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Section 02 General Comments and Responses 

 Asia Pacific Strategy 2.1.

2.1.1. EIS General 

Comment - 1.A 

This assessment is incomplete and fails to address sustainable development requirements of both the 

Queensland Government's Sustainability Act (2009) (The Act), and its goal of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions (Section 1.3.1 of the draft South East Queensland Climate Change Management Plan (July 2009)). 

The Act requires a holistic consideration of climate change impacts of greenhouse gas emissions associated with 

the development and operation of mines, transportation of export production to end use power stations and 

combustion of the coal to produce electricity. This EIS assessment considers only Scope 1 and limited Scope 2 

emissions. Scope 2 emissions associated with ocean transportation and Scope 3 emissions associated with end 

use combustion are also required in order to assure the purposes of The Act will not be compromised by 

approval of this initial development application. 

The International Energy Agency estimates that around 40% of global electricity production comes from coal 

(around 8,000 TWh of a total 80,000 TWh) and that coal fired power stations contribute around 28% of global 

CO2 emissions. Unlike the situation for metallurgical coal exports, Queensland enjoys no comparative advantage 

over competing seaborne exporters from Indonesia, China, Russia, South Africa and Colombia in the 

international thermal coal trade.  

Recommendation - 1.A 

N/A 

Response - 1.A 

It is assumed that reference is made to the Sustainable Planning Act 2009.  To this effect, Schedule 4, Table 5, 

Item 2 of the Sustainable Planning Regulation 2009 nominates all aspects of development for a mining activity to 

which an environmental authority (mining activities) under the Environmental Protection Act 1994 applies, as 

development that cannot be declared to be development of a particular type in accordance with section 232(2) of 

the Sustainable Planning Act 2009.  Accordingly, the provisions of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 do not 

apply to the proposed Kevin‘s Corner mining activities.  The Kevin‘s Corner EIS included detailed Greenhouse 

Gas emission data, including inventory and abatement methods within Section 14.  In addition, the proposed 

Kevin‘s Corner mine is located outside of South East Queensland.  The greenhouse gas assessment undertaken 

for the EIS and SEIS concern the environmental impacts of the activities that are being applied for (and are 

required as part of the Terms of Reference), which excludes (Scope 3 emissions) the burning of product coal by 

its end user and sea transport of the coal.  The direct emissions from the project (Scope 1) and indirect 
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emissions from the purchase of electricity (Scope 2) are outlined in Volume 1, Section 14 of the EIS.  Emissions 

from the burning of coal (Scope 3) are not attributed to the project under internationally accepted carbon 

accounting principles. 
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 Road Accident Action Group (RAAG) 2.2.

2.2.1. Transport 

Comment - 2.A 

RAAG in conjunction with TMR, have identified there are insufficient HV Rest Areas for Heavy Vehicle and Over 

Dimensional Vehicles to stop and rest in the Bowen Basin. 

Recommendation - 2.A 

It appears insufficient investigation has taken place if there are suitable HV and ODV Rest Areas available, we 

ask the proponent and URS to engage with RAAG with our Rest Area Project [RASP]. 

A RASP Master Plan has been prepared in conjunction with TMR, with extensive research into sites, also using 

criteria from ―Guidelines for Rest Areas in Qld. [TMR]‖ 

RAAG is happy to supply more information on HV Fatigue Management Legislation if required, and keen to make 

a presentation with RASP Master Plan. 

Response - 2.A 

Route options have been selected based on the higher order State Controlled Road (SCR) network. The road 

network has been confirmed and agreed by DTMR. 

URS was unaware of RASP as this information was not provided during the stakeholder consultation phase. 

Consideration will be given to this information in the preparation of the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) - as 

recommended in Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS.  

Comment - 2.B 

RAAG in conjunction with TMR, have identified there are insufficient HV Rest Areas for Heavy Vehicle and Over 

Dimensional Vehicles to stop and rest in the Bowen Basin. 

Recommendation - 2.B 

The RASP Master Plan details sites, Flow charts, MOU outlines, major stakeholders, the project already has 

achieved goals in rest areas being constructed, and has created top of mind need with Regional Councils, TMR, 

and many other Mining Companies. 

