mine in NSW is any more or less unpleasant than other forms of employment. Additionally, the 

observed movement of workers between the mining industry and other professions which have a 

lower average wage but similar skill requirements is similarly demonstrative that skill requirements do 

not drive the wage premium   

In developing the Report (including Addendum F), the methodology includes a more detailed 

assessment of the wages that workers in mining and other sectors get paid, which serves as 

supporting evidence for the inclusion of these. Our analysis serves to show that, when comparing jobs 

on a like for like basis (i.e., taking hours worked, education, age and occupation into account), people 

employed in the mining sector earn more. Our evidence is further supported by the CIE in their 

assessment of the impact of the benefits of the expansion of the mining sector in Australia, which 

have increased income and real wages, while reducing the unemployment rate (against a 

counterfactual that has no/limited mining expansion)4.  

 
3 Note that a less conservative assumption would be that the person employed is drawn from the ranks of the unemployed or 

even from outside NSW (both assumption would not be inconsistent with the line of logic underpinning our methodology).  
4 Estimating the economic benefits of mining expansion and further productivity reforms, CIE, 27 May 2021 
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Therefore, we can say that one of the key benefits of private sector investment is the employment it 

creates. This conclusion is entirely consistent with the Guidelines which provide (emphasis added): 

Although a zero wage premium is a useful starting assumption, the appropriateness of this 

assumption must be assessed on a case by case basis. This is because benefits to workers 

can be one of the major economic benefits from a project.  

The additional analysis in the Report specifically considers the appropriateness of using a zero wage 

premium assumption and has been tailored to address the comments from the Rocky Hill court 

decision. The further information provided in Addendum F expands on this analysis and also includes 

consideration of additional arguments raised in relation to other projects determined by the IPC. The 

assessment and inclusion of worker benefits is entirely consistent with the guidelines.  

As per the information received on the Project, it is expected to employ a significant number of 
workers, between 400 and 687 full time equivalent (FTE) positions for the bulk of the operation phase. 
Our Report shows the net present value of total wages paid to be around $756 million over the life of 
the Project (i.e., to 2044) with worker benefits calculated at around $468 million (around 62% of total 
wages paid). Our analysis also contains systematic sensitivity analysis on worker benefits to 
recognise the prospect of disutility of labour (a 25% reduction in wage premium).  The quantification of 
these benefits is supported by both the LEA and the Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) 
modelling contained in the Report and is consistent with the Centre for International Economics (CIE) 
assessment of the impact of the benefits of the expansion of the mining sector in Australia5. 
 
To the extent that there are uncertainties associated with employee benefits, these uncertainties are 
considered in the sensitivity analysis required by the Guidelines, and, in all instances, indicate 
significant positive indirect benefits associated with the additional direct employment associated with 
the Project.  Additional economy-wide implications not captured in the indirect CBA employee benefits 
are captured in the CGE analysis undertaken in the Report. 
 

Supplier benefits 

Another key benefit of private sector investment is through the establishment and continuation of 

supply chain networks that act to disperse the economic benefits of projects to a myriad of 

businesses. The Guidelines are explicit in their allowance for the use of supplier benefits as part of the 

CBA. As with employee benefits, the Report (and in particular Addendum F) includes additional 

analysis and justification for the calculated supplier benefits to the NSW economy. 

Consistent with the Guidelines, we have made an estimate of the producer surplus associated with 
the additional demand for inputs into production. The CIE report prepared for the Minerals Council of 
Australia6 and highlighted above, again demonstrates the positive impact of the expansion of the 
mining sector to Australian gross value added (GVA), which is partially driven by spending on 
suppliers supporting the ongoing development and operations of the mining sector.  
 
Simply, our analysis takes the amount of spending on goods and services that is aimed at NSW 
suppliers under the Project, as highlighted in the Report, $1.418 billion in net present value terms, and 
applies a simple metric of gross operating surplus from our in-house regional input output model 
(around 20%) to this figure to derive the increase in producer surplus. This yields a benefit of around 
$286 million in net present value terms. This approach is consistent with a common-sense proposition 
that businesses selling more goods and services (relative to the Project not occurring) will make more 
profits associated with those sales.  This basic proposition should be preferred over the very 
restrictive interpretation of supplier benefits applied by CIE which does not reflect observed reality. 
 
Again, the assessed supplier benefits are subject to sensitivity analysis in the Report (as required by 
the Guidelines), and this has been further extended in Addendum F.   
 

 
5 Estimating the economic benefits of mining expansion and further productivity reforms, CIE, 27 May 2021 
6 Estimating the economic benefits of mining expansion and further productivity reforms, CIE, 27 May 2021 
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reduced prices occur at all stages of the Project whereas it is noted that the World Bank (and KPMG) 

price forecasts are significantly higher than those considered in the low-price sensitivity scenario 

during the early years of the Project which have reduced exposure to discounting factors in the CBA 

NPV calculations.  

CGE modelling 

A typical way for governments to assess the impacts of large projects is using Computable General 

Equilibrium (CGE) modelling. A CGE model is based on a more detailed representation of the 

economy, including the complex interactions between different sectors, such as labour market 

displacement associated with the increased demand associated with the Project, and takes into 

account international ownership (which results in the expropriation of profits). The CGE analysis in the 

Report corroborates the results of the CBA ad LEA components of the economic impact assessment 

required by the Guidelines, but also demonstrate the conservative nature of the assessment under the 

framework of the Guidelines. In the Lower Hunter region, the Project is expected to increase Gross 

Regional Product (GRP) by $2,522.4 million in Net Present Value terms and providing larger net 

benefits to NSW and Australia.  

As was noted in the Applicant Response to Submissions Made to IPC Public Hearing dated March 

2022 (Umwelt, 2022), the CGE analysis in the Report is entirely consistent with the CGE modelling 

results reported in the CIE Report: Estimating the economic benefits of mining expansion and further 

productivity reforms, CIE, 27 May 2021. 

A final comment 

The analysis presented in the economic impact assessment of the Glendell Continued Operations 

Project follows a logical framework in accordance with the Guidelines, and further confirms this 

through the CGE modelling assessment.  

The calls for key components of the analysis to be excluded, in our view, should be viewed with 

caution by the IPC. Taken to the extreme, given its foreign ownership, if the indirect benefits in the 

form of worker benefits and supplier benefits are not taken into consideration, the net remaining 

impact of the Project is measured in taxes (corporate income taxes and royalties). By default, this 

renders government the primary stakeholder in the Project. In our view this is contrary to the 

framework developed in the Guidelines which aims to consider the extent of the net increase in 

economic activity as a result from an investment, and through this, weigh up the economy-wide costs 

and benefits of the investment. In this manner, the estimates of the impacts of the Project should 

serve to support all stakeholders in assessing the relative merits of the Project. 

As noted above and in previous submissions to the IPC by the Applicant, it is inconceivable that the 

Project will not result in significant economic benefits due to the additional employment and sales of 

good and services required by the Project (relative to the base case of the Project not proceeding).  A 

review of numerous submissions in support of the Project from employees and suppliers provide 

further evidence of these very real benefits to the local and NSW economy. The assessment of these 

indirect benefits from the Project as being zero to the NSW economy (as has been suggested by both 

CIE and other persons making submissions to the IPC) is clearly inappropriate. 








