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This would provide a good data set by the time the pits progress. Also, monitoring should not cease
after twelve months.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
The proponent should commit to the gathering of data now and not when mining commences.
Monitoring should continue throughout the mine life.

Response
The groundwater monitoring strategy described in Section 7.6 of the Environmental Management Plan
(EM Plan) (Appendix 9 to the EIS), Section 17.5.7 of EIS Chapter 17 and Section 11.0 of Appendix 18 to
the EIS erroneously differs to the groundwater monitoring strategy outlined in the proposed EA
conditions provided in Section 7.7 of the EM Plan (Appendix 9 to the EIS). The proponent will adopt the
groundwater monitoring strategy as described in the proposed EA conditions contained within the
revised EM Plan (provided as Appendix 1 to this report) which commits to monitoring of private
groundwater bores.
A review of private groundwater bores RN 100092 and RN 100274 was undertaken using additional
information from the QDEX reports obtained in response to Issue Number 15.26. The review indicated
that both wells were stratigraphic test wells for methane drainage tests and not exploration holes
converted into groundwater bores. Furthermore the review specifically indicated RN 100092 was
plugged and abandoned. As such RN 100092 and RN 100274 are no longer considered private
groundwater bores and will not be monitored as part of the groundwater monitoring strategy.
Chapter 17, Section 17.5.1 of the EIS presents the estimated maximum extent of drawdown for any one
pit as being 2,300 m. The potential impacts on bores RN 25633, RN 25636, RN 25638, RN 25686, RN
60458 and RN 60459 are discussed in EIS Chapter 17, Section 17.5.2. Applying a conservative maximum
radial extent for all pits shows none of the private boreholes are within 2,300 m of any of the project’s
open pits and therefore would not be impacted by drawdown, with the exception of RN 25686 which is
approximately 1,950 m from East Pit 2 from Year 35 of mining operations. EIS Chapter 17, Section
17.5.2 discussed the expected impact on each of the bores as per the below:

 RN 25633 is located approximately 10 km to the north-north-east of proposed North Pit on Lot 2
CP866147. The bore is only 18.3 m deep and extracts groundwater from a 'rock hole'. It is
considered to be too far away from North Pit to be impacted by that pit. Groundwater levels in this
area will be detected by groundwater monitoring bore BYGWB10.

 RN 25636 is located approximately 9 km to the north-east of proposed North Pit on Lot 2 CP866147.
The bore is only 37.2 m deep and extracts groundwater from coal measures aquifers. It is
considered to be too far away from North Pit to be impacted by that pit. Groundwater levels in this
area will be detected by groundwater monitoring bore BYGWB10.

 RN 25638 is located approximately 8 km to the north-east of proposed North Pit on Lot 2 CP866147.
The bore is only 16.4 m deep and probably extracts groundwater from basalt aquifers. It is
considered to be too far away from North Pit to be impacted by that pit. Groundwater levels in this
area will be detected by groundwater monitoring bore BYGWB10.

 RN 25686 is approximately 1,950 m east of East Pit 2 (on Lot 682 CP906890), at year 35 of mining



and may therefore may be considered within a distance to experience potential drawdown.
However, any potential impact to the SWL in this bore is unlikely as it is only cased to a shallow
depth of 6.4 m. The groundwater quality from RN 25686 is generally only suitable for stock
watering, being naturally too high in chloride and sulphate for human consumption.
RN 60458 is located on the eastern boundary of the project on Lot 3 SP171922. It was formerly a
mineral exploration bore. It is located approximately 5 km to the east-north-east of proposed West
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Pit 3. This bore may experience affects from potentially existing water table depression associated
with the Xstrata Newlands mine. This bore could be potentially be affected by depression associated
with the project as it is mid way between the Xstrata Newlands mine pits to its east and proposed
West Pit 3; however this is considered unlikely due to the distance of this bore from the project’s
pits. In addition groundwater monitoring bore BYWWB02 is well located to monitor groundwater
level and groundwater quality impacts on RN 60458.

