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1.0 Introduction
On 18 and 21 March 2022, a Public Hearing was conducted by the Independent Planning Commission (IPC)
for the Glendell Continued Operations Project (the Project). A range of matters were raised by public
speakers through verbal submissions, and in written submissions via the IPC website. Notably, a number of
matters were raised in relation to climate change and economic impacts. Responses to these matters are
provided in Section 2.0 and Section 3.0 respectively.
In addition, Glencore have reviewed and provided some clarification in relation to some cultural heritage
matters that have been raised (refer to Section 4.0).
Further, during the site inspection on the 25 March 2022, the IPC asked several questions in relation to the
Ravensworth Farm relocation option for the Ravensworth Homestead. Some further clarification of these
matters are provided in Section 5.0.
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2.0 Submissions on Climate Change Impacts
A strong theme to many of the public submissions on the Project were concerns regarding the Project’s
contribution to climate change and associated impacts.
These issues have been comprehensively addressed in the Section 5.1.3 of the Glendell Continued
Operations Project Response to Submissions (RTS) Report Part A dated May 2020. We also note that the
DPE Assessment Report includes a comprehensive review of the Project’s consistency with relevant NSW
policies regarding mining and climate change generally.
The following sections address some key themes raised in the Public Submissions to the IPC and reiterates
responses previously provided by Umwelt and Glencore in relation to these issues and provides some
further commentary around the Project’s consistency with relevant NSW government policies.

2.1

The A2 Scenario Issue

A number of the public submissions made to the IPC draw attention to commentary in the EIS Greenhouse
Gas and Energy Assessment (EIS GHGEA and Appendix 28 in the EIS) (Umwelt 2019) that the Project is
consistent with the A2 emissions scenario. A similar comment was also made by Lock the Gate in its
submission on the EIS. The use of the A2 emissions scenario in the discussion of potential climate change
impacts was comprehensively discussed in Section 5.1.3.1 of the RTS Report A. Importantly, stating that the
Project is consistent with the A2 SRES emissions scenario, does not mean the Project will generate the
emission outcomes associated with that scenario.

2.2

Consistency with NSW Climate Change Policies

The general thrust of many of the submissions to the IPC on climate change issues is that there should be
no further approval of coal mines or extension of coal mines in NSW and the Project should be refused on
these grounds alone. Whilst it is acknowledged that the Project will result in increased Scope 1 and Scope 2
greenhouse gas emissions which will contribute to climate change impacts, the Project does not create the
demand for coal and it is the Scope 3 emissions associated with the combustion of coal mined by the
Project which comprise the vast bulk (approximately 97%) of the emissions associated with the Project. As
discussed in further detail in the response to the IPC’s questions related to the calorific value of the coal to
be mined by the Project (refer to Section 3.0 of the Response to IPC Question, March 2022 (Umwelt 2022)),
the Project’s coal is likely to remain in high demand, particularly relative to lower calorific coal mined
elsewhere in the world, due to its ability to be used in higher energy efficiency power plants and
consequent lower greenhouse gas intensity per unit of energy produced. This continued expected demand
for higher quality NSW coal is specifically acknowledged in the Strategic Statement on Coal Exploration and
Mining in NSW (NSW Government, 2020b).
Under the heading of ‘The Future of thermal coal in NSW’, the Statement on Coal Exploration and Mining in
NSW relevantly states:
In the short to medium term, coal mining for export will continue to have an important role to play
in NSW. In our immediate region of the world, as elsewhere, there has been a reduction in demand
caused by the economic impacts of COVID 19. However, in the medium term, demand is likely to
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remain relatively stable. Some developing countries in South East Asia and elsewhere are likely to
increase their demand for thermal coal as they seek to provide access to electricity for their citizens.
Under some scenarios, this could see the global demand for thermal coal sustained for the next two
decades or more. The use of coal in the manufacture of steel (coking coal) is likely to be sustained
longer as there are currently limited practical substitutes available. Ending or reducing NSW
thermal coal exports while there is still strong long-term global demand would likely have little or
no impact on global carbon emissions. Most coal consumers would be likely to source their coal
from elsewhere, and much of this coal would be lower quality compared to NSW coal. Reducing
demand for thermal coal in line with the Paris Agreement by progressively replacing coal-fired
electricity with cleaner energy sources, as has been seen in Europe, will be more effective in
reducing global emissions than reducing NSW coal supplies (pg 6).
The above statement directly acknowledges the potential perverse climate change outcomes associated
with restricting the production of higher calorific value coal in NSW (such as that which would be produced
by the Project) in that the projected global demand would see this NSW production substituted by lower
quality coal produced elsewhere. Under such a scenario, it should also be noted that coal produced
elsewhere in the world is less likely to be as well-regulated from an environmental perspective as mines in
NSW.
Relevant to the currently proposed Glendell Continued Operations Project, the Statement on Coal
Exploration and Mining in NSW further provides under the heading of ‘Our Plan for Action’:
[T]he NSW Government will … recognise existing industry investment by continuing to consider
responsible applications to extend the life of current coal mines, and by streamlining the process for
exploring new areas and areas adjacent to current mining operations to deliver a better economic
return to NSW (pg.8)
In 2016, the NSW Government released the NSW Climate Change Policy Framework (CCPF), which aims to
deliver net zero emissions by 2050. Section 4.3.2 of the Revised GHGEA specifically addresses the Project’s
alignments with the CCPF objectives. The CCPF is supported by the NSW Net Zero Policy (NSW Government
2020a) which was released in 2020 after finalisation of the Revised GHGEA. The ongoing importance of coal
to the NSW economy is specifically acknowledged in the NSW Net Zero Policy where it states:
New South Wales’ $36 billion mining sector is one of our biggest economic contributors, supplying
both domestic and export markets with high quality, competitive resources. Mining will continue to
be an important part of the economy into the future and it is important that the State’s action on
climate change does not undermine those businesses and the jobs and communities they support.
It is therefore clear that the current NSW climate change policy framework specifically acknowledges the
importance of ongoing coal production in NSW, not just from a NSW economy perspective, but also from
the perspective of the preference for using higher quality coal relative to lower value coal in terms
realistically meeting a global net zero target by 2050. Accordingly, the assertion that any new coal mining or
extensions to existing operations should be refused on climate change grounds alone is inconsistent with
both a a responsible approach to global net zero targets and NSW Government policy.
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The above conclusions are supported by the DPE Assessment Report which concludes on this in relation to
the Project (paragraph 339):
This view is supported by Australia’s Long-Term Emissions Reduction Plan, the NSW Government’s
Net Zero Plan and its Strategic Statement on Coal Exploration and Mining in NSW (2020), which all
recognise that in the medium term there will still be a strong global demand for thermal coal for
power generation for at least the duration of the Project.
The DPE’s proposed conditions include a condition that limits the emissions to no greater than predicted in
the assessment documentation through strict Scope 1 and Scope 2 performance measures (refer to Draft
conditions B34 and B35), while also ensuring that other options to further mitigate Scope 1 and Scope 2
GHG emissions (including consideration of new technologies which may be developed) would be regularly
reviewed and implemented where reasonable and feasible (refer to Draft Condition B32). Additional
comments with regard to the management of potential fugitive emissions from exposed coal seams in the
pit shell/final void are contained in the Umwelt Response to IPC Questions dated 23 March 2022.

2.3

Response to ACCR Submission

On Day one of the IPC Public Hearing, Naomi Hogan, from the Australian Centre for Corporate
Responsibility which related to three main issues:
•

the Project’s consistency with Glencore’s global climate change commitments in relation to coal

•

alleged underreporting of scope 1 emissions, specifically pertaining to methane

•

lobbying activities in relation to climate change.

Glencore Coal’s response to this submission is provided as Appendix A.
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3.0 Submissions on Economic Impacts
Criticisms of the economic assessment, and specifically the cost benefit analysis (CBA), of the Project
undertaken by Ernst & Young (EY) (EY Economic Impact Assessment) have primarily focussed on three
areas:
•

Calculation of worker and supplier benefits.

•

Attribution of climate change impacts to NSW.

•

Coal price assumptions and their effect on Royalty calculations.

Dr Alistair Davey, who has been engaged by the NSW Environmental Defenders Office (EDO) to make a
submission on the Project, provided a verbal submission on coal price assumptions. The verbal submission
did not contain specific details regarding assumptions used in the modelling provided in his power point
presentation nor was there sufficient information within the verbal submission to provide a response to the
submission. At the time of writing this submission, neither the power point presentation accompanying the
verbal submission, nor the written submission from Dr Davey was available. In accordance with the process
advised by the IPC on the 25 March 2022, a separate response to issues raised in the written submission
from Dr Davey will be provided by the 4 April 2022.
Responses to the other economic-related issues are discussed further below.
It is noted that the EY Economic Impact Assessment includes both a CBA (Section 2) and Local Effects
Analysis (Section 3) as required by the Guidelines for the economic assessment of mining and coal seam gas
proposals (NSW Government 2015) (the Guidelines). There have been no criticisms raised regarding the
Local Effects Analysis presented in the EY Economic Impact Assessment.

3.1

Application of the Economic Assessment Guidelines

There was considerable variation in the $151 Million NPV central valuation in the DPE commissioned CIE
Report and the $1.1 Billion NPV central valuation in the EY assessment of the Project. The DPE noted that
this likely represented a ‘best and worst case’ scenario. At the outset, we note that the lower estimate from
CIE is only achieved by assuming the following:
•

the Project will deliver no benefits at all as a result of the increased employment (relative to the base
case) that the Project will generate

•

NSW based supplies will generate no additional profits as a result of services provided to the Project
and

•

100% of the global costs associated with Scope 1 and Scope 2 greenhouse gas emissions from the
Project will be attributable to NSW.

As discussed in the Applicant Meeting with the IPC on Thursday 10 March 2022, much of the difference of
opinion between the CIE, EY and other economists relates to an interpretation of the guidelines. These
differences are discussed in detail in the Umwelt letter to DPIE responding the CIE Review dated 20
December 2021 which is included as Appendix B to this Report (Umwelt Response to CIE Review).
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Before one even delves into the ‘requirements of the guidelines’, it is worth restating the purpose of the
guidelines:
The purpose of these Guidelines is to assist proponents with providing the necessary information to
meet some of the requirements of section 79C of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
(EP&A Act). In particular these Guidelines focus on the following two matters the consent authority
must take into consideration in determining a development application:
•

The public interest1; and

•

The likely impacts of that development, including environmental impacts on both the natural and
built environments, and social and economic impacts in the locality.

Consistent with the approach to evaluations in other areas of State Government decision making, the
public interest in these guidelines is focused on the collective public interest of households in NSW2.
Two components are used to provide the supporting information for the two considerations above.
Firstly, cost benefit analysis (CBA) is used to assess the public interest by estimating the net present
value of the project to the NSW community. Secondly, local effects analysis (LEA) is used to assess the
likely impacts of the development in the locality.
The CBA and LEA provide a methodology to inform a consent authority about the likely impacts of a
proposal. The consent authority is to have regard to these impacts as part of its consideration of a
proposal as part of its statutory obligations under section 79C.
Footnotes:
1

Clause 1 sub clause b and e of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

The focus on households avoids double counting and other issues that would arise if businesses and
other organisations were included. This is because gains or losses to NSW businesess ultimately either
accrue to the NSW households that own them (either directly or indirectly) or flow out of the State.

2

The purpose of the guidelines is therefore not to calculate just the direct the benefits and costs only to the
NSW State Government and local governments but also the indirect benefits to householders in the
broader NSW economy. Instead, the approach taken by the CIE (and the Australia Institute in their
submissions on other Projects) to the CBA modelling has effectively limited the benefits of the mining
projects to just the direct benefits of royalties, taxes and rates paid to government agencies with no
indirect benefits assessed as flowing to the broader NSW community. The CIE approach essentially views
Royalties as the only benefit of the Project to NSW. To take this argument to its logical conclusion, any
private sector investment (other than mining) which did not pay any royalties to the State would result in
little to no benefit to the State despite employment and other benefits and this is obviously not the case.
While it is true that the CIE estimate would reflect a worst case scenario for the CBA Assessment, such a
scenario is not economically credible (in terms of supplier and worker benefits to NSW) nor is it consistent
with clear requirements of the guidelines to consider costs and benefits attribute to NSW only. The CIE CBA
value is also lower than the estimated $447 million in regional benefits identified in the EY Local Effects
Analysis, on which CIE and other have made no comment.
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In this regard, it is incorrect to characterise the CIE estimate as being a worst-case estimate of the NPV of
the Project to the State as this calculation significantly overestimates the greenhouse gas emission costs
and excludes any worker and supplier benefits. Both issues are considered further below.

3.2

Worker and Supplier Benefits

Prior to receiving the CIE Peer Review, and in response to similar criticisms of the modelling of worker and
supplier benefits in the assessment of other mining Projects, EY prepared Addendum F to the Economic
Impact Assessment of the Glendell Continued Operations Project in response to those criticisms. EY’s
Addendum F specifically includes further justification of the inclusion of worker and supplier benefits and
response to the criticisms regarding the inclusion of these indirect benefits in the NSW CBA. Appendix F
also includes a sensitivity analysis of these benefits. A copy of EY’s Addendum F is also attached as
Appendix C to this Response.
Some (but not all) of the issues raised in Appendix F of the Economic Impact Assessment were considered
by the CIE and discounted. To the extent these issues were further considered in the CIE Report, a response
to the economic arguments presented by CIE and conclusions reached was provided in the 20 December
2021 Umwelt Response to the CIE Report. As noted above, the Umwelt Response to the CIE Review is
attached as Appendix B.
As discussed in the concluding comments to the Umwelt Response to the CIE Review, and also in the IPC
Meeting with Applicant, the difficulty with the conclusion that the only benefits to NSW are royalties and
taxes are countered by significant anecdotal and socio-economic evidence. Indeed, the Guidelines
themselves specifically acknowledge that the ‘benefits to workers can be one of the major economic
benefits of a Project’. The worked example in Table 3.9 of the Guidelines also contemplates a non-zero
benefit to workers and suppliers.
In 2020, the Mount Owen Complex employed around 820 personnel and spent over $420 million on wages,
goods and Services with the Glendell Mine’s contribution being approximately $160 million. If approved,
the Project will result in the continuation of similar levels of employment and expenditure from the Mount
Owen Complex until 2044.
The significant number of submissions in support of the Project from employees and suppliers reflect the
benefit that they personally see from the continuation of mining at the Glendell Mine. Of particular note,
are the written submissions from suppliers to the existing Glendell Operations which identify the
importance that the Mine has for their business in terms of both income and employee numbers. If the
Project does not proceed, these benefits would not be continued. Examples of these submissions include:
•

Simon Rock – Westrac (verbal and written submissions)

•

Patrick Cassegrain (Expressway Spares Pty Ltd)

•

Craig Outridge (Global Soil Systems)

•

Dan Storey (Deswick)

•

Ian Smith (Smith EMS Pty Limited)

•

Robert Fryer (Fuchs Lubricants)
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•

Mansour Nasrollahzadeh (Atlantech Pty Ltd)

•

Marc Brabander (Cessnock Print Place)

•

Mary Mcgill (Port Hunter Conveyors)

•

Nigel Agnew (Hitachi Construction Machinery Australia)

•

Tim Baitch TACtech Mine Planning Pty Ltd.

The written submissions from Michael Cameron of MCQC and Phillip Adams of Drill Adams Plant Repairs
and Maintenance Pty Ltd are extracted below in full as examples of small local and regional businesses
which supply the existing Glendell Mine and would lose this revenue stream for their business should the
Project not be approved.
MCQC is a growing business and looking to continue to grow in the Singleton area, Glendell
provides an opportunity for MCQC to continually grow and support mining companies to improve
their process, Glendell has been a major influence on helping MCQC find innovations for improving
mining-related Quality, safety and repair efficiency (Michael Cameron, MCQC, Public Submission to
Glendell Continued Operations Project IPC Hearing dated 7 March 2022)
Glendell is one of the main sources of our business activity in the mining industry. We have had a
great working relationship for over 5 years now. We supply specialised Drill Services and parts to
the mine. We employ 10 permanent auto electricians and Drill Specialist, we also have 3 sub
contractors that we engage with to cover our demand. Glendells continued operation will not only
support my business and the 10 local families we employ, it will also ensure the continued support
from our business to the local junior sporting community with multiple ongoing sponsorships.
(Phillip Adams, Public Submission to Glendell Continued Operations Project IPC Hearing dated 15
March 2022)
The verbal submission of Stuart Bonds, a Glendell Mine employee, to the IPC Public Hearing also
highlighted the employee benefits the continuation of the Glendell Mine would have.
These socio-economic benefits are also identified and considered in the extensive Social Impact Assessment
(SIA) prepared for the Project (refer to Appendix 11 of the EIS). Section 4.3.1 of the SIA includes an
extensive breakdown of Glendell workforce demographic (refer to Table 4.2) and includes details regarding
the scale and location of estimated employee expenditure within the region based on employee surveys
(refer to Table 4.3 and Figure 4.1). Surveys of supplier businesses were also undertaken for the SIA to
understand the extent of businesses expenditure reliant upon existing sales of services to the Glendell Mine
(refer to Section 4.3.2). Estimates of supplier expenditure in NSW and the Hunter Valley Region which is
reliant upon the Glendell Mine is detailed in Table 4.9 of the SIA. This employee and supplier expenditure
which is derived through sales to the Glendell Mine flows through into the broader regional and NSW
economy and provides significant economic and social benefits. These positive social benefits were
summarised in the DPE Assessment report as follows:
while positive impacts are experienced by a wider geographic spread of residents (particularly by
way of increased employment and economic opportunities).
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These benefits are supported by the Local Effects Analysis in Section 3 of the EY Economic Impact
Assessment which has not been criticised by CIE or others. Logically, it is impossible to see how the Project
can have an estimated benefit on the Lower Hunter SA3 region alone (Singleton, Cessnock and Dungog
LGAs) of $447 Million but a lower NPV to the State as a whole? These results are supported by the
Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) Modelling undertaken for the Project which demonstrate significant
regional and State benefits from the Project. The CGE Modelling results are considered further below.
Taking all of the above into consideration, it is simply inconceivable that a mining project in NSW which is
based on export income (i.e. income into NSW which would otherwise not occur) would deliver no benefits
to the broader NSW from the employment it provides and the inputs it purchases from NSW businesses.
Accordingly, the complete discounting of these benefits in the CIE Review is considered to be erroneous.
The calculated benefits set out in Appendix F of the EY Economic Impact Assessment (refer to Appendix B)
is considered to reflect a significantly more realistic estimate of the Project’s indirect benefits.

3.3

Attribution of Climate Change Costs

A detailed responses to the issue of attribution of climate change impacts costs to NSW as applied in the EY
assessment was provided in the Umwelt letter to the Department of Planning Industry and Environment
dated 20 December 2021. We believe that the 20 December 2021 response to the CIE Review adequately
addresses the attribution issue.
We note that, in his verbal submission to the IPC Public Hearing, Roderick Campbell was drawn to a
reference to his submission on the Draft Guidelines which was extracted in the Umwelt 20 December 2021
Response to CIE Review letter, (Transcript, 22 March 2022, P-90 and P-91) where he asserted he was taken
out of context. With respect to Mr Campbell, that extract (Campbell, 2015) was quoted in full and was
relied upon in the context of supporting the limited attribution of greenhouse gas emission costs to NSW.
Mr Campbell then specifically stated at P-91:
“… I think you can mount a logical argument that – to only include a small fraction of the costs of
climate change in a cost-benefit analysis that focuses exclusively on New South Wales, but I think
it’s fundamentally misleading to not really emphasise to decision-makers that just outside the New
South Wales border, a huge cost is incurred by other people, and that that is, should be relevant to
decision-makers.”
This verbal submission directly supports the very point that was being made in the Umwelt Response to the
CIE Review. Further, and consistent with submission from Mr Campbell that the full cost be considered,
both the original EY Economic Impact Assessment and the Umwelt Response to the CIE Review specifically
quantify the estimated global costs of the Project’s Scope 1 and 2 emissions (refer to Section 5.4 of the
Umwelt Response to CIE Review) and the potential climate change impacts associated with these emissions
are considered in EIS GHGEA and the Revised GHGEA. Accordingly, the assertion that Mr Campbell has been
taken out of context or that the EIS and related assessment material are in any way misleading on this issue
should be rejected.
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3.4

CGE Modelling

We note that neither the CIE Review of the EY Economic Impact Assessment nor any of the public
submission made to the IPC public hearing (and submission made on the EIS) have identified any criticisms
of the Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) modelling also undertaken by EY and included in Section 4 of
the Economic Impact Assessment of the Project. In this regard, it can reasonably be taken that the benefits
assessed using the CGE modelling remain robust subject to comments regarding coal pricing assumptions.
It is noted that CIE have recently produced their own report for the Minerals Council of Australia which
considered the benefits of the mining sector to the Australia economy and wages, titled: Estimating the
economic benefits of mining expansion and further productivity reforms, 27 May 2021. While the results
are not directly comparable with the EY CGE modelling, one of the key findings from the report was:
The first ten years of the mining boom:
•

Raised average real wages by 6 per cent;

•

Increased per capita household disposable income by 13 per cent; and

•

Lowered the unemployment rate by approximately 1.25 percentage points.

These findings are entirely consistent with the EY and Umwelt arguments that the Project will have
significant indirect benefits to employees, suppliers and the broader NSW economy.
A copy of this CIE Report is attached as Appendix D.

Glendell Continued Operations Project
4166_R32_RtIPC Submissions_V1

Submissions on Economic Impacts
10

4.0 Submissions on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage
Glencore has provided clarification in relation to some matters raised in material submitted by the
Environmental Defenders Office (EDO) in a letter dated 17 March 2022 on behalf of the Plains Clans of the
Wonnarua People (PCWP), the transcript from the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People Meeting held
8 March 2022, and the transcripts of Mr Scott Franks and Ms Maria Cotter from Day 2 of the Public Hearing
held on 21 March 2022. These clarifications are provided in Appendix E.
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•

Over the period of approximately 1.5 years Mammoth has assessed the in-tact relocation option
through three site visits, site investigations to determine the nature of the building construction, site
and route constraints and a detailed desktop analysis.

•

In July 2018, Mammoth arranged for one of USA’s most well-respected large masonry movers, Larry
Cline, to visit the buildings and review the proposed routes. The development of the relocation
methodology and associated assessments was completed in consultation with Larry Cline who has been
involved in numerous masonry relocation projects of similar complexity, some of which were provided
as examples in Attachment C of the Response to IPC Questions submitted on 23 March 2022.