Response - 2.B 

Route options have been selected based on the higher order SCR network. URS was unaware of RASP as this 

information was not provided during the stakeholder consultation phase. Consideration will be given to this 
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information in the preparation of the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP). Section 8.1.4 of the RIA (Volume 2, 

Appendix J of this SEIS) outlines the draft structure of the RUMP for the Kevin's Corner Project. 

Comment - 2.C 

RUMP, Volume 2, Appendix R, do not reflect the issues of fatigue Management with Fuel Truck delivery drivers. 

The quantity of fuel to be delivered along the Peak Downs Highway appears to be grossly understated. 

Recommendation - 2.C 

The quantity of fuel to be delivered needs to be clearly stated, so that fatigue management plans can be 

formulated, taking into account the mix of dangerous goods in Rest Areas that are dual/multi use. 

Response - 2.C 

The vehicle generation rates have been estimated based on the logistics assumptions provided to URS. Table 4-

5 of the RIA (Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS) estimates that during the Project‘s operational phase a total of 

1,610 equivalent vehicle trips per year will be required for fuel delivery. Fatigue management will be considered 

in the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP). Section 8.1.4 of the RIA (Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS) 

outlines the draft structure of the RUMP for the Kevin's Corner Project. 

Comment - 2.D 

―The Peak Downs Highway is suitable as a transport route for Kevin‘s Corner Project [Mine]"  

The statement does not point out there are some major safety and infrastructure bottle neck problems. 

Insufficient information is listed, that the Eton Range is frequently closed to crashes and traction problems, up to 

30 times per year, often several hours duration, in addition, several times daily due to Over Dimensional 

Vehicles, with forecasts the current number to double by 2014. It needs to be recognised the range straddles two 

land plates, the current structure has major strength problems, recognised with cracking apparent, drilling has 

revealed material integrity deficiency, 12% grade is unacceptable for 57k fuel tankers in wet weather [3 months 

of the year] Numerous examples of fuel tankers losing traction, and sliding backwards down the roadway, coming 

to a rest jack knifed. 

The escape lane is on the opposite side to a double line corner, the range has had over 80 serious crashes in 10 

years with four fatalities. No mention this range currently has over 2 Billion litres of fuel passing over it annually, 

the economic impact on Kevin‘s Corner Project, and the national economy will be enormous, if the range is 

closed for any length of time. 

Fatigue Management Plans for HV Drivers are severely impacted when held up by road closures on the Eton 

Range." 
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Recommendation - 2.D 

The range is approx. 33 km from Mackay, not 75kms as stated, correct distance to be stated in document. 

During 2011, a drilling program only, not minor alignment changes is planned in conjunction with a design 

evaluation being conducted with joint State and Federal funding RAAG has prepared a detailed power point 

presentation on the Justification for Re-alignment of the Eton Range, which we will make available. 

TMR Mackay have prepared a detailed planning study for the re-alignment of the Eton Range, urgent 

consultation is needed. 

Support and Pressure is needed from the Mining Industry on Federal Govt. for the funding of the realignment of 

Eton Range" 

Response - 2.D 

These suggested text changes relating to the Eton range have been included in Section 3.1.1.1 of the SEIS RIA 

(Volume 2, Appendix J). Further consideration of the re-alignment issues of the Peak Downs Highway over the 

Eton range will take place during preparation of the Project RUMP. 

Comment - 2.E 

"Peak Downs Highway is suitable as a transport route…‖ 

We note mention approx. 40% of Construction Equipment will be freighted through Mackay. 

Some mention is made of Walkerston, but not the identified Walkerston Bypass that has already had extensive 

Planning studies completed. 

The clear issue is safety, 2+ Billion litres of fuel annually, now, and huge increases due to Kevin‘s Corner and the 

Alpha Project are not acceptable in a closely confined roadway at Walkerston, with two large primary schools 

within two metres of the roadway, plus shopping centres, roadside fuel sales, pubs with doorways 2 metres from 

the carriageway." 