 RN 60459 is located to the east of the project on Lot 3 SP171922, approximately 9 km south east of
North Pit and 11 km north east of West Pit 3. It was formerly a mineral exploration bore. Its use
status has not been confirmed; however, it is located on the eastern side of Xstrata Newlands mine
pits (hydraulically isolating the project from this bore). It is assessed that RN 60549 will not be
impacted by the project.
However, in response to Issue Number 15.37, a review and subsequent revision of the modelled
groundwater drawdown was undertaken, to model drawdown extents for each pit and consider varying
pit bench depths as they progress from west to east, over the life of each pit. This provides a more
specific and accurate representation of drawdown as requested by DNRM in Issue Number 15.37. The
results have been provided in a revised figure presented in the response to Issue Number 15.37 which
shows the modelled drawdown extents for each pit, as well as the location of private groundwater
bores and project monitoring bores.
Based on the revised drawdown extents it can be seen that no private groundwater bores are within
expected drawdown impact extents, including RN 25686 which is 1,950 m from East Pit 2, while the Eat
Pit 2 drawdown is modelled at 800 m. As such RN 25686 is more than 1 km away from the nearest
potential drawdown impact.
In addition the EIS groundwater assessment (EIS Chapter 17) and subsequent landholder consultation
and survey (as per response to Issue Number 15.28, Issue Number 15.31 and Issue Number 15.38) in
relation to groundwater users found that groundwater values in and adjacent the project area do not
include extractive uses for domestic, agricultural or livestock purposes. Furthermore as per the response
to Issue Number 15.43, the overall groundwater quality for dedicated groundwater monitoring bores is
considered not suitable for livestock drinking water.
EIS Chapter 17, Section 17.4.2 presents data showing there was no hydraulic connection between
hydrostratigraphic units. Furthermore detailed information was presented in response to Issue Number
15.23, which demonstrated clearly that there is no fixed relationship between the groundwater level
elevation and the order of accumulation of the coal measure formations, or between the coal seams
and other lithologies including the Tertiary. As such, there is a lack of hydraulic connection between
hydrostratigraphic units across the project area.
Groundwater use in the vicinity of the project has low value and the revised modelled drawdown extent
does not predict drawdown of groundwater levels at any private groundwater bores. As such
dewatering from project mining activities is expected to have no impact on all private groundwater
bores. However, in the unlikely event of regional depressurisation of the water table, the dedicated
project groundwater monitoring bores are well located to measure those impacts.
Given that there is a negligible risk of impact to these bores, which have a low value as a water source
and that there are dedicated project groundwater monitoring bores which are better located/screened
to monitor potential impacts, the regular monitoring of private groundwater bores would not serve any
purpose in monitoring potential groundwater related impacts associated with the project.
However the proponent recognises the value in having some baseline in these private wells available for
comparison if any water level questions arise and has therefore proposed the EA requirement to obtain
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baseline data prior to operational activities in close proximity to those wells. An additional 12 months of
quarterly sampling is proposed to ensure that any possible seasonal variation is captured.
This will mean that bores in the north (RN 25633, RN 25636 and RN 25638) may not have baseline data
collected for a period of approximately 15 years after mining commences in the south; however these
bores are further than 18 km from the closest point of mining and are therefore well outside the
maximum extent of drawdown as shown in the figure provided in response to Issue Number 15.37. As
stated, these bores will be monitored prior to commencement of activities in the North Pit (which is still
8 km from the closest of these wells).

15.49 Issue Number 15.49
Issue Details
Pg 11-8, Table 11-4 West Pit 3 and associated text states the regional groundwater level to be 125m
AHD. This appears to be incorrect. From Chapter 17, Figure 17-5 pg 17-19, the regional groundwater
level would be more likely around 260m AHD.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
The proponent should check the elevation of water level utilised for West Pit 3.If it is amended, other
text, calculations and figures that rely on this elevation should also be amended.

Response
Chapter 17 (and Appendix 18) of the EIS, describes the groundwater elevations and provides an
elevation in the area of West Pit of approximately 260 mAHD.
Chapter 11, Table 11-4 and Figure 11-3 (and Appendix 13, Table 4.3 and Figure 4-3) of the EIS describes
the modelled final void pit water elevations relative to the groundwater elevations, and refers to the
groundwater elevation in the area of West Pit as being approximately 125 mAHD. The adoption of 125
mAHD was erroneous and should be 260 mAHD. All other adopted groundwater elevations in Chapter
11 of the EIS are consistent with the reported findings of Chapter 17 of the EIS.
As such the modelling of West Pit final void pit water under all scenarios was revised using groundwater
elevation of 260 mAHD; a revised report (being a revision to Appendix 18 of the EIS) is appended to this
AIEIS document as Appendix 9.
The findings of the revised workings are summarised in the below table.
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West Pit Final Void Pit Water Modelling
Modelled
scenarios

125 mAHD (as presented in the EIS)

260 mAHD (as presented in revised Appendix 9)

Mean
Steady State

Peak level

Freeboard
at Peak

Peak water level
to groundwater

Mean Steady
State

Peak level

Freeboard
at Peak

Peak water level
to groundwater

Base Case

110 mAHD
(195mbgl)

170 mAHD
(135mbgl)

135m

-45m

115 mAHD
(190mbgl)

182 mAHD
(123mbgl)

123m

78m

High
Hydraulic
Conductivity
Scenario

115 mAHD
(190 mbgl)

140 mAHD
(165mbgl)

165m

-15m

175 mAHD
(130mbgl)

238 mAHD
(67mbgl)

67m

22m

High
Emission
Climate
Change
Scenario

105 mAHD
(200mbgl)

175 mAHD
(130mbgl)

130m

-50m

112 mAHD
(193 mBGL)

190 mAHD
(115mbgl)

115m

70m

Low
Emission
Climate
Change
Scenario

95 mAHD
(210 mbgl)

150 mAHD
(155mbgl)

155m

-25m

98 mAHD
(207mbgl)

155 mAHD
(150mbgl)

150m

105m
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The revised modelling shows that under all scenarios the water level in West Pit remains below the crest
of the pit lake (i.e. water will never flow over the top). This was also the case with the erroneous
groundwater assumption presented in the EIS.
The revised modelling shows that under all scenarios the water level in West Pit will remain below the
surrounding groundwater levels, preventing any potential for pit water to flow into surrounding
groundwater. This is a notable change from the erroneous groundwater assumption, as presented in the
EIS, under which the peak water levels in the void had up to a 15% chance of being above the
surrounding groundwater level.
Under the revised modelling (refer Appendix 9 to the report), in all scenarios the peak water levels in
West Pit are below ground level and below surrounding groundwater levels. Therefore, the modelling
shows that risk of pit water in West Pit flowing into the surrounding groundwater is negligible.