•

The documents referenced in Table 5.1 provide extensive detail on the process of determination of the
methodology for the proposed intact move process. The document titled Diligence Undertaken for the
Relocation of the Ravensworth Homestead and Associated Outbuildings prepared by Mammoth Movers
(23 June 2020) which was included in Appendix 5 of the RTS Part B, provides a summary of the
extensive investigations undertaken to determine the methodology for the intact move.
The document titled Addendum to Move Methodology Report (Commercial in Confidence) prepared by
Mammoth Movers was referenced in Appendix 4 of Glendell Continued Operations Project Response to
Submissions Part B (August 2020) but was not provided publicly at the request of Mammoth Movers
due to the IP related to the detail of some move techniques. In summary, this document presents:
•

5.2

a detailed description of the methodology to be adopted for each of the buildings for the relocation
of the Ravensworth Homestead precinct, with key considerations including:
o

Review of identified areas of bedrock and development of solutions to overcome.

o

Identification and recommendation of the building cutlines (i.e. the horizontal plane at
which the building is separated from its foundation).

o

Provision of preliminary load plans.

o

Identification of the treatment of technically important/sensitive building construction
elements to mitigate risk, such as the double leaf wall, the floor joist inset, delaminating
walls etc.

o

Step by step methodology outlining how the buildings shall be moved and reinstated
including techniques employed and equipment details.

Ravensworth Farm Option – Distance from Relocated
Ravensworth Homestead to Final Pit Crest

A query was raised by the IPC during the site visit on 25 March 2022 regarding the distance of the relocated
Ravensworth Homestead at the Ravensworth Farm site from the final pit crest.
As stated in Section 7.8.7.1 of the EIS, if the Ravensworth Farm option is selected, at the completion of
mining the final pit crest will be situated approximately 630 metres from the relocated Homestead. In its
new location, views of the Glendell Pit Extension would not be visible from the Homestead due to the
existing ridgeline, as shown in Figure 5.1. Figure 5.1 shows a visualisation of the Ravensworth Farm in
proximity to the Glendell Pit Extension final void and surrounding landscape post-mining.
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Figure 5.1 Ravensworth Farm Visualisation

5.3

Final Land Use Options for Ravensworth Homestead at
Ravensworth Farm

As stated in Section 7.8.7 of the EIS, the Ravensworth Homestead at the Ravensworth Farm location would
be used by Glencore as an administration centre for the duration of mining (approximately 20 years). At the
completion of mining, possible options include return of the homestead to use as a private homestead with
an attached landholding suitable for ongoing agricultural uses or an alternate use that suits future land use
and interest in the area. The final land use of the homestead at Ravensworth Farm will be investigated
further if this option is selected. In the recommended consent conditions for the Project, DPE have included
the following as part of condition B77:
(i) include a comprehensive conservation management plan for the ongoing management of the
relocated Ravensworth Homestead, including:
(i) operational management, use (short term and long term), treatment and maintenance
measures;
(ii) identification of long-term use of the relocated homestead;
(iii) funding for ongoing conservation management measures;
(iv) details and specifications of building works and maintenance required to support the
ongoing use;
(v) an interpretation strategy, including provisions for:
•

storage and display of information detailing the history of the Ravensworth Estate
(Aboriginal and historical) and artefacts salvaged from the Ravensworth Estate; and
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•

3D digital recordings of the existing Ravensworth Homestead; and

(vi) measures for enabling and managing reasonable public access to the relocated
structure, including the interpretation elements.
It is also noted that both relocation options identified (Ravensworth Farm and Broke) will enable greater
community connection through enhanced accessibility and building repurposing to provide a beneficial end
use, than if the homestead remains in situ. The Social Impact Assessment undertaken for the Project
(Appendix 11 of the EIS) identified that the majority of the Singleton Community saw substantial
community value being retained or enhanced through the relocation options proposed. Accordingly, while
the Project would necessarily result in Ravensworth Homestead being relocated from its current location
and a loss of some of its heritage values, the Project includes substantial mitigation measures that would
also retain a significant amount of this heritage value (particularly in the case of the Ravensworth Farm
option) and result in overall improvement in the community value of the homestead through its relocation
and beneficial use options.
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28 March 2022

Mr Stephen Barry
Planning Director
Office of the Independent Planning Commission
Dear Stephen,

Glendell Continued Operations Project (SSD 9349) and Mount Owen Continued Operations (SSD 5850)
Modification – Response to Ms Naomi Hogan, Australasian Centre for Corporate Responsibility
Glencore notes the representations made by Ms Naomi Hogan of Australasian Centre for Corporate
Responsibility (ACCR), which relate to three main issues including:
1.
2.
3.

the Project’s consistency with Glencore’s global climate change commitments in relation to coal
alleged underreporting of scope 1 emissions, specifically pertaining to methane, and
lobbying activities in relation to climate change.

Climate Change Commitments
Glencore stands behind the climate change commitments which have been publicly made and endorsed by 94%
of our shareholder base. Our company has set out a robust decarbonisation pathway which includes scope 1, 2
and 3 emissions.
Credible energy scenarios including those by the IEA acknowledge that fossil fuels, including coal will decline
over time, but they will be needed to meet global energy demands in the near to medium term.
The Project has been factored into Glencore’s global decarbonisation pathway which includes not only emission
reduction targets, but also a coal production cap and a responsible managed decline of our global coal portfolio.
Our business adopts a global portfolio approach to managing emissions which provides us with the flexibility
to close assets, extend assets and start new projects within the boundaries of our publicly stated climate
commitments.
We remain accountable to our shareholders for achieving our stated emission reduction targets.
Our global commitments include a short-term target of 15% emission reduction by 2026, medium term target of
50% emission reduction by 2035 and by 2050 we have set ourselves the ambition of achieving net zero total
CO2e emissions (including scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions). The Project has been built into these targets.
Reporting Scope 1 Emissions (Methane)
We note comments made by ACCR in relation to scope 1 emissions and alleged under reporting of methane
emissions. Glencore complies with the reporting requirements under the National Greenhouse Energy
Reporting scheme (NGERS).

PO Box 320 · Singleton · NSW 2330 · Australia
Hebden Road · Hebden · NSW 2330 · Australia
Tel +61 2 6570 0880 · Web www.glencore.com.au
Mt Owen Pty Limited ABN 83 003 827 361

1.0

Background

EY was engaged to undertake an independent economic impact assessment of the proposed Glendell
Continued Operations Project (“the EY Report”) in accordance with 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 (NSW Government 2018).
The EY Report was completed on 29 October 2019 and subsequent annexures have been prepared
concerning updates to coal prices, assessing the economic benefits of various mine plan options and
detailing the methodology behind estimating worker and suppler benefits. The NSW Department of
Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) engaged The CIE to undertake a peer review of the EY Report
(The CIE Review).

2.0

Worker benefits

The Guidelines are clear in their allowance for the use of worker benefits as part of the CBA. As stated in
the EY Report, it is assumed that the additional wages paid at the mine, which is significantly higher than
the average wage in the region, is an appropriate measure of worker benefits. In seeking to have these
benefits excluded from the analysis, a few justifications are commonly used, and have equally been levered
by The CIE include:
•

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

•

are significantly more skilled than other workers; or

•

the wage premium paid simply covers the ‘disutility’ of working in a mine.

The first argument is unjustifiable in the context of the assumptions underpinning the CBA that are
consistent with the Guidelines. Specifically, the Project Case in the CBA is additional to the Base Case. 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 approved 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 required in that mine. Eventually the additional mine
worker is required from somewhere and EYs assessment is based on taking that worker from the pool of
existing workers at the average wage rate. The same applies in measuring the impact on economic activity
for extending the life of an existing mine. 1
Furthermore, over the operational period of the Glendell mine (extending out to 2044), multiple sources
(including forecasts from NSW Treasury (Wood et al, 2021)) indicate a decline in the expected mining
employment in NSW (the geographic area of assessment under these guidelines). This supports the
position that the workers that would have been employed in Glendell would be required to seek work
outside of the sector (or the State) should the Project not be approved. The EY Report further
demonstrates that this has largely been the case in the past, where workers have moved between mining,
manufacturing, construction, and the professional services sectors. While The CIE Review includes a
projection for an increase in employment in the coal industry to 2025 of 7.5%, this is a national projection
1

Note that a less conservative assumption would be that the person employed is drawn from the ranks of the unemployed (this
kind of assumption would not be inconsistent with the line of logic underpinning our methodology).
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and is for a limited time period only. In this regard, the NSW Treasury projections referred to in the EY
Report are a better indication of likely employment opportunities in the coal sector in NSW. Furthermore,
even if there are alternate jobs for workers displaced from Glendell in other States, this would reflect a
100% reduction in the wage benefits of these employees to NSW relative to the Project Case.
Secondly, the argument put forward by The CIE that the wage premium can be justified on the basis of
higher skills is misplaced. The EY Report (Appendix F) puts forward evidence to demonstrate that while
mining hourly wages across various mining related professions are higher (factoring in the longer working
hours for mine workers), there is evidence to demonstrate significant movement between other sectors,
while average years of schooling are similar across most occupations (which serves as a proxy for skill
levels).
The last argument assigns the wage premium paid to mine workers as compensation for an unpleasant job.
The EY Report discounts this argument, rather focussing on the fact that fatalities and accident rates in the
mining sector are substantially lower than other sectors (where workers would be coming from or going to)
such as construction or manufacturing from Safework Australia statistics on hours worked per claim, by
sector. There is little direct evidence to demonstrate that working in a mine is considerably more
unpleasant than working in any comparable profession. The CIE Review identifies a range of factors they
assert counter the EY arguments including the working week and associated rostering and long distance
commuting as well as noise and pollutant impacts. In relation to shift times and durations, it is noted that
mining is not alone in having shift work, abnormal/socially inconvenient hours or long shifts (see for
example occupations such as nursing and the hospitality industry). Both of these sectors have significantly
lower wages than the mining sector despite being subject to the same disutility factors. Accordingly, there
is little evidence to support these factors as being a key reason for the increased wage in the mining sector.
Long distance commuting is also raised as an issue by The CIE however the bulk (>81%) of the Glendell
employees reside locally in the Hunter Valley within 1 hour of the operation (refer to Table 4.3 in the Social
Impact Assessment for the Project). The health and welfare argument for disutility put forward by The CIE is
similarly unsupported by any economic modelling and similar noise and air quality impacts are experienced
in many other construction and airport jobs which do not attract the same wage premium. The reliance on
the Cottle Report is similarly misplaced as it is not only coal mining employees who choose to reside in the
Hunter Valley.
2.1

General comments on employee benefits and the CIE arguments

One of the key benefits of private sector investment is the employment it creates. The Project is expected
to employ a significant number of workers, over 400 full time equivalent (FTE) positions, for the bulk of the
operating phase. The EY Report shows the net present value of total wages paid to be around $756 million
over the life of the Project with worker benefits calculated at around $468 million (around 61% of total
wages paid).
The CIE Review places reliance on Chart 3.8 from the Guidelines (reproduced as Figure 1) with commentary
asserting that the ‘teal’ area is only attributable to the wage premium due to additional demand for labour
(The CIE Review pg. 18). This very limited interpretation of the reserve wage is not prescribed by the
Guidelines. The CIE approach reflects only a very narrow set of circumstances where the growing
employment demands in the mining industry outstrip supply. This approach does not hold true in the
circumstances relevant to the Project where NSW Treasury projects a declining demand for employment in
the Coal sector. In the current circumstances of projected declines in mining employment in NSW, the
reserve wage reflected by the teal area is much broader and reflects reasonable alternative employment
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options outside the mining sector (less any disutility or skills allowances). This is the approach that has been
applied by EY in its calculations of employee benefits and reflects the fact that the reasonable alternative
wages available to displaced workers (subject to the flow through effects discussed in the first point above)
would be the average NSW wage.

It is noted that the circumstances relied upon by The CIE apply more generally to NSW Public Sector
projects which typically draw employees from the construction sector. In these circumstances, the wages
paid to employees in public sector projects are similar to the wages they would receive in private sector
construction jobs. Only during periods of high employment when public projects are progressed to increase
employment and provide an economic stimulus would these circumstances be a significant input to public
sector projects. In this regard, the NSW Treasury CBA Guidelines place more focus on public projects and
have limited application to private investment projects with higher wage premiums. The NSW Treasury CBA
Guidelines have also been developed to account for the inherent conservatism that is required when
assessing the use of public funds to construct new infrastructure, rather than the use of private capital.
Notwithstanding the arguments above in support of the employee benefits estimated in the EY Report, the
analysis also contains systematic sensitivity analysis on worker benefits to recognise the prospect of
disutility of labour (a 25% reduction in wage premium, and further extended in the annexures). These
sensitivity analysis scenarios reflect a reasonable range of employee benefits which are more reasonable
than the nil benefits argued by The CIE.
2.2

Contractor considerations

The CIE Review includes discussion regarding the number of contractors and lower wages for contractors.
The CIE have misunderstood the contractor numbers provided to them and, as a result, have applied a high
early phase contractor rate to mine workers. This is incorrect. The high number of contractors expected
during the early phase of the Project are almost all associated with the short-term construction workforce
required to build the Project-related infrastructure, rather than the mining operation. Mine workers at the
Glendell Mine have historically comprised only a low percentage of contractors (approximately 10% in

2012021_Response to CIE Review

4

2020) and this would be expected to continue under the owner-operator operational scenario proposed for
the Project. Additionally, this construction workforce has been excluded from the worker benefits
calculations considered in the EY Report however profits associated with contractors engaged in the
construction activities is considered in the assessment of supplier benefits.

3.0

Supplier benefits

One of the key benefits of private sector investment is through the establishment of supply chain networks
that act to disperse the economic benefits of projects to a myriad of businesses. The Guidelines are clear in
their allowance for the use of supplier benefits as part of the CBA for private investment projects.
Consistent with the Guidelines, the EY Report estimates the producer surplus associated with the additional
demand for inputs into production. In other projects, such as Tahmoor Coal, the peer review, undertaken
by Oxford Economics, accepted the inclusion of supplier benefits.
The CIE has taken a very narrow interpretation of supplier benefits as only being those ‘producer benefits’
which flow from being able to charge higher prices. That is, the CIE’s interpretation of producer surpluses
which can be included in the CBA are only those associated with the increased prices but do not include any
other profits associated with increased sales associated with increased demand. However, the Guidelines
do not limit the assessment of producer surpluses in this manner. At pg. 14, the Guidelines provide:
Similar to the economic benefit gained by existing landholders and workers, local suppliers may also
receive an economic benefit by achieving higher surpluses through supplying the mining/coal seam
gas project.
The guidelines are not limited by surpluses associated with higher prices (as is argued by The CIE) but
rather, applies to all surpluses (i.e. profits) associated with supplying the project under consideration. As is
detailed in Appendix F to the EY Report, the producer surpluses associated with the project are the
additional profits flowing to NSW suppliers associated with the increased demand due to the project. In
other words, prices (and profit margin per unit) may remain the same as existing sales under the base case
however the overall volume of sales will increase meaning higher producer surpluses.
Simply, the EY analysis takes the amount of local spending on goods and services that will take place under
the Project, some $1.418 billion in net present value terms, and applies a metric of gross operating surplus
from EYs in-house regional input output model (approximately 20%) to this figure to derive the change in
producer surplus. This yields a benefit of around $286 million in net present value terms. This represents
the profits associated with the increase in economic activity levied to local suppliers with the project. Again,
this figure is subject to sensitivity analysis in the EY Report, which is further extended in Appendix F.
The approach adopted by The CIE is highly sensitive to the Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) inputs
and the outputs from The CIE CGE modelling would appear to grossly underestimate the change in
producer surpluses associated with the additional spend in the region associated with the Project. Based on
the figures provided on pg. 12 of The CIE Review, the only incremental profits flowing to suppliers is 0.007
per cent of total expenditure. Put another way, this figure suggests that, for every $100 million in additional
expenditure associated with The Project (relative to base case) there is only an additional $7,000 in profit
for NSW suppliers, which flows back into the NSW economy. Without seeing the input assumptions to The
CIE’s CGE modelling, it isn’t possible to identify how this number is determined. However, it is clearly a
significant underestimate of the profits associated with sales to mining operations, doesn’t take into
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account the fact that many suppliers rely heavily on the Project to continue operating, and reflects an
effective zero profit margin by all suppliers.
The approach adopted in the EY Report is robust and consistent with both the guidelines and peer reviews
of other recent and comparable projects. An additional $1.418 billion in additional expenditure (from
overseas revenue sources) will clearly have significant flow through benefits to the NSW economy and
sustains a plethora of businesses in the region.
The sensitivity analysis of the predicted supplier benefits contained in Appendix F of the EY Report provides
a reasonable range for the supplier benefits which would flow to NSW as is a more reasonable estimate
than the nil benefits argued by The CIE.

4.0

Coal price and demand assumptions

The EY Report includes the (then) latest consensus price forecasts from KPMG as a basis for the forecast.
While coal prices fell in 2020, the substantive coal production for The Project does not start until 2022.
While there may be a renewed focus on reducing emissions globally, over the timespan of the Project, to
2044, coal is still expected to remain a large contributor to demand in key markets. Relatedly, coal prices
have recovered, and the base case assumptions outlined in EY’s Report are in line with today’s market and
assumptions.
To account for this potential volatility, the analysis includes a sensitivity, by reducing the coal price
assumption by 25 per cent over the lifetime of the Project. The sensitivity demonstrates that the Project
remains viable under this lower coal price assumption. The risk to the Project has been tested through this
sensitivity, which indicates strong overall benefits to NSW under lower coal prices. The impact of lower
prices will primarily impact on shareholder returns, and a change in the quantum of taxes and royalties
paid. Their ultimate decision to invest in the Project by shareholders will include a detailed consideration of
the risks facing The Project today 2.

5.0

Carbon emissions

5.1

Attribution of impacts to NSW

Both the Guidelines and Technical Notes make it clear that estimates of economic impacts of all
externalities are to be calculated in reference to their impact on NSW Only. The Guidelines make this
explicitly clear under Task 7 on pg. 15 (emphasis added).
In general the total net environmental, social and transport costs will be attributable to NSW. The
proponent should include the total net environmental, social and transport costs in the NSW CBA,
unless there are cases where these costs are not entirely attributable to the NSW community.
In all but a few cases, all externalities will be fully attributable to NSW. However, climate change impacts
associated with GHG emissions have a global impact and the environmental and social costs associated
with incremental Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions associated with the Project will therefore be shared across
the globe with different areas having different impacts.

2

See for example the Glencore Climate Report 2021 Pathway to Net Zero 2021 progress report (Glencore 2021):
https://www.glencore.com/dam/jcr:ad341247-c81e-45b4-899d-a7f32a9d69a0/2021-Climate-Change-Report-.pdf which
includes specific consideration of a range of project risks including product demand and carbon pricing.
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The specific requirement to separate out the costs of climate change impacts associated with incremental
GHG emissions is made explicit in the Technical Notes (Technical Note 9 | Greenhouse Gas Emissions) at
pages 48-49 with the word ‘only’ underlined to emphasis the requirement for attribution 3.
Accordingly, project proponents should provide an analysis of:
•

their business-as-usual (BAU) GHG emission output (central estimate) and the expected
emissions profile of this central estimate (Scope 1 and 2);

•

Estimate the economic impact of GHG emission output to NSW only

•

Undertake a sensitivity analysis on anticipated project GHG emissions output (Scope 1 and
2) at carbon prices below and above the central estimate price.

The value of the externality is limited to the impact on NSW, consistent with the Guidelines and
how all other costs/benefits are measured within the CBA. As noted in the Guidelines, the focus is on
the costs and benefits of the project as they relate to the community of NSW (emphasis added).
Applying 100% of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission costs to NSW in a CBA, as proposed by The CIE, is not a
stated Government Policy, and the attribution of GHG impacts is inconsistent with how other costs and
benefits are attributed in the CBA. While the CIE referenced a comment from Gillespie Economics on an
earlier draft of the Guidelines to justify the adjustment to the methodology, this comment was referenced
out of context, and only partially. When assessing the full context of Gillespie’s comments, the approach
recommended by Gillespie aligns with that undertaken in the EY Report. The full extract from the Gillespie
Economics submission is presented below:
A considerable portion of the draft guidelines is dedicated to attributing benefits and costs on
different geographical scales e.g., NSW residents share of company tax, NSW residents share of the
net producer surplus, local areas share of employment benefits. However, when it comes to GHG a
different and inconsistent approach is used. The prices of carbon in the draft guidelines represent
proxies for the global social damage cost of carbon i.e., the cost of carbon emissions to the
population of the whole world. Yet the draft guideline attributes all the social damage costs of GHG
emissions to NSW despite most of the social damage costs of carbon occurring overseas. This was
raised by a reviewer of the draft guideline and dismissed by NSW DP&E as follows:
" The draft guidelines focus on calculating the relative cost or benefit to NSW. For the most
part this requires proponents to calculate the environmental and social costs that will be
attributable to NSW. The fact that GHG impacts will not be localised to NSW is noted,
however it is considered appropriate to value these based on the amount of emissions that
are produced in NSW".
No explanation is given why a different approach is "considered appropriate" for GHG compared to
all other costs and benefits. It makes no sense and is inconsistent with economic principles and the
views of leading CBA and environmental valuation experts such as Dr Jeff Bennett from the
Australian National University. Overseas this has also become a matter for the attention of
academics and is discussed in Gayer, T. and Viscusi, W.K. (2014) Determining the Proper Scope of
3