Recommendation - 2.E 

"A serious risk assessment needs to be done before using this route for fuel and freight to Kevin‘s Corner Project 

Serious Pressure needs to be applied to State and Federal Government for the funding of the Walkerston 

Bypass, with contribution from stakeholders." 

Response - 2.E 

Vehicle management and safety issues will be considered in the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) - see 

Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS for a draft outline of the RUMP document. All references to 

the Walkerston Bypass have been removed from the report. 
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Comment - 2.F 

"Peak Downs Highway is suitable as a transport route…‖ 

No mention there are serious safety concerns on this very busy road train route, For example, I counted 15 road 

trains [triples] travelling in one direction, past Coppabella, in one hour on three separate days in Nov 2011. 

No passing lanes Nebo to Clermont, with road trains limited to 90kph, but on hills down to 40kph, causing long 

lines of light traffic, following, extremely frustrated, thus causing erratic dangerous, very, very high speed 

overtaking manoeuvres, e.g. Triple fatality Gregory Highway 2/12/11 overtaking truck. 

No mention of Crash Statistics on this Highway, they must be considered, and crash causal factors. 

No mention of restrictions on the Capricorn and Gregory Highways due to flood damage for Over dimensional 

loads causing even higher HV volumes on the Peak Downs Highway" 

Recommendation - 2.F 

This road must urgently have overtaking lanes, suitable for road train traffic, added at a minimum of every 10 

kilometres from Nebo to Clermont. Contributions must be made for passing lanes by the proponent." 

Response - 2.F 

Consideration will be given to managing construction traffic on this route within the Road Use Management Plan 

(RUMP) - see Section 8.1.4 of SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix J for a draft outline of the RUMP document. As the 

Peak Downs Highway is a state controlled road, the Proponent has been in discussions with the DTMR as to the 

required contributions.  

Comment - 2.G 

Cumulative Impacts 

Using data from 2009/10 is basically floored when assessing cumulative impact of four additional other new 

mines in the Galilee Basin X.6.9.1. We have grave concerns to the accuracy of paragraph two, ―the Capricorn, 

Peak Downs, Gregory Highway have sufficient capacity in their LOS to accommodate the cumulative impacts of 

these proposed developments without the need of significant infrastructure upgrade‖. 

The statement goes on to say ―Detailed discussion will need to be held with DTMR regarding any maintenance 

impacts‖. 

Nowhere does this assessment take into account existing serious identified road safe issues including, 

Walkerston, Eton Range, Bridges, zero passing lanes for 200 kilometres Nebo to Clermont, Zero HV Rest Areas 

Nebo to Clermont. 

Recommendation - 2.G 

"We believe a much more in depth study of cumulative impacts on the Peak Downs Highway must take place. 
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Many road safety and economic issues have already had planning studies completed or underway, Walkerston 

Bypass, Eton Range Realignment Wooden Bridges on the Peak Downs Highway Passing Lanes Nebo to 

Clermont Rest Areas to meet Guidelines, HV and Fatigue Management legislation. 

The cumulative impacts must take all the above into account and the wealth of information already done.  

We look forward to assisting in this study process." 

Response - 2.G 

Cumulative impacts for the RIA has been undertaken to assess the performance of the road network only. The 

issues raised in this submission are a detailed safety issue and is to be considered as part of the Road Use 

Management Plan (RUMP) as recommended in Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS. Economic 

issues such as contributions are not discussed within the scope of an RIA. A more detailed Cumulative Impact 

Assessment Report for the Project has been committed to and the scope of this report can be found in Volume 2, 

Appendix O of this SEIS. This interim cumulative impacts study scope has been developed in consultation with 

DEHP, OCG and SEWPaC. 

Comment - 2.H 

"Detailed Safe Driver Behaviour and Fatigue Management Protocols…‖ 

No mention of HV Fatigue Management legislation and compliance with ―Chain of Responsibility‖ in the supply 

chain. 

Recommendation - 2.H 

N/A 

Response - 2.H 

It is acknowledged that safe driver behaviour and fatigue management protocols are important to establish prior 

to the construction phase commencing. However, this is a detailed safety item and is more appropriately 

addressed in the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP). As such, it is a recommended outcome of the RIA as 

outlined in section 8.1.4 of the RIA (Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS). An indicative list of legislation to 

consider during the development of the RUMP is also provided in this section. 
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 Doctors for the Environment Australia Inc. 2.3.