15.50 Issue Number 15.50
Issue Details
Figures 11- to 11-5 show the cross section of base case void water levels. Although these cross sections
appear to be for diagrammatic purposes, It would be beneficial to include the strata in the cross section
to give an idea on whether, for example, the water levels in East Pit 2 would potentially be connected to
the upper tertiary formations.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
The proponent should include formations in the void cross sections.

Response
Figure 11-2, Figure 11-3, Figure 11-4 and Figure 11-5 provided in Chapter 11 of the EIS present diagrams
of the final voids, prepared with the objective of providing a schematic graphical representation of the
relative final void water levels (i.e. groundwater level, mean and peak pit levels).
Revised final void cross sections showing geological detail in addition to the relative water levels (base
case scenario) have been prepared and are shown below for the following:






South Pit 1 Final Void Base Case Scenario
West Pit 1 Final Void Base Case Scenario
East Pit 1 Final Void Base Case Scenario
North Pit 1 Final Void Base Case Scenario

It should be noted that in response to Issue Number 15.49, a revised final void technical report (being a
revision to Appendix 18 of the EIS, the source document for EIS Chapter 11) was prepared and is
appended to this AIEIS document as Appendix 9. The revised report incorporates a correction of the
groundwater elevation in the area of West Pit. As such the final void cross section for West Pit provided
below reflects the revised modelling of West Pit final void pit water presented in the revised report.
With specific regard to the submission question of whether East Pit 2 final void water levels are
connected to the tertiary formations, the following is noted:

 East Pit 2 final void mean water level will intersect approximately 30 m of tertiary claystone on the
eastern void wall (as shown in the revised final void cross section below).

 No groundwater users were identified during the groundwater assessment undertaken as part of
the EIS in that area.
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 The mean East Pit void water level is approximately 235 mAHD however the East Pit 2 regional
groundwater level is approximately 260 mAHD (as shown in the revised final void cross section
below).



As such there will be approximately 25 m of hydraulic head back into the pit at mean water void
water level, ensuring a continual groundwater sink i.e. gradient of water will be into the pit at
equilibrium, preventing excursion of pit water into the tertiary material

 As discussed in EIS Chapter 11 there is a modelled 85% chance that peak water levels in the East Pit
2 void will remain below the regional water table and as such an 85% chance that even under peak
water level conditions, the void will act as a sink and pit water will not have a flow mechanism into
the surrounding geology.
For all other final voids there is a modelled 100% chance that peak water levels will remain below the
regional water table and as such a 100% chance that even under peak water level conditions, pit water
will not have a flow mechanism into the surrounding geology.
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15.51 Issue Number 15.51
Issue Details
Inadequate sampling for stygofauna.
The Stygofauna Pilot Survey report states that the age of seven of the eight groundwater bores sampled
for stygofauna ranged between two and three months old. The bores were sampled once. The report
also states that it is recommended, although not totally essential, for bores to be around 6 months old
prior to sampling.
According to the WA “Guidance for the Assessment of Environmental Factors” (2007), (p.21):
“Sometimes the timelines [for EIS] are such that proponents wish to undertake stygofaunal assessment
using bores less than six months old. This may be done provided bores are more than three months old.
However, sampling of bores less than six months old must be conducted over two seasons…”
The ToR for EIS requires that stygofaunal sampling should be carried out in accordance with the WA
Guidance. As only one round of sampling was done and seven out of eight bores sampled were under six
months old, the sampling was not in accordance with the WA Guideline.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
A second round of sampling should be carried out in the same bores at a different time of year. As the
previous sampling was carried out in November/December, the second round should be carried out
after the wet season.

Response
As advised by the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM), the proponent will
undertake an additional round of confirmatory stygofauna sampling in project monitoring bores.
Sampling will be undertaken prior to the commencement of groundwater dewatering activities and
after a preceding wet season.

15.52 Issue Number 15.52
Issue Details
There is no mention in this section of the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety Act) 2004. As there
is an identified petroleum pipeline with the project footprint this legislation is relevant to this project.
As stated in sections 807 and 808 of the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety Act) 2004 a person
must not construct or place a structure on pipeline land or change the surface of pipeline land for a
pipeline licence in a way that changes, or may cause a change to, the depth of burial of a pipeline unless
the pipeline licence holder consents.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
The holder of PPL 89 (North Queensland Pipeline No 1 Pty Ltd) will need to be consulted about the
construction, owing to the proximity of the pipeline to the proposed project area. The project
proponent will need to ensure that legal requirements as outlined in the Petroleum and Gas (Production
and Safety Act) 2004 are met.