It is noted that the emphasis on the words ‘only’ is not provided for any other externalities considered in the Technical Notes;
likely due to the relatively unique nature of the global nature of impacts associated with climate change.
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Climate Change Benefits, Working Paper of The George Washington University Regulatory Studies
Centre, The George Washington University, Washington DC. GHG impacts have no special claim in
welfare economics and CBA and when undertaking a CBA from a NSW or Australian perspective
should be apportioned in a consistent way with all other costs and benefits.
A similar argument against attributing the cost of 100% of emissions to NSW was presented in the NSWMC
submission on the Draft Guidelines (NSWMC, 2015).
Further, in The Australia Institute Submission on Draft Guidelines (Campbell, 2015), the requirement to
attribute climate change impacts to NSW only was directly raised with the clear and obvious conclusion
from this submission being that the CBA is to be directly focussed on the impacts to NSW.
Of particular concern in relation to project scope is the issue of greenhouse gas emissions. Under a
NSW-focused cost benefit analysis, the cost to NSW of each tonne of carbon emitted is a small
fraction of the cost of emissions at a global scale. We recommend keeping the scope of the
assessment consistent, but requiring discussion of scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions in the text of the
assessment.
The fact that the final economics guidelines did not reproduce the GHG workbooks is not evidence that the
position that it is ‘appropriate to value these based on the amount of emissions that are produced in NSW’
remains sound policy. The very specific and well-argued submissions from the NSWMC and Gillespie
Economics against the full attribution of GHG costs to NSW, together with The Australia Institute
submission extracted above, is a strong argument against making such an assumption (i.e., the omission of
the GHG workbooks was deliberate because it was not a sound economic approach). Further, the
comments by The Australia Institute on the Draft Guidelines are reflected in the Technical Notes discussion
that specifically requires full identification of greenhouse gas impacts The full quantification of GHG
emissions and potential policy implications are specifically considered in the Glendell Continued Operations
Project Greenhouse Gas and Energy Assessment (Umwelt 2019) and Revised Greenhouse Gas and Energy
Assessment (Umwelt 2020) and this broader greenhouse gas assessment enables the consent authority to
consider the potential greenhouse gas impacts of the Project beyond NSW.
The approach of attributing costs associated with greenhouse gas emissions to NSW based on a population
basis has been adopted by numerous economic assessments and was supported by the BIS Oxford
Economics Review of the BAE Economics Assessment of the Hume Project. The peer review of the Cadence
economic assessment of the Mangoola Project undertaken by Emeritus Professor Jeff Bennett also clearly
supported the attribution approach taken for that assessment which is the same as has been adopted in
the Glendell EIA.
The CIE Review also references TPP17-03 NSW Government Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis (NSW Treasury,
2017) in support of applying all of the estimated GHG costs to the costing of externalities. On this point,
TPP17-03 provides:
Externalities can be estimated drawing on market data, where it is available. For example, the
valuation of externalities like greenhouse gas emissions is normally examined as part of an
Environmental Impact Assessment which follows broadly similar steps:
1. Determine the scope of the impact (e.g., categories of externality and/or geographic
coverage).
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2. Measure the physical change (i.e., the volume of greenhouse gas emissions relative to the
base case).
3. Derive from market data or reasonable proxies a market price or cost in dollars per unit of
volume/impact (e.g., market prices of emissions trading certificates).
4. Undertake sensitivity analysis of key parameters.
Externalities can also be estimated using non-market valuation techniques such as stated
preference surveys to estimate the value placed by respondents on externalities of health or
environmental programs or various revealed preference valuation methods (emphasis added).
As with the Guidelines discussion on Task 7 extracted above, these requirements are not specific to GHG
but apply to all externalities. In relying on the TPP17-03 to support the approach of 100% attribution, The
CIE has overlooked the key aspect of the first step which is defining the geographical coverage of the
impact. In this regard, the TPP17-03 requirements are entirely consistent with the approach adopted in the
EY Report of attributing GHG costs to NSW based on the geographical scope of the impacts associated with
these emissions.
The approach to carbon cost assumptions is discussed further in Sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 below.
5.2

Inappropriate to use International Trading Rules in attributing costs

The adoption of the international rules regarding emission limits and attribution to the jurisdiction where
emissions occurred is very specific to the policy objective of reducing emissions. It has no bearing at all to
the relative global costs associated with these emissions and is based on the general principle of common
but differentiated responsibilities (Principal 1 UNFCCC). Further, it is noted that these rules apply to
Australia as a whole and do not have any specific application to NSW as a separate jurisdiction. There is no
economic justification for ascribing 100% of GHG emission credit trading prices to NSW in a CBA focused on
costs and benefits to NSW simply because the emissions are sourced in NSW. As discussed above, the
Guidelines (appropriately) do not require 100% attribution of GHG emissions costs to NSW.
This is not to say that the costs of emissions under domestic policies have no role to play in a CBA focussed
on NSW. Under current domestic policies, the Project will be required to report its greenhouse gas
emissions and energy production annually against an approved baseline as part of its obligations under the
National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 2007 (Cwth). If emissions exceed the approved baseline
then Australian carbon credit units would need to be purchased in order to acquit this liability with the cost
of these units borne by the Project.
The use of market-based pricing and estimates of the social cost of carbon and their appropriateness for
use in estimating are discussed further in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 below.
5.3

Comments on Carbon Price assumptions and use of Market Pricing as a Proxy

The Technical Notes include specific commentary around the use of market prices as a proxy for the costs
of climate change impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions. The Technical Notes initiate
discussion on this issue as follows:
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While at present there is no identified carbon price in Australia, it is suggested for NSW project
appraisal purposes that proponents refer to the NSW Government Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis
(TPP17-03) which states that: Market prices should be used as a basis for valuing the costs of
carbon emissions, where reliable evidence can demonstrate that those market prices are not
significantly biased as a direct consequence of scheme design.
The Technical Notes indicate a preference for the European Union credit price as a proxy for carbon costs.
While this may have been appropriate in 2018 when the Technical Notes were being finalised, the recent
significant price jump in the EU credit price in Phase 4 (as discussed in The CIE Review) would indicate that
the current EU market price falls foul of the last point identified in the Technical Notes extract above,
namely that the prices are biased as a direct consequence of the scheme design. Indeed, it is likely that
most domestic (Australia and overseas) carbon trading process will be significantly influenced by the
particular characteristic of the scheme and emissions target set by countries and would limit their
appropriateness as a proxy for externalities.
The commentary on carbon price escalation at pg. 27 of The CIE Review includes the following statement:
The Guidelines for the Economic Assessment of Mining and Coal Seam Gas Proposals provide
escalating carbon prices from 2015-2064, with price escalations ranging from 2-5 per cent per
annum.
This statement is incorrect as the Guidelines do not contain any such requirement. While the Draft
guidelines and associated workbooks did include such an approach, this is not stipulated in either the
Guidelines or the Technical Notes.
The discussion in this section of The CIE Review includes Figure 5.2 which shows estimates of escalating
carbon prices over time under different policy setting. However, as acknowledged by The CIE, these prices
reflect the marginal cost of abatement of a trajectory to meet overall emissions reductions targets in each
jurisdiction rather than the cost of climate change on the jurisdiction. Put another way, the increasing costs
reflect the increased costs associated with reducing emissions as you approach a net zero emissions target;
these increases do not reflect, nor are they necessarily reflective of, the actual costs of climate change
impacts in NSW or Australia. Additionally, the more ambitious the trajectory for emissions reductions, the
higher the market price is likely to be (as evidence by the recent spike in the EU price) but, paradoxically,
the lower the long-term costs of climate change. In this regard, there is an almost inverse link between
market prices in jurisdictions which set ambitious reduction tasks and the costs from climate change as the
very purpose of ambitious targets (which drive higher market prices) is to reduce the long-term costs of
climate change.
A further complication with the use of market-based instruments as a proxy for greenhouse gas costs
where permits are auctioned by the Government or emissions are taxed (as is the case in the EU market),
the revenue generated from these transactions can be recycled through the economy in ways which reduce
the overall cost of the climate change policy on people within that jurisdiction and cost of climate change
itself through mitigation efforts. These flow through effects are not reflected in the use of these marketbased prices as a proxy for climate change costs.
If market prices are to be used as a proxy, these should reflect a market which is in a similar policy position
to Australia. In this regard, the recent EU prices reflect significantly higher emission reduction targets than
currently apply in Australia and the continued preference for the use of EU prices over available Australian
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data is not justified in The CIE Review. The auction prices obtained by the Clean Energy Regulator (CER)
under the Emissions Reduction Fund (ERF) represents a useful proxy to the marginal cost of abatement
under Australia’s current emission abatement policy represented by the ERF as these costs represent a
reasonable market price for the provision of carbon offsets. At the time the EIA was prepared, the average
June 2019 price ($14.17 per tCO2-e) was the most recent price available. The April 2021 price was $15.99
per tCO2-e. The average price for the October 2021 auction was $16.94 per tCO2-e. While marginally
higher than the proxy price used in the EIA, these prices remain well below the recent EU prices and the
price estimates in The CIE Review and reflect current policy positions in NSW.
5.4

Use of EPA Social Cost of Carbon pricing

Estimates of costs associated with greenhouse gas emissions are limited with the US EPA Social Cost of
Carbon (SCC) estimates providing one of the more robust assessment of the costs of GHG emissions on a
per-unit basis (albeit not without some criticisms 4) and its use also supported by the Guidelines. It is not
clear why the CIE Review has relied only on the Nordhouse 2017 estimates of these prices rather than the
2021 Technical Support Document 5 costs provided in support of the Interim Estimates under Executive
Order 1390 which are provided in 2020 USD. These SCC estimates are highly sensitive to the discount
factors used and are currently under review by the Interagency Working Group that established them.
These reviews will also have regard to updated climate impact projects based on COP26 targets.
The USEPA SCC estimates are global costs associated with each tonne of CO2-e emitted. Accordingly, these
costs would need to be attributed to NSW for the purposes of the CBA assessing benefits to NSW. Based on
the updated Scope 1 and 2 emissions estimates for the Project of 6,515,000 tCO2-e (Umwelt 2020) and
AUD/USD conversion rates used in the EY Report (Appendix C of the EY Report) the estimated global cost of
Scope 1 and 2 GHG emissions associated with the Project is $229.73 million in NPV terms based on the
(central) 3% Discount Rate USEPA SCC estimates. Applying the population-based attribution approach used
in the EY Report, the costs attributable to NSW are $0.25 million in NPV terms. Using the 5% and 2.5%
Discount Rate USEPA SCC estimates, the predicted GHG costs associated with the Project are $0.08 and
$0.36 million respectively.
The predicted range of costs associated with GHG emissions to NSW using the USEPA SCC estimates
approach therefore ranges between $0.08 million and $0.36 million. While the 3% and 5% discount rate
estimates are slightly higher than the estimates in the original EY Report (which used the ERF auction
processes as a proxy), the results remain insignificant relative to the other predicted benefits of the Project.
This approach is considered to be entirely consistent with the Guidelines for valuing the benefits of the
Project to NSW.

See for example:
•
National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (NASEM). 2017. Valuing Climate Damages: Updating
Estimation of the Social Cost of Carbon Dioxide. Washington, DC: National Academies Press.
https://doi.org/10.17226/24651 and
•
Rennert et al (2021) The Social Cost of Carbon: Advances in Long-Term Probabilistic Projections of Population, GDP,
Emissions, and Discount Rates BPEA Conference Drafts, September 9 2021, https://www.brookings.edu/wpcontent/uploads/2021/09/Social-Cost-of-Carbon_Conf-Draft.pdf
5 Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases, United States Government (2021) Technical Support Document:
Social Cost of Carbon, Methane, and Nitrous Oxide Interim Estimates under Executive Order 13990.
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wpcontent/uploads/2021/02/TechnicalSupportDocument_SocialCostofCarbonMethaneNitrousOxide.pdf
4
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6.0

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 analysis corroborates the results of the
Glendell EIA completed by EY. 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.

7.0

A final comment

The economic studies for mining projects attract a lot of debate. However, there are some key things to
consider:
• The Project extends the employment opportunities of the Mount Owen Complex workforce and
the progressive increase in employment to 2033 coincides with a reduction in workforce numbers
and planned closure of mining operations across the Ravensworth area meaning overall employee
numbers at the Mount Owen Complex are maintained for an extended period of time,
• The existing Glendell operations spent approximately $160 million on wages, goods, and services in
2020 alone
• This spending is driven entirely by the export income derived from the coal mined at Glendell and
represents direct injection of foreign money into the NSW economy.
The exclusion of indirect benefits, as asserted by The CIE Review, is inconsistent with the Guidelines and
not sensible. Taken to the extreme, given the Project’s 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 to NSW is effectively measured in taxes alone (corporate income taxes and royalties). By
default, this approach to CBA modelling renders government the primary stakeholder in the Project.
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.
The analysis presented in the EY Report follows a logical framework and, as detailed above, has been
prepared in accordance with the Guidelines. The discussion above supports the proposition that the CBA
undertaken in the EY Report remains sound and that the Project will deliver very significant net benefits to
NSW, not just in the form of royalties and taxes but also through employee wages and supplier benefit. The
existence of these benefits to the State and regional economies is further confirmed through the CGE
modelling assessment undertaken in the EY Report.
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Please do not hesitate to contact me on 1300 793 267 should you require clarification or further
information.
Yours sincerely

David Holmes
Principal Environmental Consultant
E |
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Release 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”).
Pursuant to the terms of the Engagement Agreement, the report was issued on 29 October 2019
(the Main Report). However, we were recently instructed to undertake additional analysis on certain
aspects of the Main Report. The outcome of the additional analysis is included in this Appendix
dated 29 July 2021 (Appendix F to the Main Report). The Main Report and this Appendix F are
hereinafter collectively referred to as the “Report”. The results of Ernst & Young’s work, including
the assumptions and qualifications made in preparing the Report, are set out in the Report. The
Report should be read in its entirety including the transmittal letter, 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. The readers
must read this Appendix F in conjunction with the Main Report.
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
Department (“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 Client’s 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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Appendix F
1.1

Worker and Supplier Benefits

Executive Summary

In this Appendix F we provide a more detailed framework for assessing worker and supplier
benefits. Additional supporting evidence is presented to substantiate the addition of worker and
supplier benefits as part of the economic cost-benefit-analysis (CBA) that has been undertaken for
the extension of the life of the Glendell mine.

1.1.1 Worker Benefits
The general criticisms on including worker benefits when assessing the economic impacts of mining
projects in NSW tend to follow a few common approaches, that:
►

Should mining cease at a site, workers would likely gain employment elsewhere in the industry

►

Projects will generally not employ people locally, and rather source employees through drivein-drive out and fly-in-fly-out arrangements from broader areas and interstate

►

That any calculation of worker benefits should include an adjustment for the disutility and the
extra skills needed to work in the mining industry

►

By measuring the mining wage against the average wage in NSW implies that workers will find
alternative work at an average wage paid in NSW, which implies that there are no significant
differences in skills between miners and the average worker.

It is worth noting that the first argument focuses on whether there are any gains to workers that
should be considered; whereas arguments 2-4 focus on the reasonable assessment of their
magnitude (and thereby implicit concede argument 1).
Argument 1 (if mining ceased workers would be employed elsewhere in the industry) seems to
imply that there are no worker benefits associated with the cessation of mining at a site and
therefore worker benefits should be excluded entirely.
It is worth noting such an argument could, in theory, be applied to any industry (i.e. it does not
matter if certain economic activities cease in any industry because the workers will always be able
to gain employment elsewhere in the industry). On this basis, workers regardless of their industry,
gain no benefit or bear no cost from any increase or decrease in activity in any industry. The same
argument could be applied to the other factors of production (e.g. capital and suppliers in this
case), so it is not obvious why this particular argument should be applied only to labour and only to
mining labour in this instance.
Putting aside the implausibility of this general argument, there are reasons to conclude that this is
a weak argument in respect of mining, as we discuss below.
Further, standing in contrast to the assertion that employees will find employment elsewhere in the
industry, employees in the coal mining sector are going to find it increasingly difficult to find
alternative mining employment as coal mining output is expected to remain relative stable1 and, in
line with NSW Treasury forecasts2, employment in the coal mining industry is expected to gradually
fall over the same period.

1

https://resourcesandgeoscience.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/1236973/Strategic-Statement-on-CoalExploration-and-Mining-in-NSW.pdf
2
NSW Treasury (2021) TTRP21-07 The sensitivity of the NSW economic and fiscal outlook to global coal demand and the
broader energy transition for the 2021 NSW Intergenerational Report
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Argument 2 has nothing to do with the argument about whether worker benefits should be
included; it only relates to the locations to which those benefits should accrue (i.e. where the
worker’s live). In the Glendell mine, many of the workers that are currently employed are likely to
remain employed at the mine site, of which an estimated 95 per cent reside within New South Wales
from information gathered through the social impact assessment3, meaning that we expect the
majority of employees will not be employed under fly-in-fly-out, or similar, arrangements.
Argument 3 concedes the primary point about whether there are worker benefits; it focuses on
their magnitude (i.e. whether there are some matters that should be taken into account in
assessing the net worker benefits).
Secondly, it has been argued that the high disutility incurred of working in the mining sector is one
of the main drivers of the high wages relative to other industries. Therefore, any wage premium
should be adjusted due to the challenges of working in mining. Noting that any metrics around the
disutility of working in mining are very difficult to obtain, we provide evidence that is contrary to
these claims, in both an absolute (mining specific) and relative way (industry specific).
One reasonable approximation for the mining specific levels of disutility are the hardship
allowances paid to employees. For example, the Black Coal Mining Industry Award 2010 provides
for the payment of an Underground allowance at 0.23 per cent per day above the standard
rate/reimbursement to an adult employee who works underground in any shift. These rates appear
to be non-material in comparison to the differences in wages paid to workers in the mining industry.
In addition, in assessing the safety of the mining sector relative to comparable industries, we find
that according to statistics gathered by Safe Work Australia 4, the mining sector has recently
outperformed on a claims per million hour basis relative to comparable industries such as
construction, agriculture and manufacturing. Thus, it is unclear whether there is any significant
disutility incurred from working in the mining sector relative to other industries.
Argument four also concedes the primary point about whether there are worker benefits; it focuses
on the reasonable estimation of its magnitude given that an observable wage premium exists.
Lastly, based on longitudinal census data analysis, we show that the mining industry does not
appear to be any more difficult to transfer into other industries in Australia, and that a significant
portion of those working in the mining sector in 2016 were previously working in industries such
construction, manufacturing and professional services. Further, there does not seem to be any
significant differences in levels of educational attainment or experience (proxied by age) between
those in the mining sector and in some comparable industries.

1.1.2 Supplier benefits
To proxy for producer surplus, we have estimated the gross operating surplus attributed to
suppliers from the spending by Glendell in the region. Gross operating surplus is a measure of the
profits earned by firms in the economy. Noting that such an approach was considered broadly
consistent with the specifications in the Guidelines (Guidelines published by the NSW Government5),
in previous cost-benefit analysis work completed.
One of the main criticisms against the inclusion of supplier benefits in cost benefit analysis is that it
is expected that suppliers to the mining industry will earn similar margins relative to what they
receive under the base case, such that there are no additional benefits which accrue to suppliers.
However, there is evidence to suggest that the suppliers in the region are highly dependent on
mining, and that should the Project’s operations not be extended it would result in a consequent
reduction in the demand for local goods and services.

3

Umwelt (2019), Glendell Continued Operations Project – Social Impact Assessment
Safe Work Australia National Data Set for Compensation-based Statistics (NDS).
5
NSW Government (2015) Guideline for the economic assessment of mining and coal seam gas proposals.
4
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Secondly, the supply curve for those supplying the mining industry can be considered “horizontal”
(under the current output and scale of operations pertaining to Glendell), meaning that an increase
in demand from a mine is unlikely to result in a change in prices from suppliers. This means that the
change in demand that is directly the result of the Project, must result in at least, a linear increase
in overall gross operating surplus.
This is further compounded with our longer-term observations on inflation and unemployment.
Some evidence suggests that the economy is operating persistently with some level of slack in its
capacity, meaning that any increase in demand from services due to the Project can be viewed as
providing a key benefit for suppliers that may not be running at full capacity.

1.2

Introduction

In this Appendix F, additional supporting evidence is presented to substantiate the addition of
worker and supplier benefits as part of the economic cost-benefit-analysis (CBA) undertaken for the
extension of the life of the Glendell mine. In this case, we have considered the relevant New South
Wales (NSW) planning guidelines, including:
1. NSW Government (2015) Guideline (the “Guidelines”) for the economic assessment of
mining and coal seam gas proposals.
2. NSW Government (2018) Technical Notes supporting the Guidelines for Economic
Assessment of Mining and Coal Seam Gas Proposals.
Mining approvals in NSW require a CBA to be undertaken based on the above Guidelines published
by the NSW Government6. At the outset, we believe that it is important to recognize the relatively
unique role that the economic CBA plays in the approvals process. Whilst it is common for
governments to undertake CBA when considering public expenditures such as large infrastructure
developments or programs, it is much less common for governments to undertake CBA for private
sector investments.
The Guidelines explicitly recognise that there are a range of potential beneficiaries from a mining
project, along with the direct and indirect costs. These beneficiaries are appropriate to consider
when assessing private investment and include the NSW government through tax and royalty
collection, workers at a mine and suppliers to the mine. Furthermore, the Guidelines explicitly
recognise that the “benefits to workers can be one of the major economic benefits from a project”.
What we have observed in the approvals process broadly, is that much of the commentary around
the merits of CBA analysis calls for the exclusion of key benefits, such as those that accrue to
workers and suppliers at a new mine. The exclusion of these benefits are often based on highly
theoretical arguments, with little supporting evidence provided, and are only justifiable under the
most restrictive of circumstances. Further, the commentary overlooks the fact that the assessment
considers net benefits, that is, the benefits of the Project proceeding versus there being no project
(and therefore no additional demand for suppliers nor additional employment).
In this appendix we set out to address some of the common (often unsubstantiated) claims that are
used to justify the exclusion key benefits, such as those related to worker and supplier benefits.
In addition, a further set of sensitivity analysis is presented with the impact on the overall benefits
and costs of the Glendell Continued Operations Project of a range of benefits to workers and
suppliers. This Appendix is additional to the analysis undertaken in the Economic impact assessment
of the Glendell Continued Operations Project, which was finalised on 29 October 2019 (the
“Report”).

6

NSW Government (2015) Guideline for the economic assessment of mining and coal seam gas proposals.
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1.3

Benefits to workers

The Guidelines are explicit in their allowance of positive worker benefits and recognise that such
benefits can represent a major proportion of the overall benefits of a project, provided there is
sufficient evidence to support it. The basis for estimating the benefits that accrue to workers in a
mine is based on the following principles, as highlighted in the Guidelines:
►

Wages earned in the mine

►

Minus the opportunity costs of labour for working in the mining sector, compared to working in
non-mining sectors (or being unemployed)

►

Minus the wage difference due to skills and the disutility of working in the mining industry

To measure the opportunity cost compared to the non-mining sector, the wages earned by Glendell
Mine workers are compared to the average wage paid in NSW, implying that should the Project not
go ahead, those who would have been employed by Glendell would find alternative work at the
average wage paid in NSW. The average wage across NSW is $67,193 per annum, based on 2016
Census data (updated to 2019 dollars using ABS cat. No. 6401.0).
However, the inclusion of worker benefits is a key area of debate in the assessment process for
many mine applications, as the Guidelines are not explicitly prescriptive in their treatment of these
benefits. For example, in the Independent Planning Commission’s (the “IPC”) statements7 regarding
the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project, which was approved in April 2021 8, it is noted
that worker benefits were overstated and were not prepared in accordance with the Guidelines. It
was in part, because that “should mining cease at the site, workers would likely gain employment
elsewhere in the mining industry”.
Further general criticisms on the inclusion of worker benefits for mining projects in NSW tend to
follow three common approaches, that:
►

Projects will generally not employ people locally, and rather source employees through drivein-drive out and fly-in-fly-out arrangements from broader areas and interstate

►

That any calculation of worker benefits should include an adjustment for the disutility of
working in the mines and the extra skills needed to work in the mining industry

►

By measuring the mining wage against the average wage in NSW implies that workers will find
alternative work at an average wage paid in NSW, which implies that there are no significant
differences in skills between miners and the average worker.