2.3.1. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change 

Comment - 3.A 

The emissions from the project itself are considered in Chapter 14. Table 14.5 indicates that these are 0.35% per 

annum of the Australian total emissions. 

The important assessment would be the total emissions imposed on the world by the mining of 30 million tons of 

coal for 30 years. The public should know what health burden this imposes on the world. Climate change has a 

multitude of detrimental effects, many of which are already apparent even at this early stage of the accelerating 

process. Foremost are the health impacts which have been defined in the medical literature and by WHO as one 

of the greatest health challenges of our time. Human health impacts are the key to Queensland‘s future and an 

EIS must consider all human health impacts of a proposal not just those in the immediate local area. 

The best available, yet conservative estimate of the annual number of deaths globally occurring because of 

human-induced climate change to date is about 300,000-400,000. Most are children in poorer countries, the 

result of climate-amplified malnutrition, diarrhoeal disease, malaria and flooding. However, the deaths are not just 

confined to poorer countries and Australians are also affected. 

Assuming that Australia accounts for 1-2 per cent of the current warming then Australia is causing about 5,000 of 

those deaths each year in other countries from its domestic emissions. Deaths due to exported coal are 

additional. 

Recommendation - 3.A 

This EIS should inform the Minister of the number of deaths projected to occur during the life of the mine. This 

figure can be calculated from WHO data. Indeed Governments and Ministers need to know the balance of 

mortality (and morbidity) arising from their decision to approve this mine. The issue of national responsibility 

cannot be evaded by a wealthy country which reasons that if we do not export fossil fuels someone else will. 

This international health burden is expected to increase rapidly now that a firm link has been established 

between the severity of extreme climate events and climate change. The costs are enormous not only in human 

suffering but in dollar terms as shown by the study of Knowlton and colleagues published in Health Affairs who 

detailed the health costs of six climate change weather events in the USA at $14 billion. It should be considered 

anachronistic that in the shadow of the devastating Queensland floods the EIS considers how expected climate 

change may impact the mine whilst ignoring the impact the mine will have on creating further climate change. 

Taking into account the fossil fuel mining boom, each Queenslander is top of the world table in per capita 

greenhouse impact. The cumulative health impact must be detailed for the public and their governments. 

The EIS does not address three significant factors, largely arising from the impact of the proposed Kevin‘s 

Corner mine considered together with the impacts of other mines. For greenhouse gases and the impact on 

Climate Change, this must include all coal mines in Queensland. For the impact on the Great Barrier Reef due to 

potential toxic runoff and the impact of greater ship numbers and additional ports, this must include the impact of 
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a large number of coal mines in Queensland. In the case of ambient air quality, this must include other coal 

mines within the vicinity of the local area.  

Given that the EIS does not consider these cumulative impacts, it is incumbent on the Queensland and Federal 

Government to do so. A failure to do this will have significant long-term impacts on the health of many 

Queenslanders and on Queensland‘s treasured icon. These impacts will last well beyond the impact of the 

revenue from the mine.  

Response - 3.A 

The EIS and SEIS concern the environmental impacts of the activities that are being applied for, which excludes 

the burning of product coal by its end user.  Emissions from the burning of coal (Scope 3) are not attributed to 

the Project under internationally accepted carbon accounting principles and are outside the scope of the Terms 

of Reference (TOR). This principle has recently been confirmed in the Queensland Land Court (Xstrata Coal 

Queensland v. Friends of the Earth).   

The direct emissions from the Project (Scope 1) and indirect emissions from the purchase of electricity (Scope 2) 

are outlined in Volume 1, Section 14 of the EIS.  Scope 1 and 2 emissions from the Project are considered to be 

negligible in the context of global emissions and would have no significant impact on climate change. 