Response
As required by the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety) Act 2004, the proponent will consult with
overlapping tenure holders and ensure that all legal requirements are met.
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15.53 Issue Number 15.53
Issue Details
Table 4.1 provides a stakeholder list with regards to the project proposal.
Under the section Industry and Industry Groups several companies that are holders of affected mining
tenures are not listed. BNG Surat (holder of EPP 688), CH4 Pty Ltd (holder of EPP 742) and North
Queensland Pipelines (Holder of PPL 89) are all holders of overlapping tenure, however they are not
included in the table.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
All holders of impacted tenures should be considered stakeholders in this project proposal, included in
Table 4.1 and consulted with appropriately.

Response
A revised stakeholder list, based on the stakeholder list originally provided in EIS Chapter 4, Table 4.1, is
presented below and now includes Mackay Hospital and Health Service (refer to Issue 16.4 response)
and overlapping tenure parties, other than tenures held by Byerwen Coal or related companies. These
stakeholders have been, and will continue to be engaged as part of the consultation process.
Stakeholder List
Stakeholder Category

Organisation or Agency

Political

 State Members of Parliament
 Isaac Regional Council, Mackay Regional Council and Whitsunday
Regional Council Mayors, CEOs, and Councillors

Government Agencies
and Emergency Services

 the


Australian Government Department of Sustainability,
Environment, Water, Population and Communities (SEWPaC)
the State of Queensland Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander and Multicultural Affairs (DATSIMA)

 the State of Queensland Department of Community Safety (formerly


Department of Emergency Services)
the State of Queensland Department of Environment and Heritage
Protection (EHP – formerly the Department of Environment and
Resource Management)

 the State of Queensland Department of Natural Resources and
Mines (DNRM – formerly Department of Employment, Economic
Development and Innovation (DEEDI) Mines and Energy) and the
Social Impact Assessment Unit (now within the Department of State
Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP))

 the State of Queensland Department of Employment, Education and
Training (DETE – formerly Department of Education)

 the State of Queensland Department of Local Government and
Planning (now also linked with the Department of State
Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP))

 the State of Queensland

Department of Families, Youth and
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Stakeholder Category

Organisation or Agency

Community Care (DFYC- formerly Department of Communities)










the State of Queensland Department of Transport and Main Roads
Queensland Fire and Rescue Service
Queensland Rural Fire Service
Queensland Police Service
Queensland Health
Queensland Ambulance Service
Department of Emergency Services
Queensland State Emergency Services

Landholders and
occupiers

 Six directly affected landowners
 Adjacent landowners

Education and
community services

 Glenden State School
 Glenden Creche and Kindergarten Association Limited (C&K)
Community Childcare Centre
Skills Queensland


 Construction Skills Queensland
 Central Queensland Institute of TAFE
Businesses

 Thirteen businesses in Glenden
 Numerous businesses in the surrounding region

Business groups






Bowen Pastoral and Agricultural Association
Bowen Tourism & Regional Development Bureau Inc
Chamber of Commerce and Industry Queensland – Mackay
Whitsundays Marketing and Development (WM&D) (merger
between Enterprise Whitsundays and Tourism Whitsundays)

 Mackay Area Industry Network (MAIN).
 Mackay Whitsunday Regional Economic Development Corporation
(REDC)
Utilities and
Infrastructure

Industry and industry
groups






Ergon Energy
Aurizon (referred to as QR National in the EIS)








Abbots Point Bulk Coal Pty Ltd

SunWater
Telstra Regional

Arrow Energy Limited
Belyando Suttor Implementation Group
Bowen Tourism
Burdekin Solutions Pty Ltd
Coal Connect Alliance
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Stakeholder Category

Organisation or Agency













Overlapping tenure
parties (other than
tenures held by Byerwen
Coal or related
companies)

Glenden Stakeholder Engagement Group (SEG)
Housing Industry Association Ltd
Navaho Gold Pty Ltd
Newlands Coal Project
Mackay Area Industry Network
Mackay Regional Council
Mining & Energy Services Council of Australia
Ports Corporation Queensland
QCoal Foundation
Regional Development Australia – Mackay Whitsunday.
Regional Economic Development Corporation
Xstrata Coal Queensland Pty Ltd

 BNG (Surat) Pty Ltd (EPP 688, granted 26/02/2003)
 CH4 Pty Ltd (EPP 742, application made 19/06/2002, not granted)
 Xstrata Coal Queensland Pty Ltd (MLA 70460 for a transport corridor,
application 05/10/2011)

 Navaho Gold Ltd (EPM 18297, granted 30/01/2012)
 Navaho Gold Ltd (EPM 18336, granted 06/02/2012)
 North Queensland Pipeline No 1 Pty Ltd (PPL 89, granted
06/03/2003)
Special interest groups

Indigenous groups

Health services

Media







Capricorn Conservation Council






Representatives of the Birriah-Gubba People (Birriah People)









Collinsville Hospital.

Dalrymple Landcare Committee
Mackay Conservation Group
Mining Communities United Inc
Moranbah Action Group.

Birriah Enterprises
Representatives of the Jangga People (Jangga People)
Jangga Operations Limited

Glenden Community Health Centre
Glenden Medical Centre
Glenden Dentist
Mackay Hospital and Health Service
Moranbah Hospital
Royal Flying Doctor Service.