Each of these arguments are addressed in commentary below.

1.3.1 Worker locations and jobs
Mining Jobs
Standing in contrast to the assertion that coal miners will simply find employment in alternative
mines, Figure F.1 details the forecasted coal mining employment in NSW 9. These projections of
employment also operate as a proxy for coal production. Under all scenarios, there is an overall
decline in projected employment within the coal sector in NSW over the expected life of the project
with only the high demand scenario showing a potential increase in employment over the short
7

New South Wales Government Independent Planning Commission, Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project –
Statement of Reasons for Decision
8
Notice of State Significant Development Determination – Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project – SSD 8642
9
NSW Treasury (2021) TTRP21-07 The sensitivity of the NSW economic and fiscal outlook to global coal demand and the
broader energy transition for the 2021 NSW Intergenerational Report
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term. In contrast to the 2016 NSW Intergenerational report (IGR), the 2021 IGR, The sensitivity of
the NSW economic and fiscal outlook to global coal demand and the broader energy transition for
the 2021 NSW Intergenerational Report, the NSW Treasury highlights a quick and significant shift
in the outlook for the coal mining industry, with Australia’s top three thermal coal export countries
(Japan, South Korea and China) committing to achieving net zero emissions by the middle of the
century.
In the 2021 IGR, the NSW Treasury writes that a “declining global demand for NSW coal will impact
employment in coal mining. Under the reference case, employment in coal mining is projected to
decline by an average of 600 per year for the next two decades”.
As global demand for coal is forecast to plateau, NSW plans to slowly unwind investing in coal
mining projects, as countries transition to a clean energy framework 10. Those currently employed in
the sector are going to face increasing challenges in finding alternative employment within the
mining sector. Those that do will displace a person already in the workforce, who may either retire
from the workforce or seek employment in some other profession.
Furthermore, the progressive increase in employment over the life of the Project coincides with
reductions in employment at the Mount Owen Mine in the Mt Owen Complex11. In this regard, the
Project may also partially maintain the workforce levels from the Mount Owen Complex throughout
much of the life of the Project. Therefore, the proposed long lifetimes of the Project may give the
employees at the Mount Owen Mine and Glendell an opportunity to have access to long-term
employment in an environment where global factors mean that alternative opportunities in coal
mining in NSW are becoming increasingly scarce.
Figure F.1: Forecasted Coal Mining Employment

In the establishment of a base case to compare the Project against, one of the key assumptions in
the Guidelines is that alternative project and land uses should continue on in a business as usual
fashion, unless there is a significant and material impact that a new project would have.

10

https://resourcesandgeoscience.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/1236973/Strategic-Statement-on-CoalExploration-and-Mining-in-NSW.pdf
11
The Mt Owen complex comprises of three mining areas: Mt Owen, Ravensworth East and Glendell. The three areas are run
as an integrated operation utilising Mt Owen's coal preparation plant and transport infrastructure. The mine is owned and
operated by Glencore.
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In this respect, we also assume that alternative mines would be operating in a business as usual
manner, irrespective of whether a project is approved. That is, they would be also be attempting to
maximise their production though the minimisation of vacancies, which would result in minimal
lateral transitions between operations. Taking this assumption in conjunction with the estimates
shown in Figure F.1, it becomes increasingly difficult to argue that, should the Project not proceed,
that the existing workforce would find alternative employment in the coal mining industry in NSW.
While these employees may find employment in other jurisdictions, this would result in a net loss of
benefits to NSW relative to the Project Case (and assumed base case).
Worker locations
Relatedly, it is also commonly argued that many workers would not be sourced locally, and that
workers would alternatively be resourced through Fly-In-Fly-Out (FIFO) programs. As such, many of
the employment benefits would accrue to workers that may not be from the state. However, since
this is an extension of a currently operating mine, it is expected that many of the workers currently
employed will remain working at Glendell and the increase in worker numbers as productions rates
increase would be met primarily through workers no longer required at the Mount Owen Mine as
production rates at that mine reduce. To the extent that increased workforce numbers associated
with this project would dislodge workers from alternative mines, the subsequent filling of that
vacancy would eventually result in workers being sourced either from other sectors or the
unemployment queue. According to the social impact assessment published by Umwelt,12 nearly 95
per cent of the workforce resides within broader Hunter Region, therefore it is reasonable to expect
that the vast majority of wage benefits that accrue to employees in the project case would be
attributable to NSW.

1.3.2 The skills argument
The second major criticism usually put against worker benefit estimations is the fact that miners
will possess specialised and unique skillsets, which would mean that, should approvals for a project
not be granted, workers would simply end up employed elsewhere in the mining industry.
Alternatively, that a project will generally source most of its employees from within the mining
sector. Therefore, the reservation wage that should be utilised in the estimation of worker benefits
is the average mining wage. However, as noted in Section 1.3.1, it is unlikely that any workers at
Glendell that are to lose a prospective employment opportunity by this project not proceeding can
assume they would gain employment in the NSW mining industry. Accordingly, the assumption that
the use of the average mining wage as a reservation wage cannot be justified unless there is
evidence of additional demand for mining employment in NSW that would enable the displaced
workers to be employed in the mining sector. In the following section we aim to show that using the
average mining wage as a reservation wage is not appropriate, based on an examination of interindustry movements and the average age and education level of occupations that are found in the
mining industry, and of comparable industries.

1.3.2.1 Inter-industry movement
One of the major arguments levied on the estimation of worker benefits are that jobs in the mining
sector require a very specialised and niche set of skills. Such an implication would mean that there
would be a significantly lower level of transitions from other industries into the mining sector,
whether individuals work in the same occupation (for example, technicians) or not.
Figure F.2 outlines the proportion of workers that reported changing industries between 2011 and
2016 from Census data. Longitudinal census analysis can represent a reasonable proxy on
estimating the level of difficulty, or levels of qualifications required, to enter certain industries, as
these can be compared on a like-for-like basis across a range of sectors in the Australian economy.
For example, the industries which showed the lowest proportions of lateral transfers (i.e. staying in
the same occupation but switching sectors) were the financial services, health care, and education

12

Umwelt (2019), Glendell Continued Operations Project – Social Impact Assessment
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and training. These industries generally require significant qualifications and educational levels to
enter, which explains the lower level of lateral transfers into these industries.
Alternatively, the industries which saw the highest lateral transfers were the accommodation and
food services, administration and support services and arts and recreation services. These
industries are characterised as having lower barriers to entry for jobs (in terms of educational or
required qualifications), as well as generally providing short term employment.
From 2011 to 2016 (at the time of the census), roughly half of the employees in the mining sector
had transferred from alternative industries, placing it roughly between the construction and
professional, scientific and technical services sectors in terms of ease of entry. In this respect,
there doesn’t appear to be any significant differences in the level of accessibility for employees of
this industry relative to the rest of Australia. Figure F.3 demonstrates that the construction,
manufacturing and professional services sectors are the main sectors supplying skilled workers to
mining between 2011 and 2016.
Moreover, this implies that there doesn’t appear to be any significant differences in the level of
qualification, or education needed to secure entry into the mining, with that of the general
employment landscape in Australia, which we show in more detail below.
Figure F.2: Proportion of workers that transferred laterally into select industries from 2011 - 201613

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016)

13

From 2011 and 2016 the ABS changed their method of collecting industry of employment data. The changes were aimed
at reducing the amount of responses which provided an industry but failed to provide sufficient information to code the
information at the Australia New Zealand Industry Classification (ANZIC) 2-Digit level or higher. As such, we’ve limited the
longitudinal analysis to only consider ANZIC 1-Digit industry codes, as we believe this change would not have a material
effect on these results
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Figure F.3: Longitudinal movements into the mining sector from 2011 - 2016 at the occupational level

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016)

1.3.2.2 Average age of the workforce
Measuring the unique skillsets of a workforce also presents challenges, however some reasonable
proxies can be utilised to examine whether occupations in the mining sector are different relative to
these comparable industries. These can be, for example, examining demographics such as the
average age of occupations as a proxy for experience, as well as the total years of reported
schooling, to measure education and skill levels.
Figure F.4 details the average age of workers by occupation across the mining sector in comparison
to the sectors that supplied the most workers to mining between 2011 and 2016. Broadly speaking
it appears that there are no significant differences in the age of workers at the occupational level
between mining and the three comparable industries. For example, the occupation which sees the
largest representation in the mining workforce, machinery operators and drivers, has an average
age of its workforce at around 43 years old, which is consistent with machinery operators and
drivers in other sectors. This shows that there may be no significant differences in the level of
experience between those employed in the mining sector, and those that are employed in
comparable industries.
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Figure F.4: Average age of employees at the occupation level

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016)

1.3.2.3 Skills and qualifications
A suitable proxy for examining the skill and qualification levels of employees in occupations is to
look at the amount of time each employee has spent in schooling. Figure F.5 details the average
number of years of schooling that employees have by each occupation and industry.
In mining, professionals and managers have the highest levels of schooling, at 14 years on average.
This in contrast to the Professional Scientific and Technical Services industry, where, on average,
managers and professionals undertake and extra year of schooling. Overall, education levels in
each occupation is similar across mining and other sectors. This implies that there are no significant
differences in the amount of schooling that employees undertake in the mining sector relative to
some of the comparable industries.
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Figure F.5: Estimated^ average number of years of schooling

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016) ^Based on reported highest levels of education achieved.

1.3.3 Disutility argument
General criticisms against worker benefits tend to argue that the high reservation wage is due to
the disutility of working at the mine face, and therefore any wage premium should be adjusted due
to the challenges of working in the mining sector. The application of any premium to account for
these externalities will be specific to the mine site and type of commodity being mined.
Any metrics around the disutility of working in mining are very difficult to ascertain in both an
absolute (mining specific) or relative (compared with other industries) way. As noted in the Report,
regarding the mining specific measures of disutility, one source of information considered in this
analysis was any documented ‘hardship’ allowances recognized in mining awards. However, these
allowances appear to be relatively minor. For example, the Black Coal Mining Industry Award 2010
does provide for the payment of an Underground allowance (Electrical/ Mechanical) of 0.23 per
cent per day or shift (above the standard rate/ reimbursement) to an adult employee who works
underground on any shift. In addition, there is a Confined space allowance of 0.08 per cent and a
Dirty work allowance of 0.23 per cent, that may apply to underground workers. However, the
Project is an open cut mine and these allowances do not apply. Even if these allowances were
applicable, these are not significant uplift rates relative to allowances in other sectors (for example,
the First Aid Officer Allowance is 0.76 per cent per day or shift above the standard rate).
On the other hand, one possible way to measure the relative disutility of working in mining, would
be through published work health and safety statistics, which examine various fatality and injury
statistics, nation-wide, for all industries.
The mining sector has focused on providing a safe working environment for all its workers. Table
F.1 outlines the incidence rates by sector per million hours worked from 2000 to 2019. During the
period of analysis, the Australian mining sector has reduced their average number of claims per
million hours worked by 57 per cent, which represented the largest decline in incidence rates, from
2000 to 2019, of any sector, except for financial services.
Comparable industries, such as agriculture, forestry and fishing, construction and manufacturing
reduced their rates (defined as claims per million hours worked) from between 35 and 42 per cent
over the same period.
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highly capital-intensive nature of the mining sector which results in a higher average labour
productivity for workers in the sector. The high capital requirements of the sector imply high
operating leverage (i.e. a higher proportion of fixed to total costs). Such businesses have a strong
incentive to maximise the utilisation of those assets, failing which, their margins fall
disproportionately. This means that such firms, including mining firms, would be willing to pay a
large premium to ensure that vacancies are minimised, turnover is kept low, employees are trained
sufficiently, and that the safety of employees are considered as top priority.

1.4

Benefits to suppliers

One of the key benefits of private sector investment is through the establishment of supply chain
networks that act to disperse economic benefits to a myriad of businesses.
The Guidelines are clear in their allowance for the use of supplier benefits as part of the CBA.
Consistent with the Guidelines, we have made an estimate of the producer surplus associated with
the additional demand for inputs into production.

1.4.1 Supplier demographics
Based on surveys completed by Umwelt (2019)16, 81 per cent of inputs are sourced from NSW, with
65 per cent being sourced locally from the Hunter Valley region.
On average, suppliers (120 respondents) indicated that 71 per cent of their income was dependent
on the mining industry. Of those with current contracts with Glendell (106 respondents), these
suppliers indicated that around 12 per cent of their income was dependent on the Glendell Mine. As
a result, many of the suppliers are operating in an environment that is significantly dependent on
the mining industry, with the majority of these respondents reporting a significant incomedependence on Glendell.

1.4.2 Methodology for the estimation of supplier benefits
The economic benefit to suppliers is estimated as a producer surplus generated from goods and
services provided from NSW-based firms to the Project, requiring $1,751.6 million (in NPV terms)
in intermediate inputs, as detailed in the Main Report. As per the supplier demographics highlighted
above, Glendell advises that around 81 per cent of inputs to the mine are sourced from NSW-based
suppliers, resulting in $1,418.8 million (in NPV terms) for the Project.
The producer surplus is not readily observable through this spend that is allocated to local suppliers
by the Glendell mine. However, aligning with the assumptions in setting up the CBA, this spend
represents a net increase in demand for the production of goods and services in the NSW economy.
To proxy for producer surplus, we have used the gross operating surplus allocated to suppliers from
the spend by Glendell in the region. Gross operating surplus is a measure of the profits earned by
firms in the economy. According to the ABS, gross operating surplus is “the surplus accruing from
processes of production before deducting any explicit or implicit interest charges, land rent or
other property incomes payable on the financial assets, land or other tangible non-produced assets
required to carry on the production”.17 In using an average gross operating surplus ratio for
suppliers of around 20 per cent, derived from an in-house regional input-output model, the total
benefits to suppliers are estimated at $286.3 million in NPV terms.

1.4.3 Current criticisms and responses
In its reasons for approving the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations project, the IPC noted: “[The
IPC] is of the view that local suppliers will earn similar margins relative to what they receive under
16

Umwelt (2019), Glendell Continued Operations Project – Social Impact Assessment
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/ABS@.NSF/2f762f95845417aeca25706c00834efa/ac6c11a0f11910fbca2569a40
006164b!OpenDocument
17
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the base case, such that there are no additional benefits to suppliers in NSW”. 18 However, the base
case that would result in the Project’s operations not being extended is a direct and significant
reduction in demand for goods and services in the region, as outlined in the supplier demographics
section above, which will not necessarily be replaced by other projects or alternative sectors. The
supply curve for goods and services in this instance can be considered as “horizontal” meaning that
there are strong levels of competition in the region for goods and services to be supplied to mines.
An increase in demand from a mine is unlikely to result in a change in prices from suppliers,
especially when we consider the long run nature of the operations of a mine. In the long run, we can
expect relatively low barriers to entry for firms to fill changes in demand, and equally, there is likely
to be some form of spare capacity in the economy (as is evidenced with the low levels of inflation in
the region, and discussed below). Mining companies are likely to have access to a variety of firms to
supply products, who are competing and reducing their overall margins.
However, this does mean that the change in demand that is directly a result of the Project case
must result, at a minimum, in a linear increase in overall gross operating surplus (which again, is
the profits that firms receive from supplying their goods into the mining sector). This can be
considered as a relatively conservative estimate of the change in producer surplus, as we could see
a more inelastic supply curve for some goods and services, and this would result in an increase in
the gross operating surplus relative to the base case.
Put another way, the Project is unlikely to increase the margin that suppliers receive, however the
extended life of the Projects and the associated required capital and operational expenditure of the
mine is expected to increase the demand for services and supplies relative to the base case of the
Project not proceeding. The effect of this is that the same margin is applied to increased turnover
which can be considered as a supplier benefit associated with the Project that should be considered
as part of the benefits indirectly accruing to NSW.
Lastly, in contrast to the IPCs view, in their review of the Tahmoor South Coal Mine19 BIS Oxford
Economics (2020) writes that such an approach appears to be broadly consistent with the
specifications in the Guidelines. Whilst the use of gross operating surplus is not quite equivalent to
a strict definition of Producer Surplus, the approach is said to be reasonable, given data limitations.

1.4.4 The relationship between spare capacity, inflation and,
unemployment
An important consideration that the Reserve Bank of Australia (RBA) considers in their monetary
policy actions is the level of spare capacity in the economy. Spare capacity relates to the balance of
demand for goods and services, relative to the economy’s potential to produce them.
At an aggregate level, inflationary pressure is likely to be greater in an economy operating at a
higher level of capacity utilisation than if it is operating at a lower level20. For example, firms that
have a greater degree of pricing power should be able to expand their mark-ups in an economy
experiencing strong growth in demand relative to available supply.
A second indicator of spare capacity in the economy is the unemployment rate and
underemployment rate. A high unemployment rate implies that there is a large pool of workers
willing to work, but are not engaged in production, which suggests that the economy is operating
below its potential. Whilst the unemployment rate has been relatively consistent, if trending slightly
downwards, as shown in Figure F.7 and Figure F.7, over the past four decades the
underemployment rate has trended upwards, and has been higher than the unemployment rate
since the early 2000s.

18

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (SSD 8642) – Statement of Reasons for Decision
Oxford Economics (2020) Peer Review of Economic Impact Assessment Tahmoor South Coal Project
20
RBA (2015), Firm-level Capacity Utilisation and the Implications for Investment, Labour and Prices
19
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Figure F.6: Unemployment, Underemployment and Underutilisations rates21

What we’ve observed more broadly, in Figure F.7, is that inflation has been benign and dropped into
negative territory in July-2020, due to the large spike in unemployment related to the COVID-19
pandemic. Given that the rate of inflation has not been changing significantly, in addition to a
relatively elevated underutilisation rate, it could be argued that the economy has persistently been
operating with some level of slack in its capacity.
Figure F.7: Quarterly Change in CPI (LHS) and the Unemployment Rate (RHS)

Source: ABS (2021)

1.5

Workforce characteristics in the Lower Hunter region

The Glendell mine is located in the Lower Hunter region in NSW. This region is heavily reliant on the
mining sector. Table F.2 outlines the education and employment characteristics of workers within
this region, compared with New South Wales and Australia. The average worker in the Lower
Hunter area earns around $1,217 per week, relative to $960 for New South Wales and $942 for
Australia.

21

Treasury Working Paper, 2021, Estimating the NAIRU in Australia
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Summary

Bottom line
■ This report considers two important features of Australia’s economic well-being:
– Australia’s ability to cost effectively convert mineral endowments into economic
returns for Australians, particularly in response to increased commodity
demand from our trading partners.
– The imperative for ongoing productivity-based policies to ensure continued
growth in per person income.
■ We illustrate the magnitude of each of these using simulations from a detailed
model of the Australian economy:
– The expansion of mining made households better off by $14 800 in 2020.
– Implementing a modest productivity reform agenda would make households
better off by $11 673 by 2030.
■ CIE estimates that in the absence of an expanded mining industry:
-

Australia’s real GDP would have been 10 per cent lower during the height of
the Global Financial Crisis (2008) and average annual real wage growth
between 1998 and 2009 would have been negative (-0.58% instead of 0.53%).

-

Australia’s real GDP would have been 13 per cent lower during the first year of
the COVID-19 pandemic (2020) and average annual real wage growth between
1998 and 2020 would have been even slower (0.47% instead of 0.74%).

■ While Australia’s productivity performance over the past two decades has been
poor, even a modest productivity improvement of 1 per cent a year could deliver
benefits similar and additional to the ongoing expansion of mining.
Australia’s mineral assets
■ Australia has significant resources of the minerals relied upon in modern
economies for a wide variety of purposes.
■ These natural endowments have economic value because mining companies have
the technology and skills to discover, extract, process, transport and ship mineral
products efficiently and competitively.
■ Increasing world demand for minerals — driven by the growth and development of
emerging economies — has induced a substantial increase in the size of the
Australian mining industry and continues to support significant streams of export
revenue.
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– On the other hand, to establish a long-term microeconomic or structural
framework to ensure continued and improved growth in productivity.
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1

Introduction

This report considers two key aspects of the Australian economy:
■

First, the recent importance of the mining sector to Australia’s overall economic
performance given the ability of the sector to respond to increasing world demand for
Australia’s mineral products; and

■

Second, the importance of ongoing economic reforms to ensure productivity
improvements for future economic growth.

These two aspects of the economy are related in that they both capture different ways of
increasing economic welfare per person — through terms of trade improvements in the
case of the expansion of mining and through improving productivity in the case of
economic reforms.
Both parts of the analysis involve the use of an economic model to simulate the
implications of a smaller mining sector along with the implications of higher labour
productivity growth — compared with what is likely to happen under ‘business as usual’.
Here productivity refers to increasing the rate of output (goods or services) from a given
level of inputs (labour, land, capital and energy) or maintaining a given rate of output
with fewer inputs. Productivity growth can be achieved by improving the efficiency of
existing production techniques, or by significantly changing the method of supplying
goods or services – that is, through innovation. It is also influenced by the policy
environment which affects both the incentives and flexibility to adjust as the world
changes.
Chapter 2 summarises the importance of the mining sector and provides measures of the
economic benefits it provides. Chapter 3 considers the importance of productivity growth
in long term economic well-being, particularly as it relates to an ongoing program of
economic reform.
The appendix provides details of the modelling approach.
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Mining in the economy

Background
The Australian mining industry
Mining is a key part of Australia’s diverse economy. The industry engages in a variety of
economic activities — from exploration to construction, financing to technical
development and transport logistics to exporting — that serve to convert mineral
resources in the ground to income and economic activity for Australians.
Through these activities Australia produces a wide variety of the key minerals used in
modern economies including iron ore, coal, bauxite and copper. Most of this production
is exported making mineral and energy commodities Australia’s largest source of export
income. These exports have increased substantially in the 21st century in a period often
referred to as Australia’s mining boom.

The recent expansion of the mining sector
Value added and mining’s share of GDP
The period since 1989-90 has seen a steady increase in the real value added of the mining
industry, going from around $55 billion in 1989-90 to around $200 billion currently. (See
the left panel of chart 2.1). This increase in real production reflects the investment,
construction and then production activities of the mining sector in response to a variety
of factors, including increases in commodity prices.
At the same time, the share of mining in Australian GDP has also increased, more than
doubling from around 4.5 per cent in 1989-90 to around 10 per cent now. (See the right
panel of chart 2.1).
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Labour productivity growth

Background
Chapter 2 described the per capita economic gains that arise from one important
economic mechanism — the effective use of a mineral asset, particularly in response to
improvement in terms of trade.
This chapter considers another major contributor to economic welfare per capita (or per
household) — labour productivity.
Recent detailed analysis by the Productivity Commission has confirmed that labour
productivity growth has played a dominant role in GDP per capita growth over the long
term (since Federation)4. In the same research, the Productivity Commission also note
that historically most real wage growth is also associated with labour productivity
growth.
Importantly, the Commission note that while the terms of trade is largely outside of
Australia’s control (aside from ensuring the flexibility to respond to changes),
productivity can substantively be influenced by policy decisions.