2.3.2. Cumulative Impacts  

Comment - 3.B 

The World Heritage Committee has drawn attention to the potential cumulative impact on the Reef of several 

new ports for the export of coal and CSG. In a rebuke for Australia, the Committee said it "notes with extreme 

concern the approval of Liquefied Natural Gas processing and port facilities on Curtis Island", and it proposes to 

look at the impact of six other planned ports. Again we must face the issue of cumulative impacts, that the reef 

might survive the impacts on any one major port but the impact of 7 is much more concerning and in ecological 

terms is likely to even greater than the sum of all ports. Even then this is only part of the story.  

In 0.11.11 Groundwater, it is stated: ―The majority of groundwater use in the study area is for agricultural 

activities, predominantly for stock watering supply. The groundwater has metals and metalloids (arsenic, 

aluminium, iron and manganese)‖, then is says ―Mine dewatering will affect the local groundwater regime and 

may cause a decline in groundwater levels, alter flow patterns, and impact on discharge mechanisms beyond the 

limits of the site. Initial modelling indicates that groundwater level impacts may be experienced at distances up to 

10 km from the mine during operations, elongated along strike in a north-south direction.‖ 

This indicates that there is some natural flow of toxic heavy metals from these regions. This will be increased 

from mining operations and from mine residues when the mining is completed. This is being repeated for 

countless fossil fuel developments, each considered in isolation not to be a threat. Studies from intensive 

longstanding mining areas in the US (Epstein PR, Buonocore JJ, Eckerle K, et al., Full cost accounting for the life 

cycle of coal. Ann NY Acad Sci 2011;1219: 73-98) indicate significant local health and environmental impacts. In 

Queensland where the Reef is already under stress from climate change and agricultural run-off, what will be the 
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cumulative impact from fossil fuel mining run off over 30 years of mining operation, the accidental spills, the 

emptying of mines flooded from the increasing severe weather events and the increased river discharge of 

toxics? 

Recommendation - 3.B 

Any scientific assessment would likely conclude that there is a significant chance of the Reef being exchanged 

for a 30 year return to balance inevitable deficit budgets. Is this the decision of Queenslanders or do they not 

understand the options. Sustainable jobs in fishing and tourism exchanged for self-limiting profit to balance a 

state budget and provide non sustainable jobs - an extreme form of Dutch disease.  

Response - 3.B 

The Kevin‘s Corner mine includes the Southern open pit, which at the end of mining will result in a final void.  

An integrated surface water – groundwater model was constructed and calibrated to assess the long term 

impacts of the Southern open pit final void on groundwater levels and assess final void water levels. 

The final void water level reaches a pseudo steady-state of approximately 208 m AHD, after ~ 100 years. The 

recovery simulation was conducted for 300 years. The predicted final void pseudo steady-state water level 

results, allowing for climate change, indicate that the variation in in / out flux components in the integrated model 

do not markedly alter predictions. The final void pseudo steady-state water level, for the Southern open pit final 

void was therefore recognising not to vary markedly regardless of possible long term climate change / variation. 

This was taken into account when assessing potential decant risk. 

The lowest elevation point where decant could potentially occur is along the western side of the Southern open 

pit final void, at an elevation of ~ 320 m AHD. The projected final void water level across the Southern open pit 

final void is 207.6 m AHD, some 100 m below the lowest pit surface elevation. The risk of decant, of potentially 

poor quality water (discussed in Section 12.8), is therefore negligible as the volume of water required to fill the 

remaining void space (some 315 000 000 m3) would be significant. 

The potential additional rainfall ingress, using 1:100 year rainfall event volumes ~ 400 mm (based on the high 

rainfall data which resulted in flooding in 2011), over the disturbed open pit footprint (~ 6.54 km2) would result in 

~ 2.6 GL entering the void. This additional volume would not increase the final void water level markedly, thus it 

does not increase the risk of decant.  

Thus there is little or no risk of final void water decanting from the Southern open pit final void and migrating off 

site within surface water drainage systems. 