 ABC Capricornia
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Stakeholder Category

Organisation or Agency






Bowen Independent
Queensland Country Life
Daily Mercury
Courier-Mail

Community groups

 Community groups in Glenden and the region

Community services

 Community services in Glenden and the region

15.54 Issue Number 15.54
Issue Details
Table 5.1 (Overlapping Tenure) includes EPM 18297 as being within the project area footprint. Due to
relinquishment of a portion of this tenure, it is no longer in the within the project area.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Table 5.1, as well as any accompanying maps, should be updated to reflect the current state of tenure
within the project footprint.

Response
At the time of preparation of the EIS, Chapter 15, Table 5.1 and accompanying figures were correct. The
proponent recognises that tenement holdings and tenement boundaries change over time; and will
continually monitor overlapping tenement holdings and boundaries in order to comply with legislative
requirements about interaction with overlapping tenement holders.

15.55 Issue Number 15.55
Issue Details
EPM 18297 is listed as an overlapping tenure. Due to relinquishment of a Portion of this tenure, it is no
longer in the within the project area.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
All reference to EPM 18297 being an overlapping tenure should be removed.

Response
The EIS should be taken to read as if all references to EPM 18297, as an overlapping tenement, have
been removed. References to EPM 18297 have been removed from the revised Environmental
Management Plan provided as Appendix 1 to this report.

15.56 Issue Number 15.56
Issue Details
Agricultural Land Classes have been incorrectly allocated. For example, land identified as suitable for
rain-fed broadacre cropping with moderate limitations (Table E1 Appendix E NRA 2013 Re-Issue). The
Northern Kandosols (LSC 3 for rain-fed cropping) are shown on Figure 6 as Land Suitability Class 5.
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There are no GQAL classes. Land is either GQAL or Not GQAL. None of the soil mapping units presented
comprise Class D non-agricultural land. Class D Non-agricultural land is characterised by steep slopes,
shallow soils, rock outcrop, poor drainage, tidal influence or erosion and excavation.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Allocate the Agricultural Land Classes as defined in Planning Guidelines: The Identification of Good
Quality Agricultural Land DPI/DHLGP 1993. Correct Figure 6, Figure 7, Table 5 and Table 6.

Response
The proponent notes that State Planning Policy 1/92 Development and the Conservation of Agricultural
Land was repealed on 18 December 2012.
The issue details refer to ‘Table E1 Appendix E NRA 2013 Re-Issue’. This report was provided to the
Coordinator-General and the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) during the EIS public
submissions period and has been included in full as Appendix 10 to this report. This report is very similar
to that provided in Appendix 14 to the EIS, but contains additional information.
The submitter recommendations / suggested mitigation refer to ‘Figure 6, Figure 7, Table 5 and Table 6’,
which is in reference to Appendix 14 of the EIS. The corresponding figures and tables in Appendix 10 to
this report are Figure 6, Figure 7, Table 10 and Table 11 respectively.
The areas of land suitability class reported in Appendix 14 of the EIS, Table 5 and 6 and shown on
Figures 6 and 7 are correct. They take into account the effect of slope on land suitability. The score
given in the ‘suitability’ column of Table E1 and Table E2 (of Appendix 10 to this report) is the lowest
potential suitability score the soil can have before consideration of slope. The land suitability for various
slope ranges is presented in the column in Table E1 and Table E2 (of Appendix 10 to this report) called
‘water erosion (map)’. Land suitability is presented in the column in Table E1 and Table E2 (of Appendix
10 to this report) called ‘suitability’ as ‘X or higher’ to account for the possibility that slope may increase
the land suitability class. Consideration of slope was presented separately in Figure 4 of Appendix 10 to
this report and is used, in combination with other suitability criteria, to generate the final land suitability
classes reported in Table 5 and Table 6 and shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7 of Appendix 14 to the EIS.
For example, the Northern Kandosols:

 have a land suitability of ‘3 or higher’ for rainfed broadacre cropping (Table E1)
 occur on slopes, where geographic information system (GIS) slope analysis determined that the
slope is greater than 6%.
Therefore they have been categorised as having a land suitability of 5 (for slopes > 6%) for rainfed
broadcare cropping as shown in Table 5 and Figure 6 of Appendix 14 to the EIS.
The proponent acknowledges that the terminology used to describe agricultural land classes in the EIS is
incorrect. All references to a ‘GQAL class’ in the EIS should be read as ‘agricultural land class’. Reference
to GQAL should be understood to refer to ‘agricultural land class’ A, B, or C. Agricultural land class D
should be read as ‘non-agricultural land’. This terminology has been corrected in the revised
Environmental Management Plan provided as Appendix 1 to this report.
The comment that ‘none of the soil mapping units presented comprise Class D/non-agricultural land’ is
not supported by the information collected during the fieldwork and presented in Appendix 14 of the
EIS and Appendix 10 of this report. Slope has been considered in the assessment, and this may have
given rise to any confusion.
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15.57 Issue Number 15.57
Issue Details
Figure 9 is an Agricultural Land Class map, not a map of Good Quality Agricultural Land. Legend should
read Agricultural Land Class. It is likely very little of the 22,687ha project area contains non-agricultural
land (Class D) as defined in DPI/DHLG 1993.
LSC - Land Suitability Class, AGLC - Agricultural Land Class, GQAL – Good Quality Agricultural Land, SCLStrategic Cropping Land (Field Assessment)
BYERWEN COAL PROJECT Soil Mapping Units

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Amend Figures 8 and 9. Provide an Agricultural Land Class map of the mapped soil units as required by
the Terms of Reference.