Recent productivity performance
Chart 3.1 shows the history of labour productivity growth over the past 25 years. This
tells a story of steadily declining growth in recent years (compared with historical
averages) and also dramatically illustrates the difference between the microeconomic and
competition policy reform era (the 1990s to the early 2000s) and now5.

4 Productivity Commission 2020 Productivity Insights: Australia’s Long Term Productivity Experience.
https://www.pc.gov.au/research/ongoing/productivity-insights/long-term.
5 It is important to note that there are a wide variety of productivity measures that could be used;
while their magnitudes differ slightly, they all tell the same basic story.
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Conclusion

Through the use of an economic model to simulate the effect of ‘removing’ the expansion
of mining, this report has found that the twenty-first century enlargement of mining —
and the mining industry’s ability to cost effectively respond to international demand for
mineral products, taking advantage of an improvement in Australia’s terms of trade —
has provided a major source of economic benefits to the Australia economy.
Importantly, these benefits have accrued at times when there have been other stresses on
the economy, including the 2008 global financial crisis and the 2020 recession induced by
the COVID-19 pandemic.
At the same time, the report notes that long term prosperity for the Australian economy
requires a policy focus on improving labour productivity. Australia’s labour productivity
performance has been poor in recent years, but Australia’s long-term experience indicates
that labour productivity is the major source of per person economic growth.
Using an economic model, we estimate that a 1 per cent a year labour productivity
improvement would, by 2030, lead to economic benefits very similar in magnitude to the
mining expansion. This could be achieved through a relatively modest reform agenda,
with greater reforms leading to greater benefits.

www.TheCIE.com.au
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A Modelling details

Background
The approach taken in this report to look at the implications of the expansion of mining
is in many ways similar to recent work at the Reserve Bank of Australia, in particular the
2014 report by Downes, Hanslow and Tulip The Effect of the Mining Boom on the Australian
Economy (Research Discussion Paper RDP 2014-08).
The modelling framework described below is similar to that used by Downes et al., and
while our analysis covers a longer period, the overall magnitude of results is similar.

The model used
The economywide or computable general equilibrium (CGE) model of the Australian
economies to be used for the analysis is the CIE REGIONS model.
The model was developed by the Centre for International Economics (CIE) based on the
publicly available MMRF-NRA (Monash-Multiregional Forecasting — National Reform
Agenda) model used by the Productivity Commission.7 The CIE has updated the model
and introduced a more detailed treatment of state/territory government fiscal revenues
and expenditures.
Like other economywide models, CIE REGIONS captures the interactions between
different sectors of the economy (and between different states). The model is able to trace
through the subsequent and flow on effects of mining industry activity and spending,
along with the implications of productivity improvements by sector.
Some of the key aspects of the model include that it:
▪ uses the latest input-output tables
▪ provides a detailed account of industry activity, investment, imports, exports, changes
in prices, employment, household spending and savings and many other factors;
▪ identifies 58 industries and commodities (based on the input-output industry
classification, table A.1), including detailed primary energy and electricity generation
and supply sectors
▪ accounts for Australia’s six states and two territories as distinct regions
– accounts for differing economic fundamentals in the states and territories

7 Productivity Commission 2006, Potential Benefits of the National Reform Agenda, Report to the
Council of Australian Governments.
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▪ includes specific details about the budgetary revenues and expenditures of each of the
eight state and territory governments and the Australian Government (the
government finances in CIE-REGIONS align as closely as practicable to the ABS
government finance data)
– specifically accounts for major taxes including land taxes, payroll taxes, stamp
duties and others at the state level, as well as income taxes, tariffs, excise, the GST
and other taxes at the federal level
– traces out the impact of transfers between governments
▪ can be run in a static or dynamic mode. The dynamic version allows analysis to trace
impacts over time as the economy adjusts, being particularly useful over the medium
to longer terms.
The dynamics in the model are recursive dynamic, that is, economic agents make their
decision based on current conditions and the market equilibrium is established at the end
of each period (year).

Assumptions about productivity-enhancing reforms
CIE assumes that the prevailing national government successfully pursues a modest
range of policies that together increase national labour productivity by 1 per cent a year.
Specific measures could include:
▪ lowering the company tax rate for large businesses to 27 per cent (noting that the rate
for small and medium-sized businesses is currently 27.5 per cent and is scheduled to
reduce to 25 per cent by 2021-22);
▪ implementing single-touch environmental approvals underpinned by national
environmental standards for Commonwealth environmental matters
▪ improving regulatory settings such that, for example, foreign direct investment in
mining increases by 5 per cent a year;
▪ implementing the changes to enterprise agreements contained in the 23 February draft
of the Fair Work Amendment (Supporting Australia’s Jobs and Economic Recovery)
Bill 2021, notably a more efficient process for approving enterprise agreements and
allowing greenfields agreements of up to eight years’ duration for major projects;
▪ reducing the average time taken to terminate expired enterprise agreements (where
termination is contested) from 18 months to 6 months, by instituting a more practical
test for the Fair Work Commission to apply; and
▪ progressing and enhancing government and industry workforce initiatives so that, for
example, 10 per cent of the minerals industry workforce are trained or upskilled each
year.

Real consumption and GDP pathways with and without mining expansion
Table A.2 shows the real consumption and GDP pathways, with and without the
expansion of the mining sector.
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28 March 2022

Mr Stephen Barry
Planning Director
Office of the Independent Planning Commission

Dear Stephen,
Glendell Continued Operations Project (SSD 9349) and Mount Owen Continued Operations (SSD 5850)
Modification – Response to PCWP Historical Information
We refer to material submitted by the Environmental Defenders Office (EDO) in a letter dated 17 March 2022,
on behalf of the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP), in relation to Government dispatches detailing
the conflicts at Ravensworth Estate. We note that the material submitted by the EDO is an extract of Enclosures
from Volume 12 of the Historical Records of Australia pp 608-628 (HRA Enclosures).
We also refer to the following transcripts regarding Aboriginal cultural heritage in relation to the Glendell
Continued Operations Project (Project):
1.
2.

Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People Meeting, 11:15am, Tuesday 8 March 2022
Public Hearing Day 2, 8:15am, Monday 21 March 2022 transcripts of Mr Scott Franks (pp 50) and Ms
Maria Cotter (pp 55).

Glencore’s comments in respect of the above historical materials and transcripts are provided below.
Response to PCWP Historical Information provided in EDO Letter
The Historic Records of Australia (HRA) is a reference book that has been compiled using original archival
documents and reprinting them for ease of reading and access. Each volume contains transcriptions of the
official documentation between the Colonial Office and the local governments in the different states with no
other context or historical analysis. Series I contains the Governor's dispatches to and from England, with
Volume XII, as referred to in the EDO letter, covering the period June 1825 to December 1826.
Dr Dunn has reviewed the HRA Enclosures and confirms that the events described in this material had already
been identified and considered as part of his review of the original documents (held in the State Archives of
NSW), which were transcribed by the HRA, and are included in the historical research and reporting he
completed for the Project. Dr Dunn’s work entailed comprehensive historical research involving detailed review
and analysis of primary and secondary sources in relation to interactions between Aboriginal people and early
settlers in and around Ravensworth area and more broadly the Upper Hunter Valley during the 1820s.
We attach to this letter for the Independent Planning Commission’s (Commission) review and consideration the
following documents, which have been produced either by Dr Dunn or Umwelt as a result of his detailed
historical research (Dunn Materials). Attachments 1 to 5 have previously been included in materials submitted
in relation to the Project, with Attachment 6 being a graphical collation of the events contained in the previously
supplied reports:
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•

Attachment 1 – Ravensworth Contact History (August 2019)
o This report formed Section 11.6 of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
(ACHAR) (September 2019) prepared by Australian Cultural Heritage Management (ACHM)
and was included as Appendix 22 of the Project Environmental Impact Statement (November
2019) prepared by Umwelt.

•

Attachment 2 – Ravensworth Contact History (July 2020)
o This report was attached as Appendix F to the Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (August 2020) prepared by ACHM, following incorporation of the PCWPs
Values Report (including Neale Draper & Associates (NDA) Report on PCWP Cultural Values
(June 2020)), which was included as Appendix 3 of the Response to Submissions Part B Report
(August 2020) prepared by Umwelt.
o This report is an update to the August 2019 Ravensworth Contact History in order to address
queries raised by the NSW Heritage Council and included additional investigations and
discussion in relation to the role that Ravensworth Homestead played in frontier conflict. It also
discusses other conflict history at other properties around the region.

•

Attachment 3 – Dr Mark Dunn Response to Draper Report
o This letter was included in Section 6.11.4 of the Revised ACHAR (included as Appendix 3 of the
Response to Submissions Part B Report (August 2020) prepared by Umwelt) in response to
NDAs historical interpretation contained in their Anthropology Report on PCWP Cultural
Values (June 2020).
o Dr Dunn’s letter provides further clarification and key conclusions on:
 The location of Ravensworth Homestead in relation to recorded frontier violence events
 Location of mounted police and existence of a garrison
 Bowman’s presence at Ravensworth during the period of conflict where known, and
 Ravensworth as one of a number of places that were subject to violence.

•

Attachment 4 – Map of Events Across the Hunter Valley 1824-1827
o This is Figure 4.2 taken from the Response to Submissions Part B Report (August 2020)
prepared by Umwelt and shows the broader extent of conflict events that occurred across the
Hunter Valley in this 1824-1827 period, as described by Dr Dunn’s analysis.

•

Attachment 5 – Conflict Event Timeline (Updated March 2022)
o This is Figure 4.3 taken from the Response to Submissions Part B Report (August 2020)
(amended November 2021) prepared by Umwelt and provides a timeline of conflict events
across the Hunter Valley between 1824 and 1827 based on Dr Dunn’s analysis. This timeline has
been updated to include numbering against each event with the location of these events (where
sufficient information exists) shown on Attachment 6.

•

Attachment 6 – Conflict Map (March 2022)
o This map (graphical collation of events contained in previously supplied reports) shows the
location of conflict events (where sufficient information exists) that have been numbered on the
Conflict Event Timeline (Attachment 5) and referred to in the Ravensworth Contact History
Reports (Attachments 1 and 2).

To assist the Commission in their review, the below Table 1 (appended to the end of this letter) identifies the
location of where the events mentioned in the HRA Enclosures are covered in the Dunn Materials.
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We do not dispute that Ravensworth Estate, which spanned some 10,000 acres (40 square kilometres), was the
site of encounters between the British settlers, convicts and local Aboriginal people in the mid 1820s. Those
events that occurred at and around the Ravensworth Estate are described and discussed in Dr Dunn’s historical
research contained in the attached reports and below is a summary of Dr Dunn’s analysis of the key issues.
In relation to the location of the existing Ravensworth Homestead and recorded frontier violence events, Dr
Dunn notes (Attachment 3):
The house known as Ravensworth that stands on the Glencore operations site was constructed by James Bowman
for his overseer James White in c1832, replacing an earlier house located further to the west. James White managed
the Ravensworth estate for Bowman from 1829 to 1839. Between 1825 and 1827, when much of the violence that
was recorded as having taken place in the upper Hunter occurred, the earlier, first house on the property was the
dwelling house at Ravensworth. This was located approximately 850m to the west of the current house site and is
shown on a survey completed by Robert Dixon in 1833……. There is no documented evidence of any of the known
events having happened at or in the surrounding paddocks related to the current house on site.
Regarding the incident in which an Aboriginal man was reportedly hung on Ravensworth, Dr Dunn notes
(Attachment 3):
A single incident has a potential connection to the original house site. During the violence, an Aboriginal man
was reportedly hung from a tree one mile from the original house site by the mounted police…... Other incidents
reported as being at Ravensworth refer to the broader, 10,000-acre estate of Ravensworth rather than the house
site with no specific location given within that area. References to the actual location of shepherds and convict huts
and places where fencing work was being undertaken that were targeted on the estate are not known.
In relation to the location of mounted police and existence of a garrison at Ravensworth, Dr Dunn notes
(Attachment 3):
……There were no garrison of soldiers or mounted police stationed at Ravensworth during the 1820s. Soldiers of
the 3rd East Kent Regiment, known as the Buffs were stationed at Newcastle from 1824 until 1827 and
detachments of those men were sent to the upper Hunter in June 1826 by the Commandant in Newcastle, Francis
Allman. Records show that only six soldiers and one Corporal were deployed in response to the death of a settler,
Robert Greig in November 1825. These men were briefly stationed at the farm of James Glennie in June 1826, to
the east of the Ravensworth estate before being recalled.
A second detachment of five mounted police was sent to the area under the command of Captain Foley in June
1826. The mounted police were a military force stationed at Newcastle and Wallis Plains, now Maitland. Foley
initially went out with twenty men but was soon forced to return to Newcastle due to provisioning issues. He left
seven men to protect the area, with the small detachment spread between Ravensworth, Mr Glennie’s and Mr
Chilcott’s farm both on Glennies Creek. Another five men also stationed at William Ogilvies estate Merton near
Denman, five more at Thomas Potter McQueen’s Segenhoe near Scone, with a further two men stationed at
Captain Pikes Pickering farm between Denman and Muswellbrook. This was a total of 19 mounted police spread
between Denman and Glennies farm.
Regarding the location of Alcorn’s hut, Dr Dunn notes (Attachment 2):
On August 28 1826, another group of approximately 15 Aboriginal men gathered at the hut of Richard Alcorn,
overseer for Captain Robert Lethbridge on the Bridgman estate at Fal Brook….. The small hut stood just over 800
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metres along the creek line of Fal Brook (Glennies Creek) from Chilcott’s property, and it was typical of the back
country workers’ huts of the period……..(pp. 13)
Regarding the massacre event, which occurred on 2 September 1826, Dr Dunn notes (Attachment 2):
It was from the property of James Glennie on Fal Brook (Glennies Creek), not Ravensworth, which Robert Scott
set out with his party to pursue the attackers on Alcorn’s hut in late 1826. The attack by this party that was
reported by The Australian occurred 20 miles (32 kilometres) from Alcorn’s Hut and resulted in the death of 18
Aborigines. Even though the exact location of this event is unknown, the plotting of a 20 mile (32 kilometre)
radius from Alcorn’s Hut situates this event well beyond Ravensworth Estate, which lies approximately 5 miles (8
kilometres) to the north-west. (pp. 20)
In relation to claims that Ravensworth was the centre of conflict in the Upper Hunter Valley, Dr Dunn notes
(Attachment 3):
While there is no doubt that Ravensworth was the scene of a number of attacks by Aboriginal warriors and
retaliatory incidents by settlers, Ravensworth was only one of a collection of farms and estates that were caught up
in the violence on the wider Hunter Valley frontier during the period 1825-1828. The large estates of Merton,
Edinglassie and Invermein were also targeted, as were travellers on the roads between these estates. Bowman’s
neighbours, Robert Lethbridge, Richard Alcorn and James Chilcott (located approximately 8km to the east on
Glennies Creek) were all targeted during this period. Attacks and raids also occurred around the modern town of
Singleton in the year after the events at Ravensworth……
and
……In the period between 1825 and 1828, multiple attacks and raids were recorded across the entire length of the
Hunter Valley from Maitland and Gostwyck in the lower valley, around Singleton and all the way to Denman
and Scone.
There was no central place of conflict but rather a series of clashes across the region.
Finally, in regard to the conflict that occurred in the Upper Hunter Valley, Dr Dunn concludes (Attachment 2):
The violence that erupted in the later years of the 1820s across the Hunter Valley was not unusual in the colonial
period of New South Wales. Sydney had experienced a long running war from the late 1790s through to 1816,
with fighting breaking out at various points along the Nepean and Hawkesbury River. To the west, over the
mountains around Bathurst, a violent series of clashes had led to martial law being imposed and the mounted
police deployed during the main fighting between 1822 and 1824. The violence that then came to the Hunter
Valley was one more example of this evolving and fluid frontier.
The notion of a frontier in the Hunter Valley was an ever changing one. There was no frontline of fighting behind
which either side was safe. Ravensworth was surrounded by large estates on all sides, such as the Chief Justice
Francis Forbes 10,000 acre Skelltor estate approximately 22km to the north west, near present day Muswellbrook,
or Thomas Macqueen’s 24,000 acre Segenhoe estate approximately 33km to the north near present day Scone
further inland. Attacks by Aboriginal raiding parties and on Aboriginal groups occurred at all these places
throughout the period in question sometimes within weeks or months of each other. Events were also recorded at
Merton approximately 32km to the west near present day Denman and later back down the valley some 20km near
Singleton.
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The years 1825-1827 cycled through a series of tit-for-tat attacks and retributions between Aboriginal people and
Europeans in the middle Hunter Valley. A combination of increasing pressures on traditional food sources by the
influx of settler’s livestock, the locking-off of land through fencing and farming, provocation by convicts against
Aboriginal people all combined to create an atmosphere of tension and the potential for violence. A close reading of
the available evidence, through newspapers, depositions and enquiries appears to show not a series of random
attacks, or rampaging bands of warriors, but rather targeted attacks against individuals and isolated workers.
Bowman’s large estate was the site of three attacks resulting in two Europeans killed, two wounded and one
Aboriginal man wounded. Another Aboriginal man captured by mounted police was reported to have been hung
from a tree approximately one mile from the old homestead. Bowman’s worker, Samuel Owen was also confronted
close to the estate but was not hurt.
Ravensworth was not the only estate to be targeted. Violence spread across the Valley floor from Merton
(Denman) 32km to the west to Patricks Plains (Singleton) and Gostwyck (Paterson) 55km in the south east, with
a series of raids and attacks against mostly small, isolated huts and outposts. The compounds that had been
developed on the large estates, with the exception of Ogilvie’s Merton, were rarely seriously threatened.
Aboriginal people were probably aware of the danger in attacking these establishments, which were easily defended
and often had sizable populations of convicts and workers around. (pp. 19-20)
It is acknowledged British settlement of Australia resulted in tragic outcomes for Aboriginal people. Conflicts
were widespread and research shows there are many varied and contradictory accounts of most episodes from
different historical sources. As Dr Dunn writes (Attachment 3):
……It is through a careful reading of the primary documents available and the credible secondary sources that
have since been published that the conclusions of the [his] report have been drawn.
Response to Transcripts in Relation to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Glencore’s response to transcripts in relation to Aboriginal cultural heritage is provided as Attachment 7. The
transcripts for which responses have been provided are:
1.
2.

Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People Meeting, 11:15am, Tuesday 8 March 2022
Public Hearing Day 2, 8:15am, Monday 21 March 2022 of Mr Scott Franks (pp 50).

In respect of Ms Maria Cotter’s transcript, we note that there were no additional conflict history accounts
discussed that have not been comprehensively studied and covered in the historical research completed by Dr
Dunn and included in his reports (Attachments 1, 2 and 3).
Conclusion
Glencore has taken the claims made by Mr Franks in relation to events at Ravensworth Estate seriously and
they have been thoroughly investigated. Dr Mark Dunn was engaged to undertake comprehensive historical
research involving detailed review and analysis of primary and secondary sources in relation to interactions
between Aboriginal people and early settlers in and around Ravensworth area and more broadly the Upper
Hunter Valley during the 1820s. The outcome of this historical research is documented in Attachments 1, 2 and
3 to this letter, and was included in the ACHAR and Revised ACHAR, which was provided to all Registered
Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) including the PCWP (Mr Franks).
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Table 1 – Mapping of Events in HRA Enclosures and Dunn Materials

#

HRA Enclosures (provided by EDO in
letter dated 17 March 2022)

1.

Despatch 75- Governor Darling to
Earl Bathurst (6 October 1826)
(vol XII, pp 608-622)
Encl 1: A report by district Magistrates,
Mssrs Scott and MacLeod on ‘outrages
by Natives near the Hunter River’ (pp
609-612)

1.1

Glencore Comment

Contact History Report
(Environmental Impact
Statement) August 2019 –
Attachment 1

Enclosure 1 covers the majority of events
contained in the Dunn Materials specifically:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

Killing of Robert Greig (Event 1)
Attack on Forbes’ station (Event 3)
Killing of men at Ravensworth (Event 4)
Attack on Chilcott’s hut (Event 5)
Attack on two fencers at Ravensworth (Event
6)
Reinforcing of mounted police in response to
attacks at Ravensworth and Chilcott’s hut
captured and killed three Aboriginal men
(Events 8A-8C)
Attack on Alcorn’s hut resulting in the death of
two settlers (Event 10)
Pursuit by mounted police of attackers on
Alcorn’s hut – came upon party on third day in
which two Aboriginal people were killed and
more wounded. (Event 11)
Attack on five fencers at Ravensworth (Event
12)

Death of Robert Greig covered
in section ‘Attacks on Settlers:
Greig, Pike and Forbes’ pp 5-6
Discussion on attacks at
Ravensworth, Chilcott’s and
Ogilvies in section ‘Attacks on
Settlers: Bowman, Chilcott and
Ogilvie’ pp 6-9.
•

This includes discussion of
the events, locations and
the inquiry established by
Governor Darling and the
Trial of Lieutenant Lowe
into the murder of JackeyJackey at Wallis Plains
(now Maitland)

Discussion on attack at
Alcorn’s hut in section ‘Attacks
on Settlers: Richard Alcorn’ pp
10-12.
•

This includes discussion of
the events including death
of two settlers and
subsequent massacre
event

Discussion on further attack at
Ravensworth on fencers in
section ‘Ongoing clashes 18261827’ pp 12.
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Dunn Materials
Contact History Report
Dunn Response to Draper
(Revised ACHAR included in
Report (Revised ACHAR
Response to Submissions Part
included in Response to
B) July 2020 – Attachment 2
Submissions Part B) –
Attachment 3

Death of Robert Greig and
attack at Forbes’ station
discussed in section ‘Attacks on
Settlers in the middle and upper
Hunter 1825-1826’ pp 9-10
Discussion on attacks at
Ravensworth (two shepherds
killed and fencers attacked),
Chilcott’s and Ogilvies in
section ‘Attacks on Settlers:
James Bowman (Ravensworth),
James Chilcott (Glennies Creek)
and William Ogilvie (Merton)’
pp 10-13. Also includes
discussion on death of Jackey
Jackey in custody.
Discussion on capture of group
of Aboriginal men responsible
for attack on Chilcott’s and
Ravensworth and killing of
Aboriginal men captured
including hanging of Aboriginal
man at Ravensworth in section
‘Attacks on Settlers: James
Bowman (Ravensworth), James
Chilcott (Glennies Creek) and
William Ogilvie (Merton)’ pp
11-12
Discussion on attack on
Alcorn’s Hut and death of two
settlers in section ‘Attack on
Settlers: Richard Alcorn, August
1826’ pp 13-14

Conflict Event Timeline and
Conflict Map – Attachments 5
and 6

Event 1 – Attack on hut of
James Greig and killing of
Robert Greig
Event 3 – Shepherd speared at
George Forbes estate
Edinglassie
Event 4 – Two shepherds at
Ravensworth killed
Event 5 – Attack on James
Chilcott’s hut
Event 6 – Two fencers attacked
at Ravensworth
Events 8A-8C – Capture and
killing of Aboriginal men
including Aboriginal man killed
at Ravensworth
Event 10 – Attack on Alcorn’s
hut
Event 11 – Massacre event
Event 12 – Five fencers attacked
at Ravensworth

#

1.2

HRA Enclosures (provided by EDO in
letter dated 17 March 2022)

Encl 2: Depositions of J Woodbury, R
Scott, and J Glennie (pp 613-615)

Glencore Comment

Enclosure 2 shows a map of the layout of Alcorn’s
Hut and describes events that occurred at Alcorn’s
hut in the lead up to the massacre event. At
Alcorn’s hut two European settlers were killed,
Morty Kernan and Henry Cottle (Events 10 and
11).