Response
The proponent acknowledges that the terminology used to describe agricultural land classes in the EIS is
incorrect. All references to a ‘GQAL class’ in the EIS should be read as ‘agricultural land class’. Reference
to GQAL should be understood to refer to ‘agricultural land class’ A, B, or C. Agricultural land class D
should be read as ‘non-agricultural land’. This terminology has been corrected in the revised
Environmental Management Plan provided as Appendix 1 to this report. Figures 8 and Figure 9 of
Appendix 14 to the EIS therefore provide an agricultural land class map as required by the Terms of
Reference and do need require amendment (other than the change in terminology described above).
Agricultural land classes for the project area have been mapped with reference to the Identification of
Good Quality Agricultural Land Planning Guideline (DPI&DHLGP 1993). The area of each agricultural land
class is provided in EIS Appendix 14, Table 7 and shown on Figure 8. Based on the references and
interpretation of DPI&DHLGP (1993), 6,414 ha or 28% of the proposed mining lease area is nonagricultural (i.e. agricultural land class D).
The proponent assumes that the table presented in the issue details ‘Byerwen Coal Project Soil Mapping
Units’ was generated by the DNRM as it does not form part of the EIS. The proponent is unable to
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identify how this table was generated but it appears to be inaccurate as it assigns various land
classifications to soil units without consideration of slope.

15.58 Issue Number 15.58
Issue Details
Field assessment to determine Strategic Cropping Land is inadequate as stated.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Undertake the field assessment according to the Guidelines for Applying Proposed Strategic Cropping
Land Criteria.

Response
EIS Chapter 14, Figure 14-8 shows the location of the Strategic Cropping Management Area and, land
mapped as potential strategic cropping land (trigger area) in the project area and surrounds, as mapped
by the Queensland Government.
Potential SCL is mapped across all underlying land parcels in the project area with the exception of Fig
Tree Station in the north-west. A breakdown of land parcels is provided as follows:

 Suttor North Station (lot 689 on SP251696)
The first year of mining commences in the central area of this property. A validation decision based
on cropping history was decided across the land in late 2013 (ref: SCLVA2013/000095) and it is
recorded as non-SCL in the decision register.

 Wollombi Station (lot 1 on CP905226)
Mining impacts commence on Wollombi Station in year 6 as part of South Pit 1. An application for a
validation decision based on cropping history has been lodged with DNRM. This application requests
the decision register records the entire property as non-SCL.

 Byerwen Station (lot 3 on SP171922 and lot 14 on SP225054)
This station comprises a large portion of the project area and potential SCL is mapped throughout
the land parcels. An application for a validation decision based on cropping history will be lodged for
the property requesting the land be registered as decided non-SCL in the decision register.

 Suttor Creek Station (lot 682 on CP906890)
This property located in the eastern portions of the project area has approximately 569 ha of
potential SCL mapped within the mining lease footprint. A validation application for this property
will be lodged in the near future to allow resource activities to occur in the potential SCL area. The
type of validation application lodged will depend on the outcome of additional soil investigations
that are occurring concurrently to the EIS process.
If the validation assessments described above demonstrate that the land is SCL, then the proponent will
follow the assessment process for SCL in a Management Area, as prescribed by the Strategic Cropping
Land Act 2011 (SCL Act). Depending on the nature of activities proposed on SCL, this will be either a
compliance certificate application or protection decision application.
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15.59 Issue Number 15.59
Issue Details
It is unclear from Figure 1 how land assessed by NRA Environmental Consultants (Appendix 14 Figure 9)
as non-agricultural land (Class D) could be identified as Strategic Cropping Land.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Amend or update the EIS to clarify.

Response
Issue 15.59 pertains to a perceived inconsistency between land being identified as:
1) not suitable for agriculture (i.e. agricultural land class D); and
2) strategic cropping land.
This perceived inconsistency relates to areas of the northern dark vertosols in the northeast of project
area and southern dark vertosols in the southeast of project area.
The reason for the perceived inconsistency is that the criteria used to identify land suitability for broadacre cropping and beef cattle grazing, and strategic cropping land, are different. As a result, land is
classified differently when determining agricultural land classes and strategic cropping land.
The northern dark vertosols are identified as having a land suitability class of 4 or higher (i.e. could be
higher due to slope), with the limiting property being nutrient deficiency for both rain-fed broad-acre
cropping and beef cattle grazing (see Table E1 and Table E2 of Appendix 10 to this report, respectively).
The southern dark vertosols were identified as having a land suitability class of 4 or higher (i.e. could be
higher due to slope), with the limiting property being soil physical factors for rain-fed broad-acre
cropping (see Table E1 of Appendix 10 to this report), and nutrient deficiency for beef cattle grazing
(see Table E2 of Appendix 10 to this report for details).
In comparison, the western cropping zone strategic cropping land criteria do not consider nutrient
availability or the soil physical properties applied for the assessment of land suitability. Hence, areas of
strategic cropping land were identified to occur in areas assessed using the agricultural land assessment
(based on land suitability) as being non-agricultural.

15.60 Issue Number 15.60
Issue Details
The EIS is deficient in information in respect to land suitability assessment. The ratings used for soil
chemical analysis (Appendix B) are meaningless.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Include the document Byerwen Coal Project Soils and Land Assessment 2011 (2013 Re-issue) in the EIS.

Response
The report ‘Byerwen Coal Project Soils and Land Assessment 2011 (2013 Re-issue)’ was provided to the
Coordinator-General and the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) during the EIS public
submissions period and has been included in full as Appendix 10 to this report. This report is very similar
to that provided in Appendix 14 to the EIS, but contains additional information.
The issue details refer to Appendix B of Appendix 14 to the EIS. The ratings used in Appendix B of
Appendix 14 to the EIS are assessments of soil properties interpreted from field and laboratory data
using the criteria given in Table 4 - Criteria used to assesses soils for potential management issues of
Appendix 10 to this report. The proponent does not consider these ratings or the criteria used to
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interpret ratings as being meaningless, as they are assessments of soil properties interpreted from field
and laboratory data using the criteria given. For example, Table 4 of Appendix 10 to this report states
that soil salinity criteria are based on Table 27 of the Salinity Management Handbook, Department of
Natural Resources, Queensland Government (1997) and hence salinity is classified as ‘low’, ‘very low’,
‘medium’, ‘high’ or ‘very high’. As another example, CEC is considered to be low when CEC is <5
meq/100g, and therefore if CEC is >5 meq/100g, it is not considered to be a limiting factor for soil
fertility, salinity and sodicity, and is described as ‘OK’. Similar logic applies to the other criteria used to
rate the soils properties in Table 4 of Appendix 10 to this report.

15.61 Issue Number 15.61
Issue Details
The applicant should determine whether the clearing of native vegetation associated with the
development is exempt under Schedule 24 of the Sustainable Planning Regulation 2009. An example of
where clearing of native vegetation is exempt, is where clearing occurs on a mining activity, or a chapter
5A activity under Schedule 24 Part 1,1(6).

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
For areas that are not subject to an exemption under Schedule 24 of the Sustainable Planning
Regulation 2009, a Development Approval for the clearing of native vegetation will be required under
the Vegetation Management Act 1999 (VMA).

Response
The Coordinator General has directed the proponent to note this issue and has provided the following
cross reference(s) to the EIS indicating that the issue has been addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.39 of
the EIS.

15.62 Issue Number 15.62
Issue Details
Potential claims of inaccurate mapping.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
The applicant should address any mapping errors, or claims of inaccurate mapping data of the Regional
Ecosystem mapping by lodging a Property Map of Assessable Vegetation (PMAV) application under the
Vegetation Management Act 1999 prior to lodgement of any application for the Development Approval.

Response
The Coordinator General has directed the proponent to note this issue and has provided the following
cross reference(s) to the EIS indicating that the issue has been addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.39 of
the EIS.

15.63 Issue Number 15.63
Issue Details
Prior to the lodgement of any application for Development Approval to clear native vegetation, the
applicant, if applicable, should seek confirmation from DNRM Vegetation Management, of the project
being determined to be a Significant Community Project (‘SCP’) pursuant to section 10(5) of the VMA.
Please note a declaration of the project being a Significant Project under section 26(1)(a) of the
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Queensland State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 does not automatically make
the project an SCP.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
The applicant should address and meet the following criteria:
a. The project must meet any one of the following categories:

 Provides an aesthetic, conservation, economic or cultural benefit to the local or regional community
or the State;

 Serves an essential need of the community; or
 Significantly improves community’s access to services.
b. The project must meet all of the following considerations:

 A project that has specific locational requirements.Hence there is a community need for the project,
the location is appropriate based on the project context, and there are no reasonable alternative
locations for the project to be located in;

 The project benefits are not speculative. Hence the benefits of the project proposal are realistic and
supported by evidence;

 The benefits of the project are significant to the relevant community (whether local, regional or
State community), and the benefits are enduring or long term; and

 The project is predominately for the community benefit, and not predominately for other purposes.
Furthermore, the benefits are significant to the community and not merely a limited number of
people. Please note only interests based solely on the merits of the project and no other ancillary
interests / merits regarding the project will be considered in the assessment.

Response
The Coordinator General has directed the proponent to note this issue and has provided the following
cross reference(s) to the EIS indicating that the issue has been addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.39 of
the EIS.