1.3

Encl 3: Lieutenant de la Condamine to
Captain Allman (p 615)

Enclosure 3 relates to the development of the
response to attack on Alcorn’s hut (Event 10)

1.4

Encl 4: Lieutenant de la Condamine to
Captain Foley (pp 615-616)

Enclosure 4 describes events following attack on
Alcorn’s Hut and in the lead up to the 2 September
1826 massacre event (Events 10 and 11).

Contact History Report
(Environmental Impact
Statement) August 2019 –
Attachment 1

Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut (on Glennies
Creek ) in Section ‘Attacks on
Settlers: Richard Alcorn’ pp 1012.
• This includes the
description of the attack,
the figure of the layout of
the hut (from the
government Despatches).
It also discusses the
massacre event in which
18 Aboriginal people were
killed. It discusses the
location of the
commencement and
conclusion of the pursuing
group led by Robert Scott
Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut (on Glennies
Creek ) in section ‘Attacks on
Settlers: Richard Alcorn’ pp 1012.
Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut (on Glennies
Creek) in section ‘Attacks on
Settlers: Richard Alcorn’ pp 1012.
• This includes the
description of the
attack, the figure of

Dunn Materials
Contact History Report
Dunn Response to Draper
(Revised ACHAR included in
Report (Revised ACHAR
Response to Submissions Part
included in Response to
B) July 2020 – Attachment 2
Submissions Part B) –
Attachment 3
Discussion on massacre event
in section ‘Attack on Settlers:
Richard Alcorn, August 1826’
pp 15-16
Discussion on five fencers
attacked at Ravensworth in
section ‘Ongoing Clashes in the
Upper Hunter: 1826-1827’ pp
17
Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut in which two
settlers were killed and the
massacre event in which 18
Aboriginal people were killed in
section ‘Attack on Settlers:
Richard Alcorn, August 1826’
pp 13-16
•

Conflict Event Timeline and
Conflict Map – Attachments 5
and 6

Event 10 – Attack on Alcorn’s
hut
Event 11 – Massacre event

This includes a map
showing the location of
Alcorn’s hut on Glennies
Creek, the assembly of the
reprisal party and how far
they pursued the attackers
(3 days, 20 miles from
Alcorn’s hut).

Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut in which two
settlers were killed in section
‘Attack on Settlers: Richard
Alcorn, August 1826’ pp 13-16

Event 10 – Attack on Alcorn’s
hut

Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut in which two
settlers were killed and the
massacre event in which 18
Aboriginal people were killed in
section ‘Attack on Settlers:
Richard Alcorn, August 1826’
pp 13-16

Event 10 – Attack on Alcorn’s
hut
Event 11 – Massacre event
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#

1.5

HRA Enclosures (provided by EDO in
letter dated 17 March 2022)

Encl 5: Lieutenant de la Condamine to
Captain Foley (pp 616-617)

Glencore Comment

Enclosure 5 relates to the development of the
response to attack on Alcorn’s hut (Event 10).

Contact History Report
(Environmental Impact
Statement) August 2019 –
Attachment 1
the layout of the hut
(from the government
Despatches). It also
discusses the reprisal
in which 18 Aboriginal
people were reported
killed. It discusses the
location of the
commencement and
conclusion of the
pursuing group led by
Robert Scott
• This also includes
discussion on the
starting location and
the distance from the
attack
In these passages the two
killed servants of Mr
Lethbridge referred to are
Henry Cottle and Morty
Kernan. The ‘eleven’ referred
to being those Aboriginal Men
that had congregated at the
Hut.

Dunn Materials
Contact History Report
Dunn Response to Draper
(Revised ACHAR included in
Report (Revised ACHAR
Response to Submissions Part
included in Response to
B) July 2020 – Attachment 2
Submissions Part B) –
Attachment 3
•

Conflict Event Timeline and
Conflict Map – Attachments 5
and 6

This includes a map
showing the location of
Alcorn’s hut on Glennies
Creek, the assembly of the
reprisal party and how far
they pursued the attackers
(3 days, 20 miles from
Alcorn’s hut).

Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut in which two
settlers were killed in section
‘Attack on Settlers: Richard
Alcorn, August 1826’ pp 13-16

Event 10 – Attack on Alcorn’s
hut

Discussion on these events at
Alcorn’s Hut (on Glennies
Creek) and the reprisal is in
Section ‘Attacks on Settlers:
Richard Alcorn’ pp 10-12.
1.6

Encl 6: Captain Foley to Lieutenant de
la Condamine (pp 617-619)

Enclosure 6 covers the 2 September 1826
massacre event led by Robert Scott and refers to
the party ‘coming up with them at a distance of 20
miles or more from the scene of the murder
[Alcorn’s Hut on Glennies Creek]’. Two Aboriginal
men were killed and several wounded – this differs
to the account reported in The Australian in which
18 Aboriginal people were killed (Event 11).

Discussion on these events at
Alcorn’s Hut (on Glennies
Creek) and the massacre event
in section ‘Attacks on Settlers:
Richard Alcorn’ pp 10-12.

Discussion on events at
Alcorn’s Hut in which two
settlers were killed and the
massacre event in which 18
Aboriginal people were killed in
section ‘Attack on Settlers:
Richard Alcorn, August 1826’
pp 13-16

Refer ‘Location of mounted
police and existence of a
garrison’ in Dunn response.

Event 11 – Massacre event

Page 9 of 13

#

HRA Enclosures (provided by EDO in
letter dated 17 March 2022)

Glencore Comment

Contact History Report
(Environmental Impact
Statement) August 2019 –
Attachment 1

Also mentions the stationing of men in the area
following the attacks.

1.7

Encl 7: Lieutenant de la Condamine to
Captain Foley (pp 619-620)

Enclosure 7 giving orders to soldiers to defend
establishments. General discussion provided in Dr
Dunn reports.

1.8

Encl 8: Lieutenant de la Condamine to
Captain Allman (p 620)

Enclosure 8 is in relation to killing of two
shepherds at Ravensworth (Event 4).

Discussion on attacks at
Ravensworth in section
‘Attacks on Settlers: Bowman,
Chilcott and Ogilvie’ pp 6-9.

1.9

Encl 9: Captain Allman to Lieutenant
de la Condamine (pp 621-622)

Enclosure 9 indicates that only one shepherd was
killed at Ravensworth, not two (Event 4).

Discussion on attacks at
Bowmans in Section ‘Attacks
on Settlers: Bowman, Chilcott
and Ogilvie’ pp 6-9.
• This includes
discussion on the
death of 2 convict
workers at
Ravensworth: one in
the bush and one at a
hut on the estate.

1.10 Encl 10: Lieutenant de la Condamine
to Captain Allman (pp 622)

Enclosure 10 request for detachment
reinforcement. General discussion provided in Dr
Dunn reports.

1.11 Encl 11: Captain Foley to Lieutenant de Enclosure 11 indicating reinforcements of
mounted police, not infantry
la Condamine (pp 622)

Discussion on background of
Mounted Police in section
‘Attacks on Settlers: Bowman,
Chilcott and Ogilvie’ pp 6-9.
Also see Conclusion pp 13-14.

Dunn Materials
Contact History Report
Dunn Response to Draper
(Revised ACHAR included in
Report (Revised ACHAR
Response to Submissions Part
included in Response to
B) July 2020 – Attachment 2
Submissions Part B) –
Attachment 3
This includes a map showing
the location of Alcorn’s hut on
Glennies Creek, the assembly
of the reprisal party and how
far they pursued the attackers
(3 days, 20 miles from Alcorn’s
hut).

Killing of two shepherds at
Ravensworth, one in the bush
and another in a hut on the
estate in section ‘Attacks on
Settlers: James Bowman
(Ravensworth), James Chilcott
(Glennies Creek) and William
Ogilvie (Merton)’ pp 10
Killing of two shepherds at
Ravensworth, one in the bush
and another in a hut on the
estate in section ‘Attacks on
Settlers: James Bowman
(Ravensworth), James Chilcott
(Glennies Creek) and William
Ogilvie (Merton)’ pp 10

Conflict Event Timeline and
Conflict Map – Attachments 5
and 6

Event 4 – Two shepherds at
Ravensworth killed

Event 4 – Two shepherds at
Ravensworth killed

Discussion on background of
Mounted Police in section
‘Attacks on Settlers: James
Bowman (Ravensworth), James
Chilcott (Glennies Creek) and
William Ogilvie (Merton)’ pp 11
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#

HRA Enclosures (provided by EDO in
letter dated 17 March 2022)

Glencore Comment

Contact History Report
(Environmental Impact
Statement) August 2019 –
Attachment 1

Governor Darling to Earl Bathurst
- despatch marked ‘separate’ (6th
October, 1826) (Vol
XII, pp 623-628)

Despatch discusses reported death of Jackey
Jackey in custody at Wallis Plains police station
(Event 7).

2.1

Encl 1: Colonial Secretary McLeay to
Captain Allman. 28 August, 1826 (p
624)

Enclosure 1 discusses the killing of Aboriginal men
following their capture in relation to attacks on
Chilcott’s hut and Ravensworth and the
commencement of an inquiry into their killing
(Events 8A and 8B).

2.2

Encl 2: Captain Allman to Colonial
Secretary McLeay. 15 September 1826
(pp 624-625)

Enclosure 2 indicates the holding of an inquiry into
the killing of three Aboriginal people. Discussion
included in Dr Dunn reports.

2.3

Encl 3A: Depositions at the Inquiry (pp
625-626)

Enclosure 3A is depositions by James Glennie and
John Lanarch, and discusses the death of Cato and
other Aboriginal men (Events 8A and 8B).
Discusses killing of man at site where fencers were
speared, before taken to Bowman’s to be

Conflict Event Timeline and
Conflict Map – Attachments 5
and 6

Also see Conclusion pp 19-20

1.12 Encl 12: Captain Foley to Lieutenant de Enclosure 12 indicates period of no violence and
no infantry required
la Condamine (pp 622-623)
2.

Dunn Materials
Contact History Report
Dunn Response to Draper
(Revised ACHAR included in
Report (Revised ACHAR
Response to Submissions Part
included in Response to
B) July 2020 – Attachment 2
Submissions Part B) –
Attachment 3

Discussion on attacks at
Bowmas in Section ‘Attacks on
Settlers: Bowman, Chilcott and
Ogilvie’ Pages 6-9.
• This includes
discussion of the
events, locations and
the inquiry established
by Governor Darling
and the Trial of
Lieutenant Lowe into
the murder of JackeyJackey at Wallis Plains
(now Maitland)
Discussion on attack at
Chilcott’s in section ‘Attacks
on Settlers: Bowman, Chilcott
and Ogilvie’ pp 6-9.

Discussion on the death of
Jackey Jackey in section
‘Attacks on Settlers: James
Bowman (Ravensworth), James
Chilcott (Glennies Creek) and
William Ogilvie (Merton)’ pp 12

Event 7 – Jackey Jackey
executed at Wallis Plains police
station

Discussion on capture of group
of Aboriginal men responsible
for attack on Chillcots and
Ravensworth in section
‘Attacks on Settlers: James
Bowman (Ravensworth), James
Chilcott (Glennies Creek) and
William Ogilvie (Merton)’ pp 11
and 12

Events 8A and 8B – Capture and
killing of Aboriginal men

Discussion on capture of
Aboriginal men including
death of Cato and death of
Aboriginal man at
Ravensworth in section
‘Attacks on Settlers: Bowman,
Chilcott and Ogilvie’ pp 6-9.

Discussion on capture of group
of Aboriginal men responsible
for attack on Chillcots and
Ravensworth including death of
Cato. Also the death of an
Aboriginal man at Ravensworth
in section ‘Attacks on Settlers:

Events 8A-8C – Capture and
killing of Aboriginal men
including Aboriginal man killed
at Ravensworth
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#

HRA Enclosures (provided by EDO in
letter dated 17 March 2022)

Glencore Comment

Contact History Report
(Environmental Impact
Statement) August 2019 –
Attachment 1

identified. Body hung up on farm “as a terror to
the other Blacks” (Event 8C).

2.4

Encl 3B: Examinations at Inquiry (pp
626- 628)

Enclosure 3B includes depositions of mounted
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Introduction
The following short report outlines the history and events that occurred in the Hunter Valley
between British settlers and Aboriginal people during the 1820s. The information outlined is taken
from a combination of primary and secondary sources including contemporary accounts to the
period, official reports and later histories. All events are referenced with the list of sources and
references provided at the end of the document.

Pre-Contact Landscape of Ravensworth and the middle Hunter Valley
Ravensworth sits within Wonnarua Country. The Wonnarua occupied much of the central Hunter
Valley from around present day Maitland and inland to the foothills of the Dividing Range in the
upper reaches of the Hunter Valley. Their neighbours included the Awabakal people on the coast
around Newcastle, the Worimi near Port Stephens, the Darkinjung in the mountains to the south and
the Kamilaroi around Merriwa and over the Liverpool Plains. Ceremonial ties and trading routes
meant each group was linked throughout the region to each other. Their country was dominated by
open forest and grasslands, with isolated patches of rainforest in the more remote valleys to the
north.
The population of the Wonnarua prior to European settlement is unknown, and approximations vary
widely. Estimates were made well after populations had declined, so must be treated with caution,
with actual numbers often taken from blanket distributions after c1828, in which only a limited
number of people would collect the blankets from the total population in the district.1
The structure of Indigenous communities was complex. The Wonnarua comprised a nation, or
language group. They all spoke the one language and shared similar customs and beliefs. However,
within that group there were clans, each with their own territories. According to the anthropologist
J.W. Fawcett, Wonnarua men belonged to one of four skin groups: either of the Ippye, Kumbo,
Murree or Kubbee. Women, conversely, were either Ippatha, Butha, Matha or Kubbitha. With
marriage within skin groups strictly forbidden, members of different clans lived together in small
communities or familial groups.2
The Wonnarua lived a semi nomadic life but, it was not random wanderings. The position of camps
was often determined by the availability of natural resources, like food and water, which were
sometimes seasonal or affected by floods, droughts and other climatic events. The availability of
water was especially important in choosing a location, 'irrespective of the size of the watercourse.'
The smaller the waterway, the smaller the camp. Many creeks and creek junctions were particularly
Ravensworth Contact History: Dr Mark Dunn Historian July 2020
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popular, as is evident in the archaeological record of the Singleton, Muswellbrook and Jerrys Plain
region reinforces this with her modelling of a variety of Indigenous sites types in the Hunter Valley,
the vast majority of which are located in close proximity to water courses. 3
When British settlers arrived in the middle and upper Hunter in the early 1820s they found a
landscape perfect for the grazing of sheep and cattle. Assistant colonial surveyor Henry Dangar
arrived in the area in 1824, recording the first British accounts of the area around the future
Ravensworth estate and the neighbouring country. Dangar had been given the task of dividing the
country into portions for the allocation of grants to arriving settlers. He charted a series of areas
called Parishes, which he used to designate the different areas of the Hunter Valley. Ravensworth
and its neighbours covered the parishes of Ravensworth, Liddel (sic) and Vane. Dangar described
the area in his field book thus:
Much alluvial flat and undulating land on the banks of Foy Brook. The west, middle and east
parts are well watered by Foy Brook and two small chains of ponds forest land generally
undulating surface, of the first and second class description, some being third class. Iron
bark, scrubby land of small extent soils rich vegetable alluvial, rich stiff and friable loams
with some poor stuff and stone gravelly, yet forming a very desirable tract of country.4
In 1828, in a directory to the Valley for settlers based on his 1824 survey, Dangar described both the
Parish of Ravensworth as being

-watered, and though (except the vallies [sic])

a thin iron stone gravelly soi

and the adjacent Liddell also

as
with desirable
pasture extending along Fal Brook.5
Dangar
the first to make the successful overland journey from Windsor to the Hunter Valley in 1819 and
again in March 1820. In letters reporting his expeditions to Governor Macquarie, Howe described
the land around Jerrys Plains and towards Singleton as being fine grazing land, with extensive
pastures and in some cases less than 4 or 6 trees to the acre. 6
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Background to settlement
European Arrival in the Hunter Valley
Europeans first began to enter into the Hunter Valley from the late 1790s, as first escaping convicts
from Sydney and then search parties came into what is now Newcastle harbour on their way north.
In September 1797, Lieutenant John Shortland entered Newcastle harbour while pursuing escaping
convicts and reported on the coal deposits in the cliffs around the harbour and stands of timber
along the river. His discovery encouraged commercial traders from Sydney to make trips to gather
coal and timber. In 1801 a small convict camp was established at Newcastle to mine the coal, and
although this was abandoned in 1802, by 1804 a permanent penal station had been established
marking the beginnings of Newcastle as a town.
From 1804 onwards convict timber getters working out of the Newcastle penal station began to
explore the reaches of the Hunter River looking for stands of timber to log. Between 1803 and 1821,
the penal station and its outlying camps around Maitland were the only permanent settlements of
Europeans in the Hunter, with the remainder being off limits to European settlement. Despite this
restriction, Europeans and Aboriginal people had early contact around Newcastle and inland around
Maitland and Morpeth. By 1810 convict timber camps were established along the river around what
was known as Wallis Plains, close to present day Maitland. From here convicts ventured further
inland in their search for timber.7 Contact with Aboriginal people was reported around these camps
and by those convicts working in the bush. In July 1819 when Governor Macquarie toured the penal
station and its camps he noted that the cedar gang based at
8

Exploration of the Middle Hunter Valley 1819-1822
In November 1819, a party of eight men from Windsor on the Hawkesbury six Europeans led by
John Howe and two Aboriginal guides emerged from the Bulga Ranges on the southern edges of
the Hunter Valley onto alluvial plains close to present day Jerrys Plains. John Howe was a constable
from Windsor, and had set out to follow the paths of two previous attempts to get through the
mountains. His party left Windsor in late October and arrived at the Hunter River on 5 November
1819. In reports to Governor Macquarie, Howe noted the potential for grazing in this new valley,
remarking that the country was thinly timbered, with twenty trees per fifty acres in some areas.9
After a day in the valley, Howe and his party returned to Windsor without exploring any further.
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On 6 March 1820, Howe set off for a second expedition, this time with a party of sixteen including
two Aboriginal guides, at least one, named Myles, who had accompanied him on the first journey. 10
The expedition reached the Hunter River on 15 March. This time they proceeded along the river
banks until they came across convict timber getters at Wallis Plains, confirming that they were, and
had previously been, in the Hunter Valley. In a letter to Governor Macquarie, Howe reiterated the
grazing potential of the land he had passed through. Returning to Windsor, Howe was promised a
grant of 700 acres at Patricks Plains (now Singleton) for his discoveries, with other members of his
party also taking up land around the Singleton area. Howe

marked the beginnings of official

British expansion into the middle valley. With the closure of the Newcastle penal station following
soon after, the Hunter Valley was opened for free settlement from 1822.
By August 1822 Howe was on his land at Patricks Plains, with other settlers from Windsor also using
his track to access the Valley. Some of these earliest forays were unofficial, with small farmers from
Windsor trying to get onto land before large areas were alienated through grants. As numbers of
settlers increased, the newly arrived governor Sir Thomas Brisbane instructed Surveyor General John
Oxley to begin surveying land around Newcastle and along the Hunter River for partition into land
grants. Oxley in turn instructed Assistant Surveyor Henry Dangar to undertake the survey, which he
started on 14 March 1822. By this time early arrivals had established themselves on land close to
Newcastle and the settlement at Morpeth including John Brown on his land at Bolwarra.