15.64 Issue Number 15.64
Issue Number 15.64 does not exist in the CG’s “EIS Submission Analysis Register”.

15.65 Issue Number 15.65
Issue Details
Subsequent development approval if required.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
If a Development Approval is required to be made the applicant must provide a Property Vegetation
Management Plan (‘PMVP’) (this may be included in the Environmental Management Plan) which is
consistent with Part 4, section 11 of the Vegetation Management Regulation 2012.
If offsets are required as part of the PMVP a vegetation offset proposal consistent with the relevant
Policy for Vegetation Management Offsets and must also be submitted including:
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 how the proposed operational works have been designed and located on the lot/s to avoid and
minimise the extent of impact;

 the number of hectares needing to be offset for each performance requirement criteria under the
relevant code;

 the availability of offset areas within the landscape (Bioregion) which meet the Vegetation
Management Offsets Policy for each performance requirement.
Please note if an Offset Transfer is proposed, within twelve months (12 months) of the date upon which
the Development Approval is issued by the State of Queensland, the Applicant must legally secure the
offset properties that meet the requirements set out in the relevant Policy for Vegetation Management
Offsets

Response
The Coordinator General has directed the proponent to note this issue and has provided the following
cross reference(s) to the EIS indicating that the issue has been addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.39 of
the EIS.

15.66 Issue Number 15.66
Issue Details
Land Protection (Pests and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 (LP Act)
The LP Act also provides that a person must not, without reasonable excuse, obstruct the movement of
stock on a stock route (section 179), burn or remove pasture on a stock route (section 180) and place
things on a stock route that may harm travelling stock (section 181).
Stock routes in the project area are managed by the IRC and the WRC. One unused/inactive stock route
has been identified that bisects the southern area of the project. Any potential impacts to stock routes
will be managed in consultation with regional councils and EHP and agreement reached on any
mitigations required for stock route impacts.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Replace EHP with DNRM.

Response
Any references in the EIS to EHP managing or being consulted about stock routes should be read as
DNRM managing or being consulted about stock routes.

15.67 Issue Number 15.67
Issue Details
Public Road Closures and Relocations
The EIS states
Approvals will be sought for all works associated with temporary road and stock route closures and
relocations. All road and stock route closures or relocations will be communicated to the public. Public
roads and stock routes are shown in Figure 7-17.
Consultation is required early on regarding any disruptions to stock routes

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
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Add the words underlined to this section.
Approvals will be sought and the relevant DNRM Senior Lands Officer (Stock Routes) and local
government stock route officer will be consulted from the early planning stages for all works associated
with temporary road and stock route closures and relocations. All road and stock route closures or
relocations will be communicated to the public. Public roads and stock routes are shown in Figure 7-17.

Response
Chapter 7, Section 7.11.4 of the EIS should be read as:
Approvals will be sought and the relevant DNRM Senior Lands Officer (Stock Routes) and local
government stock route officer will be consulted from the early planning stages for all works
associated with temporary road and stock route closures and relocations. All road and stock
route closures or relocations will be communicated to the public. Public roads and stock routes
are shown in Figure 7-17.
This revised wording has been incorporated in Section 2.9 of the revised Environmental Management
Plan provided as Appendix 1 to this report.

15.68 Issue Number 15.68
Issue Details
Approximately 5.5 km of unused / inactive stock route will be intersected by the South Pit and two out
of pit waste rock dumps. This section of stock route is unused / inactive and therefore project activities
will have a negligible impact on the use of the stock route. The stock route will not be reinstated along
its original route following mine closure as it is intersected by waste rock dumps up to 60 m high and the
final void of south pit 1.
Where there are to be disruptions to the stock route network, DNRM requires realignment/replacement
of corridors of similar width and suitable country type to allow for the uninterrupted flow of travelling
stock. Proponents must advance practical solutions to moving stock across infrastructure such as rail
lines, haul roads and other mining operations in a timely and safe manner.
The relevant DNRM Senior Lands Officer (Stock Routes) and local government stock route officer must
be consulted from the early planning stages.
Options for diverting stock that are considered unsafe to travelling stock and drovers, as well as the
travelling public will not be supported.
Current usage classifications of stock routes have no bearing on whether consideration needs to be
given to their replacement/realignment – future usage of stock routes by travelling stock is uncertain.
The current departmental policy relating to stock routes is that the entire stock route network is to be
retained to ensure the connectivity and usability of the network.
Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts should be identified and assessed with respect to stock routes.
Cumulative impacts include local and regional impacts accumulating over time and impacts exacerbated
by intensity or scale or frequency or duration of impacts, either in isolation or by combination with
other known existing or planned impacts, both at project sites and areas remote from these.

Submitter Recommendations / Suggested Mitigation
Proponent to note information and replace struck through text with the following words underlined
Approximately 5.5 km of unused / inactive stock route will be intersected South Pit and two out of pit
waste rock dumps. This section of stock route is unused / inactive and therefore. Project activities will
have an negligible impact on the use of the stock route. The stockroute will not be reinstated along its
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original route following mine closure. The stock route requires realignment/replacement of corridors of
similar width and suitable country type as it is intersected by waste rock dumps up to 60 m high and the
final void of south pit 1.

Response
As outlined in the EIS Chapter 14, Section 14.6.3, approximately 5.5 km of unused / inactive road
reserves (classified as a stock route) will be intersected by South Pit and two out of pit waste rock
dumps. As this section of stock route is unused / inactive, the proponent, in consultation with Wollombi
property landowner and the Isaac Regional Council, will make an application for permanent closure of
underlying road reserves and stock route under section 99(1) of the Land Act 1994.
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