D

urvey and the European occupation 1822-1826

For five years Dangar worked on the survey and in July 1824 he reached the area around what is
now Ravensworth, in the County of Durham. He named Fal Brook (now Glennies Creek) and Foy
Brook (now Bowmans Creek) and dividing the land around Ravensworth into squares ready for
settlement in what was named the Parish of Liddel (sic).11 A number of settlers had already been
granted land in the Parish of Ravensworth prior to the survey. A 2597 acre (1050ha) grant had been
made to the Church and School Estate, while Ebenezer Bunker had received 600 acres (243ha) in
March 1821, William Powditch had been granted 2000 acres (810ha) in July 1824, with a further 500
acres (202ha) purchased in May 1825, Captain John Brabyn had received his 800 acres (324ha) in
June 1824 and James Bowman had taken up 2560 acres (1036ha) at the same time. Bowman was
granted a further 4600 acres (1862ha) and purchased an extra 5000 (2020ha) in May 1825.12
By 1825 Ravensworth was surrounded by neighbouring estates. George Forbes Edinglassie estate
on the Hunter River near present day Muswellbrook equalled 6000acres (2428ha), William Ogilvie
with his wife Mary and children were at Merton on the river near present day Denman which
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totalled 6176 acres (2500ha), and their neighbour Peter Cunningham on just over 2500 acres
(1100a). Nearby were the brothers George and John Blaxland who had a combined estate totalling
4000 acres (1620ha). Near the present town of Scone was the Segenhoe estate of Thomas Potter
Macqueen. Under the management of his overseer Peter McIntyre, Potter had two grants made to
him equalling over 20,000 acres (8100ha), twice the size of Ravensworth.13
By the end of 1826, all the arable river front land between Newcastle and the present town of Scone
had been alienated through grants or purchase for farming estates. This included the land along the
lower valley rivers like the Paterson and Williams, as well as the mid-valley Goulburn River and most
of the flowing creeks and streams. In 1828, Dangar produced a large scale map of the surveyed
areas of the Hunter Valley, from Newcastle on the coast inland to the lower slopes of the Liverpool
Ranges, which was accompanied by an Index and Directory. In his directory, Dangar described both
the Parish of Ravensworth and of Liddel [sic].
well-watered, and though (except the vallies [sic]) a thin iron stone gravelly soil, yield a healthy and
cellent tract of open, sound and deep loa

was also good country with desirable pasture extending along Fal Brook.14

Dr James Bowman and the Ravensworth Estate
James Bowman had arrived in New South Wales in 1819 having been appointed Colonial Surgeon to

Sydney Infirmary (hospital). In 1823, Bowman married Mary Isabella Macarthur, the daughter of
John and Elizabeth Macarthur. Macarthur gave Mary a dowry of 2,000 sheep and 200 cattle and
Bowman soon after applied for a land grant. With the stock in hand, Bowman applied for and
received a total of 12,160 acres (4921ha) in three portions, bounded by Foy Brook and Yorks Creek,
which ran into the Hunter River. Bowman named his grant Ravensworth. From August 1824
Bowman visited the Hunter Valley and took possession of the estate late that year. He likely sent his
convicts and overseer first to clear land and start the construction of the original house and
associated outbuildings, as his work as colonial surgeon kept him in Sydney for most of his time.
In mid-1825 the Ravensworth estate was described by Peter Cunningham, another settler in the
district (his estate was Dalswinton near present day Denman), as being partly fenced, under

numerous and amongst the finest cross-breeds in the colony.15 In a letter to the Colonial Secretary
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miles of fence and 34 convicts.16
T

cottage and its collection of outbuildings at Ravensworth was on the

high ground between Foy Brook (now Bowmans Creek) and Yorks Creek, with views back across the
estate, approximately 850m to the west of the current homestead. A survey of roads completed by
Robert Dixon in 1833, shows the position of the original house in relation to the later Ravensworth
house. (Refer Figure 1) The estate was made up by a series of gentle hills and alluvial flats, with Foy
Brook (Bowmans Creek), Yorks Creek and other small creeks and rivulets across the farm. Bowman
was not alone in this part of the valley, although his homestead had no neighbours in sight, with the
surrounding hills blocking direct views. To the east, (approximately 11km in a straight line) Robert
Lethbridge, a Lieutenant in the Royal Navy, had taken up his 1000 acre estate named Bridgman on
Fal Brook (Glennies Creek) by May 1825. As Lethbridge spent much of his time in Parramatta where
he was a member of the local bench of magistrates, the estate was managed by Richard Alcorn, who
himself had a small parcel of 60 acres

e 60 acres of

Duncan Kennedy, promised by Governor Macquarie in 1821 but later passed to John Cuneen (who
appears on the Crown Plan for the area) in 1836, with the 100 acres of James Chilcott next to that.
All three properties had frontage to Fal Brook. Alcorn and Chilcott both had small huts on their
properties, as did Lethbridge. (Refer Figures 2 and 3)
Although his estate was one of the largest, Bowman himself was rarely at the property. Throughout
1824 and 1825 Bowman regularly served as the sitting magistrate in Sydney and was appointed by
Governor Brisbane to his Legislative Council in May 1825. He served only two months before his
appointment was terminated by Royal Warrant in July, although he remained on the Council until
November 1825.17 As well as these combined responsibilities Bowman worked at the Sydney
hospital, where he, with his wife Mary and their children lived until 1828 before moving to
Macquarie Place after he was appointed Inspector of Hospitals. His estate at Ravensworth was likely
managed by his supervisor John W Alexander, a free man and the overseer of the estates convict
s
Plains, while Bowman himself is listed as living at Macquarie Place in Sydney with his family.18
In 1824, Bowman had also been appointed as one of the colonial directors for the Australian
Agricultural Company (A.A. Co), which was under the local direction of his father-in-law John
Macarthur. The main estate was at Port Stephens, where the company had been granted over one
million acres on which to run sheep. Taking advantage of his position, Macarthur acted as a local
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supplier, selling his own sheep to the company. In 1826 James White arrived from Scotland with 79
French merinos for the A.A.Co, which after landing them at Sydney, he took them to Port Stephens.
White served as superintendent of sheep for the A.A. Co until 1829, after which he left to manage
the flocks for Bowman at the Ravensworth estate. White became the manager of the estate for
Bowman the same year, arriving on the 30 March 1829, a position he held until 1839. While White
managed Ravensworth, in Sydney Bowman purchased a 33 acre portion of the Cowper Glebe Estate
at Wentworth Park, in the modern suburb of Glebe in 1833. Here he had Sydney architect John
Verge design and build a family mansion, Lyndhurst, into which the family moved in. The family
remained at Lyndhurst, finally returning to Ravensworth after 1839 when Bowman finished working
in the hospital at Sydney. The family suffered badly in the economic downturn of 1840 with large

Lyndhurst. In 1846 Bowman died suddenly at Ravensworth. The farm was managed jointly by the
Macarthur family and Edward Bowman, the eldest son of James and Mary until 1847 when it was
sold to recoup debts and Mary and children left to live with the Macarthurs at Camden.19

Figure 1:
(Source: R.5.830, Crown Plan)
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Conflict in the Hunter Valley 1822-1827
Early Conflict in the Lower Valley
Tensions between Aboriginal people and settlers had been apparent since the first grants were
made in 1821-22, with attacks on isolated huts and raids into ripening maize crops recorded around
Newcastle, Wallis Plains (Maitland) and Patricks Plains (Singleton) between 1822 and 1824. As with
other frontier areas of the colony such as the Hawkesbury and Nepean in Sydney and the Bathurst
Plains, wherever British outposts and farms appeared, local Aboriginal groups met them with a
combination of resistance and negotiation.
Around Newcastle and Wallis Plains most of the incidents were concerned with the taking of maize
crops with direct contact and violence relatively rare. 20 As early as July 1822, Edward Close the
magistrate at Morpeth had recommended the deployment of three soldiers and a constable to the
Williams River area to protect farms against Aboriginal incursions. The same had already been done
at the Paterson River settlements and those on the Hunter around the future site of Maitland.21

raided in May 1824. Corn from the fields was taken, and their convict huts raided for bread. Robert
Scott caught and held one of the raiders for a day, hoping this would discourage further attempts.

Pl

s ongoing involvement in raids and attacks. In December 1824, John Platt on his

farm at Ironbark Hill, near present day Hexham reported his crop of maize destroyed by a fire, as
well as a barn with his harvest, his farm implements and some of his livestock killed. Platt did not
specify how the fires had started but as he had already been targeted twice by Aboriginal raids

Aboriginal raiders again.22

Attacks on Settlers in the middle and upper Hunter 1825-1826
In late 1825 after a period of relative quite in the Hunter Valley, circumstances changed with the
fatal attack on an isolated hut near present day Denman. In November 1825 it was reported that
Robert Greig, cousin of the settler James Greig who had a farm on the banks of the Hunter River, had
been attacked and killed in his hut and a stockman on the same property was missing, presumed
dead.23 As the details came to light, it became apparent that the attack was provoked by Greig, who
had, according to his cousin James, taken an Aboriginal man at the property and beaten him, which
24
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allegations that Greig had attempted to drive the Aboriginal people off the land were told to the
missionary Reverend Lancelot Threlkeld and reinforced the likelihood that the attack was targeted
and in response to bad treatment.25
Soon after Greig was killed, two other unnamed stockmen were speared and another, the convict of
e, Pickering, was on
the Hunter River close to its junction with the Goulburn River approximately 34km to the west of
Ravensworth and close to Greig. Greig

was the first recorded in the area and prompted the

then Commandant in Newcastle, Captain Allman to order a detachment of soldiers to proceed to the
area in June 1826. Ten men, accompanied by bush constables headed inland to apprehend the
identified Aboriginal assailants. None were captured in this action. The soldiers were not based or
garrisoned in the area, but rather moved between the estates in an attempt to track and capture the
Aboriginal men they supposed to be involved. While the soldiers were in the area, Edinglassie the
estate of George Forbes approximately 13km

Hunter River was also attacked

and a shepherd speared. The shepherd recovered from the attack. In response, The Australian
dopted that will convince those sable
depredators that they cannot attack the

26

Attacks on Settlers: James Bowman (Ravensworth), James Chilcott
(Glennies Creek) and William Ogilvie (Merton)
On 18 June 1826 two convicts assigned to James Bowman were killed by Aboriginal attack, one in
the bush and another in a hut on the estate, the whereabouts of which was not reported. 27 Soon
after, the hut of James Chilcott located approximately 10km to the east of Ravensworth on Fal Brook
(Glennies Creek) was raided. Chilcott wrestled over a musket with one of the attackers, a man
known locally as Cato, before he managed to drive the rest away with the assistance of other farm
workers.28 In the same period two more
around Ravensworth were attacked, with both men severely wounded, one receiving seven spear
wounds and being taken to the hospital in Newcastle. 29 The wounded man was interviewed by
Reverend Threlkeld in the hospital over the incident, saying he had been speared in the back while
working, then chased and set upon with cudgels. 30
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riders came across and captured a number of men including a lone man, and then a group of at least
seven others and one boy, including Cato. The captured group were tethered together and led by
fied as
men. They were
then taken to

farm but here none were identified there as having been involved in

attacks.32
With the identification made, the three youngest were released and the rest restrained to be
returned to Wallis Plains. Of the Aboriginal men taken, five including Cato and the first unnamed
man were killed in the bush, attempting to escape from custody according to Lowe men. One was
shot close to James Glennies hut on Fal Brook, with Glennie reporting hearing a shot soon after he
left the party near his house. All the men reported captured, except the boys, were killed.33
The detail of where these shootings took place was never recorded, despite an inquiry into the
action established by Governor Darling. Each of the men involved gave a slightly different version of
events, but as the captives were being taken to Maitland from Glennies Creek, it is likely that the
men were shot near Glennies farm or on the way down through the Hunter towards Maitland.
In January 1827, Threlkeld wrote to Bannister with further details of the events as told to him by an
unnamed witness in the presence of another settler John Cobb. The witness said that one of the
Ab

d

guard he was taken one mile from the hut into the forest, made to climb a tree and tie the rope to
an extended branch, whereupon he was shot. Wounded by the Europeans he was let fall and left
hanging.34 Based on the date (1826) the hut referred to was the likely the original Bowman
homestead, on the ridge line above the creeks to the west of the later Ravensworth house complex,
which remains in situ that was built c1832.
on the Bowman estate, but no specific details were recorded at the time. It also not clear from
Threlkeld if this was one of the group captured by Sergeant Moore or an individual man taken at a
different time.
As the details of the various actions emerged Lowe was put on trial, not for the killings in the bush of
the six men captured, as he was not physically present, but, for the wilful murder of another
Aboriginal man, Jackey-Jackey who had been returned under arrest to Wallis Plains in July and then
allegedly executed on 1 August 1826. Jackey-Jackey, otherwise known as Commandant or Jerry, was
taken as a prisoner by the mounted police during July as one of those involved in the killing of
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Despite eye witness accounts of the shooting at Wallis Plains,
Lowe was found not guilty in May 1827 and no further action was taken in relation to the other men
captured and shot. This was the first time a military officer had been brought before the courts for
actions against Aboriginal people.35
e
withdrawn to Wallis Plains, although a small detachment remained stationed at James Glennies
property on Fal Brook.36
In the last week of August at Merton, the property of William Ogilvie, a war party of upwards of 200
warriors suddenly appeared while William was away. Merton was located on the banks of the
Hunter River close to the modern day town of Denman and approximately 32km to the west of
Ravensworth. The house was occupied by his wife Mary and children. The men had appeared in
response to one of their own having been arrested by the mounted police at Merton. The police had
enticed the men to Merton under the pretence of looking for guides to capture bushrangers. When
they had approached they had been seized. One of the men was named Jerry. Although Mary
convinced the mounted police that the men were not involved in any local violence, it was the
second time this had happened in as many weeks, with two other men already taken to Newcastle.
When the warriors approached, it was the released man Jerry who led them. Angry at his own
treatment and suspicious as to why he had been released but the earlier two had not, Jerry had
returned. But, confident in their friendship between them, Mary and her son William spoke to Jerry
and the others in their own language reassuring them they had tried to help and were friends. Jerry
in turn spoke to the assembled warriors and, telling Mary to tell the soldiers not to interfere with
them, the party moved off with no further incident.37

Attacks on Settlers: Richard Alcorn, August 1826
On August 28 1826, another group of approximately 15 Aboriginal men gathered at the hut of
Richard Alcorn, overseer for Captain Robert Lethbridge on the Bridgman estate at Fal Brook (See
Figure 3). The small hut stood just over 800 metres along the creek line of Fal Brook (Glennies Creek)

rooms, one large outer room with a fireplace and a smaller inner room with a bed. There was a
single entry doorway (no door) and three windows (no glass or shutters), two in the large and one in
the small room. 38
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Around midday, John Woodbury, a convict servant

15 Aboriginal
ghter Sarah Jane and young son Richard

were inside. Woodbury sent the boy off to fetch two men working nearby, while Charlotte offered
the assembled group some kangaroo to eat, which they took and roasted on a fire set for the
purpose. Young Richard, who had been followed by one of the Aboriginal men, soon returned with
the two workers. Asking for bread and maize, a few of the gathered warriors came into the hut, but
Woodbury reported they showed no signs of violence in word or action at this point. At around
4pm, Richard Alcorn arrived at the hut and on recognising three men believed to have been involved
in the r
Aboriginal men around the huts and told them they had to go. Woodbury testified that at this point,
the three men called out and those at the fire rose and advanced on the hut. The Europeans dashed
for the inner room to get their muskets, while Charlotte, the baby and Richard junior got under the
bed for protection.
With no door or shutters the hut was particularly vulnerable to attack and soon enough spears were
coming in through the openings. Before Woodbury could discharge his musket he was struck in his
hand with a spear, forcing him to drop the weapon. Henry Cottle, one of the workers, was struck in
the left side and fell dead. As Woodbury regathered his musket the second man, Morty Kernan was
also hit with a spear while firing from the inner doorway. Spears continued to fly in through the
doorway and the windows, as Woodbury and Alcorn fired back out. As the shot for the muskets was
in the outer room, both men were firing only with powder, hoping to fool their attackers into
thinking they had lethal weapons. With spears exhausted the Aboriginal raiders began throwing
large stones, one of which struck the wounded Kernan in the head and killed him.
In desperation, Alcorn had tied a bayonet to a long pole and used this improvised pike to thrust out
at the Aborigines now in the outer room, while Woodbury took a large wooden box to block the
window. The box was soon smashed in with clubs and stones and Alcorn was knocked senseless. At
this the attack began to break up, as a shepherd, alerted by the shooting, was observed by the
attackers going to fetch t

earby. The

bush. Not realising that the troops had been alerted, Woodbury tried to raise the alarm by firing his
musket twice more and then once again sent you
troops pursued the group but did not find them.39
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Figure 3: Crown Plan 66-

bend in Fal

Brook (Glennies Creek) (Source: LPI)

Robert Scott, the nearest magistrate, arrived the following day and saw broken spears lying all
around the area, stones in the hut and the smashed box used in the defence. According to Scott, the
warriors were not those involved in other incidents. Nevertheless, Woodbury identified four of them

The others he did not know
well, although he felt he should.40 The response to this attack was swift. Two days after the attack,
Robert Scott gathered a party of men, including five mounted police, four settlers and four
Aboriginal trackers from his estate at Glendon near Singleton to pursue the attackers. Three days

Scott claimed that they came on the camp in the morning of the third day, whereupon a skirmish
speared in the face, two Aborigines killed and an
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unknown number wounded. Scott reported that he had been told this by an Aboriginal woman
captured during the action.41
The Australian newspaper however provided a more detailed account as reported to them: the
pursuing group led by Scott came on the camp in the evening, guided in by the light of the camp
fires. Two of the party, one European and one Aboriginal tracker, each with a musket, were sent
forward to reconnoitre the site, but were seen as they approached. They each fired into the camp
and then retreated behind trees to reload. The Aboriginal tracker was struck in the face with a
spear, but was not killed, and the rest of

party rushed forward to join the fight. As each was

armed with a musket, their firing resulted in the death of eighteen Aborigines and the capture of a
man and a woman.42 Roger Millis, in his book Waterloo Creek suggested that the discrepancies in
the descriptions points to two separate incidents, one occurring in the morning and another in the
afternoon.43 There is no evidence to suggest two raids, as Scott makes no further reference. More
likely is that Scott had played down the event in his original report, whereas The Australian, through
other informants had reported a fuller version. The report describes the chaos that ensued during
the raid, with close quarter fighting against a group surprised at their camp.
The fear of more attacks amongst the settlers grew and in September a petition, signed by eleven
landholders, called for the replacement of the mounted police with others or the reversal of the
order to recall them in order that the district might be safe from future rumoured attack. James
Bowman of Ravensworth was the first signatory, followed by near neighbour Peter McIntyre of
Segenhoe, John Cobb who had been present when Threlkeld learnt of the hanging at Ravensworth,
William Ogilvie whose own farm Merton had been the scene of a threatened attack by 200 warriors,
as well as other landholders from lower down the Valley around present day Singleton, Lochinvar
and Maitland.44 Chilcott and Alcorn, the only ones at the time to have had direct contact with the
violence were not signatories, nor was Glennie. While the Attorney General Saxe Bannister advised

dismissed the settlers concerns and the petition, commenting that the threat was minor, with few
Aboriginal people in comparison to the settlers. He also advised that if the petitioners were so
worried then they should consider spending more time at their properties rather than in Sydney,
where he understood most were during the recent attacks. Further, their presence on the estates
would enab
the root cause of much of the trouble. He did however declare that if settlers united to take
vigorous measures in their defence, they would prove more effective than a military force in
protecting themselves, and that they would receive every necessary support for their exertions.45
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Ongoing Clashes in the Upper Hunter: 1826-1827
amp site, one more serious incident was recorded in the area. In his
summary of events in the Valley, Robert Scott reported to the Governor on 3 October 1826 that a
body of warriors attacked so

at Ravensworth

estate

had been targeted. Five fencers were alerted by the barking of their dogs to the approaching
warriors and managed to get to their weapons before the attack, wounding an Aboriginal man but
sustaining no injuries themselves.

46

In late 1826 John Elli

Segenhoe estate (approximately 33km

north of Ravensworth, close to modern day Scone), avoided an ambush by Aboriginal men when
warned by another, with whom he was friends about the plan. In November the child of John and
Catherine Hunt at Patricks Plains was reportedly abducted by a man known to Europeans as Bit-OBread and to his own people as Byirybyrry. Hunt was a district constable at Patricks Plains. In March
1827 a large group of warriors surrounded the hut of convict George Claris at Redbournberry (near
Singleton), including Byirybyrry who was seeking vengeance for the wrongful accusation of
l
men declared they would assemble 1000 warriors to attack the valley if Byirybyrry came to harm.47
Three days after this event, on 28 March 1827, the last series of what did turn out to be the end of
the violence in the middle and upper Hunter occurred. Samuel Owen, an overseer for James
Bowman was returning to Ravensworth having been searching for strayed cattle. At Fal Brook
(Glennies Creek), close to home, Owen was surrounded by a party of 15 Aboriginal men, one he
recognised as Jackass (likely a man called Girrogan from Patricks Plains, identified by that name on
the same blanket returns as Byirybyrr

circle, with Jackass and Owen in the centre Jackass flourishing a waddie (club) and Owen parrying
with his musket. The contest was stopped by the arrival of a woman, Cobborn Mary, the wife of
Byirybyrry, who spoke to the men and convinced them to leave, likel

48

On the

same day, Benjamin Singleton at Patricks Plains and James Glennie both reported cattle having been
speared.
Although tensions remained high, Robert Scott advised that there was no point in pursuing or
arresting any of the suspected Aboriginal men. Although convinced of their identity, Scott thought
that with Aboriginal warriors showing increasing signs of hostility in the area, and travelling in large
groups around the settlements, no arrests could be made without violence, bloodshed and possibly
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open warfare, requiring a considerable force to overcome.49 In the end there was no need, as
reports of violence in the Hunter Valley declined, with few made after mid-1827.

Gostwyck 1827
In late February 1827, on or around the 22nd-24th February, at the large Gostwyck estate of Edward
Cory on the Paterson River, approximately 55km south east of Ravensworth, close to what is now
the town of Paterson, an altercation took place that resulted in the deaths of twelve Aboriginal
people. First reported in the Australian newspaper on 3 March, the story claimed that a dispute had
arisen between a group of Aboriginal people and a shepherd at Gostwyck, after the shepherd had
killed a dog belonging to the group. In retaliation the Aboriginal group had burnt the wheat crop on
the farm by first lighting the grass around the stacked wheat, and then, while the workers tried to
put it out, throwing a lit spear into the stack of wheat, burning the equivalent of fifteen bushels.50
The original report made no mention of any Aboriginal people being killed, but laid the blame on
their aggression. On 9 March, the Monitor reported the same scant details.51
Further details emerged through March. On 22 March, the Sydney Gazette ran a short report on the
Aboriginal people who, laden with maize, were retreating from the fields
when they were shot. The report claimed this happened between ten and twelve miles from the
, and they wondered if true, why no Justice of the Peace was near
enough to investigate the incident.52 Alexander McLeod was the magistrate in question, with his
estate being at Luskintyre, near present day Lochinvar. On the 24 March the Sydney Gazette ran a
longer report that gave more details as to the event and the outcomes. It claimed that a convict
s

had a spear pass close

by him. On seeing a large party of Aboriginal men approaching he retreated to his hut, where he
collected another convict, and both armed with guns, they went back to the flock. Again, the two
men were confronted by a large group of Aboriginal men, with spears slipped and ready, so they
once again retreated, this time to the main home to collect more convicts to help. The enlarged and
armed party then returned to the field where a short, sharp battle ensued which resulted in twelve
Aboriginal men killed. The Gazette, while commending the convicts on the basis of their story being
true, also cast some doubt on the veracity of the details, suspecting that the shepherds had more to
do with the events than was reported.53
No further details emerged on the events until fifty years later. In 1877 a correspondent to the
Maitland Mercury, in a series of letters under the pseudonym Memory, wrote of his youth in and
around the Maitland area in the 1820s and 1830s. In his letters, he reported a conversation with a
Ravensworth Contact History: Dr Mark Dunn Historian July 2020

Page 18

man who admitted to being in a party that pursued an Aboriginal group that had been pulling maize
from the fields and taking it in nets to their camp. The armed group, seeing campfire smoke in the
nearby bush, approached the camp where they observed a group of men, women and children.
Unobserved, the group fired into the Aboriginal camp killing some and wounding others. The
survivors fled through the bush pursued by the party until they came to the river, and in the
attempts to swim to safety a number of the Aboriginal group drowned. 54
Each version differs slightly, a common theme in frontier clashes as details emerged, but each ends
with the death of up to twelve Aboriginal people. It is probable that the 1877 version comes closest
to the actual events, with a raid on a camp rather than open combat in the fields. There are striking
similarities to the events in the upper Hunter at the same time and show the nature of the frontier in
the Hunter Valley at this time, with violent encounters stretching right across the valley.

Conclusion
The violence that erupted in the later years of the 1820s across the Hunter Valley was not unusual in
the colonial period of New South Wales. Sydney had experienced a long running war from the late
1790s through to 1816, with fighting breaking out at various points along the Nepean and
Hawkesbury River. To the west, over the mountains around Bathurst, a violent series of clashes had
led to martial law being imposed and the mounted police deployed during the main fighting
between 1822 and 1824. The violence that then came to the Hunter Valley was one more example
of this evolving and fluid frontier.
The notion of a frontier in the Hunter Valley was an ever changing one. There was no frontline of
fighting behind which either side was safe. Ravensworth was surrounded by large estates on all
sides, such as the Chief Justice Francis Forbes 10,000 acre Skelltor estate approximately 22km to the
north west,
approximately 33km to the north near present day Scone further inland. Attacks by Aboriginal
raiding parties and on Aboriginal groups occurred at all these places throughout the period in
question sometimes with weeks or months of each other. Events were also recorded at Merton
approximately 32km to the west near present day Denman and later back down the valley some
20km near Singleton.
The years 1825-1827 cycled through a series of tit-for-tat attacks and retributions between
Aboriginal people and Europeans in the middle Hunter Valley. A combination of increasing pressures
on traditional food sources by
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and farming, provocation by convicts against Aboriginal people all combined to create an
atmosphere of tension and the potential for violence. A close reading of the available evidence,
through newspapers, depositions and enquiries appears to show not a series of random attacks, or
rampaging bands of warriors, but rather targeted attacks against individuals and isolated workers.
resulting in two Europeans killed, two wounded
and one Aboriginal man wounded. Another Aboriginal man captured by mounted police was
reported to have been hung from a tree approximately one mile from the old homestead.
worker, Samuel Owen was also confronted close to the estate but was not hurt.
Ravensworth was not the only estate to be targeted. Violence spread across the Valley floor from
Merton (Denman) 32km to the west to Patricks Plains (Singleton) and Gostwyck (Paterson) 55km in
the south east, with a series of raids and attacks against mostly small, isolated huts and outposts.
The compounds that had been developed on the large estates, with the excepti
Merton, were rarely seriously threatened. Aboriginal people were probably aware of the danger in
attacking these establishments, which were easily defended and often had sizable populations of
convicts and workers around.
Some however were used as temporary staging posts for the mounted police and district constables,
s
Creek), not Ravensworth, which Robert Scott set out with his party to pursue the attackers on
ported by The Australian occurred 20
borigines. Even though the
exact location of this event is unknown, the plotting of a 20
Hut situates this event well beyond Ravensworth Estate, which lies approximately 5 miles (8
kilometres) to the north-west.
By c1832, Bowman had completed construction of a new home on the Ravensworth estate for his
manager James White. The new site was approximately 850 metres to the east of the original
homestead site located on a slight rise (although lower than the hill of the original homestead) with
flat land around it. The old homestead was rarely mentioned after this and disappears from maps
and surveys of the estate, suggesting it was abandoned or removed once the new house and
buildings were completed.
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ATTACHMENT 3

ATTACHMENT 4

ATTACHMENT 5

ATTACHMENT 6

ATTACHMENT 7

Glencore Response to Transcripts Relating to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
28 March 2022
Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP) Meeting
11:15am, Tuesday 8 March 2022
1. Quote from Commission Panel:
“I’m assuming that Grandma’s Garden is on the Ravensworth Estate somewhere. Do
you have anything at hand that would show us, to screen share for example, that
would show us where some of these places are, to give us a context in terms of the
Glendell proposal?” pp. 5 lines 14-17
The garden referred to in the meeting is NOT any of the gardens at the Ravensworth
Homestead or on the Ravensworth Estate. Grandma’s Garden is at Mt Olive, near to the St
Clair Mission site approximately 17km west of the Ravensworth Homestead. We note that
the location of Grandma’s Garden (including other areas of Aboriginal cultural value to Mr
Franks) is shown on the map attached to the EDO’s Letter dated 17 March 2022 (reproduced
below).

Source: EDO Letter dated 17 March 2022

1

2. Quote from Mr Franks:
“Glencore have holistically always engaged the PCWP. As you’ve probably seen in
other approvals for Glencore, like the Mangoola Operation, the Bulga Optimisation
Plant, the PCWP, which is a Native Title Registered Party, have always been engaged
independently by Glencore to produce its own independent connection report. Now,
we actually did that for this operation,” pp. 5 lines 22-26
It should be noted that the PCWP is not a Registered Native Title Claimant. The PWCP has
lodged a Native Title Claim (being its second such claim – the PCWP’s first Native Title claim
was discontinued after a court appointed expert produced a genealogy report in respect of
the claim) but that claim has not yet been registered.
As noted by Mr Franks, Glencore has invited the PCWP to provide its own input into the
consultation process for many of our projects. For the GCO Project, the PCWP produced
reports through Mr Franks’ personal company Tocomwall and Neale Draper. Glencore has
covered all costs of these reports and they are included, unedited in the Revised ACHAR
submitted to DPE. This was noted by Mr Franks further in the meeting:
“That then gives all the information that was attached to the EIS that went through
to the Department of Planning to consider for approval” pp. 5 lines 28-29
This is at odds with Mr Franks’ later discussion claiming that he has been silenced on this
project.
3. Mr Franks referred to the “Hillcrest” (pp. 6 line 19) property. This property is NOT part of
the GCO Project. It is outside the Project Area. It is an established conservation offset
associated with the Ravensworth Operations mine. Mr Franks’ company Tocomwall has
undertaken work on this property.

4. Quote from Mr Franks:
“Mrs Bowman, as you all know, I mean she’s been there since, for God knows how
long…” pp. 7 lines 29-30
For clarification, the ‘Mrs Bowman’ referred to is a current local resident of Camberwell. This
not a reference to the James Bowman Family that built the Ravensworth Homestead. The
name Bowman is a coincidence.

5. Quote from Mr Franks:
“well documented and recorded history of Lieutenant Lo with a garrison from
Newcastle, Mounted Police, Marines and, and British with posses mounting reprisals
over the next ten years. It started off with small skirmishes but then it accumulated
into an absolute massacre where Captain – he was then promoted I think at that
stage to Captain Lo. He was the first British subject to be charged by the Crown for
2

knowingly massacring, and in his own words, massacring native prisoners at the
Bowman Estate.” pp. 8 lines 19-25
This statement is factually incorrect. Lieutenant Lowe was not charged for massacring native
prisoners at Bowman (Ravensworth) Estate.
Lieutenant Lowe was in command at the time an Aboriginal man named Jackey Jackey was
killed while in custody at Wallis Plains (now Maitland). Dr Dunn writes (Ravensworth Contact
History Report, July 2020 (Attachment 2 of overarching letter)):
As the details of the various actions emerged Lowe was put on trial, not for the killings in the
bush of the six men captured, as he was not physically present, but, for the wilful murder of
another Aboriginal man, Jackey-Jackey who had been returned under arrest to Wallis Plains
in July and then allegedly executed on 1 August 1826. Jackey-Jackey, otherwise known as
Commandant or Jerry, was taken as a prisoner by the mounted police during July as one of
those involved in the killing of Bowman’s shepherds in June 1826. Despite eye witness
accounts of the shooting at Wallis Plains, Lowe was found not guilty in May 1827 and no
further action was taken in relation to the other men captured and shot. This was the first
time a military officer had been brought before the courts for actions against Aboriginal
people.

6. Quote from Mr Franks:
“had a discussion with the senior archaeologist from OzArk and you know, showed
him photographs of their own archaeological team were walking around in clusters
having a talk fest and not even looking for evidence, spear heads, you know, grinding
grooves, axe heads.” pp. 9 lines 5-8
A substantial Aboriginal Archaeological Impact Assessment has been undertaken for the
Project by OzArk. The fieldwork was undertaken with the Registered Aboriginal Parties
(RAPs) of which there were 32 for the GCO Project. The PCWP who Mr Franks represents
are just one of those 32 RAPs. The report Aboriginal Archaeological Impact Assessment
Glendell Continued Operations Project November 2019 forms an input (and is appended to)
the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) by ACHM. The Revised ACHAR
forms part of the Response to Submission Part B Report (August 2020). The ACHAR brings
together all of the consultation, Values processes and management recommendations from
all the RAPs and presents these along with conclusions and the proposed recommendation
commitments made in consultation with the RAPs. These recommendations, including
intergeneration management measures are contained in Section 8 of the Revised ACHAR.
The Draper 2020 report (contained within the Revised ACHAR) also raised comments on the
Aboriginal Archaeological Impact Assessment. These were addressed by OzArk in their letter
dated 28 May 2020 provided in section 6.11.3 of the Revised ACHAR (August 2020) and
reproduced as Appendix 1 to this Response.
3

7. Quote from Mr Franks:
“is the only intact undulating plains left in the Hunter Valley of what it looked like
before British turned up” pp.9 lines 30-32
It should be noted that the PCWP claim that the traditional lands of the Wonnarua are
approximately 6,300km2.
It is further noted, as seen in the historic imagery in Figures 4.9 and 4.10 of the Project EIS
(November 2019), the Project area was substantially impacted by farming practices prior to
any mining.
8. Quote from Mr Franks:
“His Excellency, when he had Lieutenant Lo at that time, or Captain Lo, arrested for
knowingly massacring native prisoners, it was recorded that Dr James Bowman used
a black musket pistol to the back of the head of Keto, a well-known Aboriginal or
native, known to the colony as being a sympathiser. He then impaled Keto on the
front fence of the homestead, and the two warriors that were with him, two men,
were summarily hung in the trees out the front and left there to instil fear on the
reprisals that were occurring. This is all very well documented in depositions,
dispatches and so on. pp. 10 lines 1-8
This is factually incorrect. Historical record provide no indication that Cato was killed by
Bowman. In relation to the death of Cato, Dr Dunn writes (Ravensworth Contact History
Report, July 2020 (Attachment 2 of the overarching letter)):
In August the Mounted Police detachment, led by Sergeant Lewis Moore with three
privates, travelled with local settlers John Lanarch from Patricks Plains and James
Glennie, a neighbour of Bowman’s, in pursuit of those Aboriginal men suspected in
the attacks on Chilcott’s farm. The six riders came across and captured a number of
men including a lone man, and then a group of at least seven others and one boy,
including Cato. The captured group were tethered together and led by the mounted
troopers to Chilcott’s farm, where a number of them, including Cato, were identified
as having been involved in the raids on Chilcott as well as the attack on Bowman’s
men. They were then taken to Lethbridge’s farm but here none were identified there
as having been involved in attacks.
With the identification made, the three youngest were released and the rest
restrained to be returned to Wallis Plains. Of the Aboriginal men taken, five including
Cato and the first unnamed man were killed in the bush, attempting to escape from
custody according to Lowe’s men. One was shot close to James Glennies hut on Fal
Brook, with Glennie reporting hearing a shot soon after he left the party near his
house. All the men reported captured, except the boys, were killed.

4

9. Quote from Mr Franks:
“Even, you know, when the attack happened on Alcorn’s Hut, the mission manager,
sorry, the farm manager for Dr Bowman,” pp. 10 lines 19-20
This is factually incorrect.
Richard Alcorn was NOT the farm manager for Dr Bowman. He was the overseer for Captain
Lethbridge at his Bridgeman Property at Fal Brook (Glennies Creek). Richard Alcorn also had
a 60 acre parcel of his own on Glennies Creek. The well documented Alcorn’s hut referenced
was on Glennies Greek. The Hut was neither on the Ravensworth Estate, nor in the Project
area.
Overseers for James Bowman were John Alexander c1824-1829 and James White 18291839. Dr Dunn writes (Dr Dunn Response to Draper Report (Attachment 3 of overarching
letter)):
While the estate was granted to James Bowman, Bowman himself did not live on the
estate as a permanent resident. Bowman was assistant surgeon at Sydney Hospital
between 1819 and 1823 where he lived with his wife Mary.
Bowman continued to live at the Sydney Hospital until 1828 when he relocated to
Macquarie Place in Sydney and worked as Inspector of Hospitals. He lived here until
1834 when he relocated to his new house, Lyndhurst, on his estate at Glebe in
Sydney. He spent most of his time in Sydney until 1839 when he divided his time
between Lyndhurst and Ravensworth. During the period 1824-1839 the estate was
managed by overseers on site including John Alexander from c1824-1829, and James
White who took up this position in 1829 and stayed until 1839.2 The stone house at
Ravensworth that is currently on site was built for White to live in.
10. Quote from Mr Franks:
“read any of this so, please, I don’t want to, there’s some pretty horrific stuff in these
depositions, you know. You know, he’s stating that the two, there were three fellas in
the hut, they all tried to run to the back of the hut because there was a warrior group
there ready to take – they’d had enough. So they turned up with their spears and
nulla nullas and God knows what else to Alcorn’s Hut, which was just a hundred
yards across the creek from the main homestead. They tried to run from the main
area of the lounge kitchen area of the hut to the back bedroom that has a door, but
on their way through they had actually left the shot for their muskets on the
mantlepiece. So they’re in the back room with wadding and black powder making big
bangs out the window and, you know, the mob there learnt very quickly, so they
ended up spearing them through the hut. They grabbed Alcorn and, sorry, forgive
me, they caved Alcorn’s head in with a stone out the front. The next day or the day of
next, Lieutenant Lo arrived and gave last rights to Alcorn – I think he was a bit dazed
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and that but he ended up passing away and he actually interned two people there on
the ground”. pp. 10 lines 21-35
This is factually incorrect.
For clarity (refer Ravensworth Contact History Report, July 2020 (Attachment 2 of
overarching letter)):
•

•

The well documented Alcorn’s hut referenced was on Glennies Greek. The
Hut was neither on the Ravensworth Estate nor in the Project area. It was
situated around 8 kilometres from Ravensworth Estate.
It was workers Henry Cottle and Morty Kernan that died in the attack on
Alcorn’s Hut, not Richard Alcorn.

11. Quote from Mr Franks:
“about 1834 a journalist from the Maitland Mercury turned up and had a yarn to the
property owner and said, oh look, I’m just a bit concerned, why is there a skull on
your mantlepiece? And he said, “Oh that’s the head of the blackfella we impaled to
keep these blacks away. So they used that in the homestead” pp. 11 lines 2-6
This claim regarding the article (which was the Australian in 1927, not the Maitland Mercury
in 1834) was investigated when it was raised following the Tocomwall and Draper Reports.
In his response to the Draper Report (contained in the Revised ACHAR and included as
Attachment 3 to the overarching letter), Dr Dunn writes:
“Similarly, some of the events ascribed as having occurred at Ravensworth or that
are implied via the text are not identified as such in the original documents. An
example is the account of a skull of an Aboriginal man being displayed on a table in
settlers house, as reported in the Australian newspaper on 17 February 1827. While
no doubt a shocking revelation as to the brutality of the frontier, the account gives
no indication of where that was witnessed by the correspondent and cannot be
assumed to be Ravensworth on the weight of evidence provided in the original
source as suggested in the Draper report."

12. Quote from Mr Franks:
“Dunne, who’s done his PhD on the Ravensworth, sorry, the upheavals in the Hunter
Valley, I think it’s 223 or 224 of his own thesis, has a map and I think number 13 is
referring to the Ravensworth 10 Homestead as a massacre site – he’s saying it
doesn’t exist yet in his own thesis Mark Dunne has recorded this homestead as one
of 26 conflict zones.” pp. 11 lines 8-12
Dr Dunn has undertaken considerable work on this subject, including three pieces of work
specifically for the Project, which are attached to this overarching letter as Attachments 1, 2
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and 3. It is highly recommend that the Commission reviews this work in relation to Dr
Dunn’s considerations and conclusions.
13. Quote from Mr Franks:
“Yeah, yeah, I actually made a copy of them available to Glencore Coal, Dave
O’Brien, Mike Carrucan, Tim Walls and Mark Dunne and summarily told him he
needs to review his research. They didn’t want to know about it” pp. 12 lines 6-8
“We actually provided a short list of all the pages specifically referencing a
significant massacre at the Ravensworth and Alcorn Hut to Glencore and they just
absolutely ignored it.” pp. 13 lines 1-3
Glencore has taken the claims made by Mr Franks in relation to events that took place at
Ravensworth Estate seriously and they have been thoroughly investigated. Dr Mark Dunn
was engaged to undertake comprehensive historical research involving detailed review and
analysis of primary and secondary sources in relation to interactions between Aboriginal
people and early settlers in and around Ravensworth area and more broadly the Upper
Hunter Valley during the 1820s.
Dr Dunn has a master’s degree in applied history from the University of Technology, Sydney
and was awarded a PhD from the University of NSW for his thesis “A Valley in a Valley:
Colonial Struggles over land and resources in the Hunter Valley, NSW 1820-1850”. Dr Dunn
has served as Chair of the Heritage Committee, NSW Heritage Office and Chair of the
Professional Historians Association of NSW and ACT and has previously been the Deputy
Chair of the Heritage Council NSW, and President of the History Council.
14. Quote from Mr Franks:
“There’s even a map that was drawn at the time by Lo of the Alcorn Hut and he
describes how the attack happened, yet the department, this has been hidden from
them. Why would you do that?” pp. 12 lines 23-25
The attack on Alcorn’s Hut is discussed in the Ravensworth Contact History Reports (Dunn
2019 and Dunn 2020) provided in the EIS and Response to Submissions Part B Report
respectively (and reproduced as Attachments 1 and 2 of the overarching letter). The drawn
map that Mr Franks refers to is included as Figure 4 in Dunn 2019.
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Public Hearing Day 2
8:15am, Monday 21 March 2022
Scott Franks, Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People
1. Quote from Mr Franks:
“My grandfather was Billy, photographed at a – you know, he’s one of the Elders
known up there, was born on the estate that we’re talking about today or just over
from it? pp. 50 lines 21-23
It is claimed that Mr Franks’ Grandfather was born at the Bettys Creek Stone Arrangement.
The Bettys Creek Stone Arrangement is NOT located within the Ravensworth Estate. The
Bettys Creek Stone Arrangement lies within a conservation offset area, associated with the
Mt Owen mine. As per page 46 of the PCWP’s Values Report (included in Revised ACHAR):
“The Betty’s Creek Stone Arrangement lies approximately 6km NE of Ravensworth
Homestead, near another tributary of Glennies Creek. It is a registered Aboriginal
Heritage Site (AHIMS 37-3-0637).”
2. Quote from Mr Franks:
“Alcorn was a prisoner, to my knowledge, who would never have been allowed to
leave the homestead or the thousand-acre block that was granted to Lethbridge or
Bowman, he had to reside on there as a condition of his upcoming pardon” pp. 51
lines 15-18
Richard Alcorn was the overseer for Captain Lethbridge at his Bridgeman Property at Fal
Brook (Glennies Creek), not the Ravensworth Estate. Richard Alcorn also had a 60 acre
parcel of his own on Glennies Creek. The well documented Alcorn’s hut referenced was on
Glennies Greek. The Hut was neither on the Ravensworth Estate, nor in the Project area.
Overseers for James Bowman were John Alexander c1824-1829 and James White 1829-1839
as noted by Dr Dunn in his Response to the Draper Report (Attachment 3 of overarching
letter).

3. Quote from Mr Franks:
“They’ve tried to take my voice” pp. 52 line 2
Glencore has assisted Mr Franks in the preparation of the PCWP’s Values Report for the GCO
Project, which included access to Ravensworth Homestead, Swamp Creek to the west of
Glendell Mine, the Bettys Creek Habitat Management Area and Bettys Creek Stone
Arrangement on 18 February 2020. Specifically, the PCWP has provided input into the
Project through:
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•
•

involvement in all archaeological fieldwork for the Project, both Aboriginal cultural
heritage and historic heritage.
the preparation and submission of a PCWP Cultural Values Report (prepared by Mr
Franks’ company, Tocomwall), which included a report by Dr Draper.
o Glencore funded these reports and they have been reproduced in full in the
Revised ACHAR.

Glencore has also facilitated other visits to the Project area including Ravensworth
Homestead for Mr Franks.
4. Quote from Mr Franks:
“Glencore haven’t disclosed to you that over the last 20 years of all the surveys that
have been conducted by all the registered Aboriginal parties collectively reviewed in
a very systematic approach which is required here, demonstrates that every RAP,
every Registered Aboriginal Party that’s been registered on this project at some
stage have declared the Ravensworth Estate as culturally significant and should be
protected to the point when the Ravensworth Mine was approved Wonnarua Nation
Aboriginal Corporation along with Elder Tommy Miller, blood descendant of
Wonnarua Nation, formulated a petition that was lodged with the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs and Gary Davies from OEH declaring that all work must stop and
the protection of Ravensworth East should happen because it will have a
catastrophic impact on the Wonnarua and Wonnarua People into the future if it’s
destroyed.” pp. 52 lines 34-41 and pp. 53 lines 1-3
Mr Franks does not speak on behalf of all RAPs, including the Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal
Corporation (WNAC). Advice from the WNAC on this Project is provided throughout the
ACHAR process, with a further submission made by the WNAC in relation to the Revised
ACHAR following its update to include the PCWP Values Report. This submission is
contained in the Revised ACHAR, and is also attached here, in full as Appendix 2 to this
Response. An extract of the views of the WNAC contained in their submission is provided
below:
“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 Glencore’s Glendell Continued Operations Project, and
we took the opportunity to provide cultural heritage values of the Hunter and inparticular 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.
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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.
In fact, the destruction of our culture continued from the early colonial settlement
times through to the 1950 and 1960s. There are many more significant important
places to our membership than Ravensworth.
The St Clair Mission carries stronger associations with the impacts on Aboriginal
people caused by the government and settler attacks on our ancestors and the
impacts on our culture.
The other key cultural places include Biaime Cave Aboriginal Protected by WNAC,
Lizard Rock and Redbournberry Hill a former Aboriginal reserve where our ancestors
were forced to live with clear evidence of occupation from noted Wonnarua Historian
James Wilson Miller Book “ Koori A will to Win”. This land is now Aboriginal
Protected as well by WNAC.
As such there is a lot of evidence that our community still suffer the pain of this loss
of culture and loss of people, which presents itself today in current mental health
issues, feelings of loss, lack of confidence, incarceration rates, unemployment, poor
literacy and numeracy outcomes and intergenerational trauma etc. Therefore one of
our key objectives is to establish programs, aligned with the Federal Government
“Close the Gap” targets, that provide cultural healing for Aboriginal people and other
mental health and wellbeing initiatives.”

10

Appendix 1 – Letter from OzArk in Response to Draper Report
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Appendix 2 – Submission from WNAC in Response to Revised ACHAR
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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.