2.3.3. Air Quality  

Comment - 3.C 

On the face of it, despite the huge number of fossil fuel developments, the large distances between them might 

suggest that only local cumulative impacts need be considered. 
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―Air emissions from the Project will be primarily generated from surface-based activities that move overburden 

and coal. The main emission of concern is particulate matter ...‖ 

―Atmospheric dispersion modelling indicated that when considered in combination with existing (background 

concentrations) dust emissions from the Project would result in an exceedance of the 24 hour PM10 criterion at a 

single receptor during Year 1 and Year 5 of the Project operations. However, when considered cumulatively with 

the Alpha Coal Project, impacts were predicted to be significantly higher than those from the Kevin‘s Corner 

Project in isolation. For the two years considered in the cumulative assessment (Year 5 and 25) it was predicted 

that dust emissions from the Alpha Coal Project would already result in exceedances of the 24 hour PM10 

criterion at 8 of 10 receptors. Therefore, the Project is predicted to cause no new exceedances of the 

Environmental Protection Policy (EPP) (Air) objectives or Project goals at any receptors in addition to those 

predicted to be impacted by the Alpha Coal Project‖.  

The EIS Table 22.2 notes: ―Due to the distance separating the Project from community receptors (e.g. schools, 

hospitals, childcare centres and retirement homes), it is unlikely that the health of sensitive groups such as 

children and the elderly will be adversely affected by residual air emissions‖. 

―Residual dust levels at adjacent residential receptors will be minimised by adopting appropriate equipment, 

correct handling (e.g. drop heights) and storage, road sealing and maintenance, and haul road treatments and 

watering to suppress dust during construction and operation of the Project‖. 

Recommendation - 3.C 

The town of Alpha will not be secure from particulate problems despite its distance particularly when the 

cumulative impact from several projects is considered.PM 2.5, probably the most concerning health wise, is not 

being measured which is an important omission. Epidemiological data suggests medical impacts occur at up to 

50k from a mining source and it would be reasonable to expect they will at greater distances dependent on 

atmospheric conditions. If this is so what is the future for the rural residences nearer to Kevin‘s Corner, the EIS 

does not indicate. Apparently they are being offered ―a complaints register and assess options for dust mitigation 

at nearby residential dwellings‖. 

A comprehensive review of surface (opencast) mining operations in the USA by the Physicians for Social 

Responsibility, Coals Assault on Human Health, http://www.psr.org/resources/coals-assault-on-human-

health.html, shows that communities in proximity to these coal mines may be adversely affected. In West 

Virginia, it was found that people living in high coal producing counties had higher rates of cardiopulmonary 

disease, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, hypertension and kidney disease compared to people in non-

coal producing counties. As we learn more about particulates it becomes increasingly likely that particulates 

generated by the operation cause these diseases. Ill health is also caused in these proximate communities by 

contamination of water supplies with impurities from the exposed coal seams and this ill health may occur even 

after the mine is closed because impurities continue to be leached and drained into aquifers. 

The question therefore arises whether these health impacts reported in the USA occur in all coal communities; 

other studies confirm that they do. In the coal health study in Douglasdale, Scotland, there were significant 

increases in disease and mortality, including from cancer, in opencast mining areas in contrast to adjacent areas 

with no mines http://coalhealthstudy.files.wordpress.com/2009/09/douglas dale_v42.pdf. No confounding factors 
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were found for these differences and the conclusion was that they were due to coal mining. The authors of this 

study then reviewed 12 other peer reviewed studies which assessed the health of communities in opencast 

mining areas in the UK, Europe, USA and India. Ten of these studies found significant ill health in coal mining 

areas. The matter of cumulative impacts is mentioned en passant in the EIS in relation to Alpha. With the 

hundreds of fossil fuel developments in some Queensland regions each with an air pollution profile, what is the 

cumulative impact on health for towns and rural communities? 

Response - 3.C 

It is the purpose of the EPP (Air) to protect the environmental value which is stated as ‘the qualities of the air 

environment that are conducive to human health and wellbeing’ through the application of Air Quality standards. 

These standards have been adopted as goals for the Project and are the basis of the Environmental Authority 

(EA) conditions for the Project approved by DEHP. By complying with the Project‘s EA conditions at sensitive 

receptors, the Project will meet its statutory obligations. 

Since completion of the EIS, the source emissions inventory has been updated due to the availability of new 

datasets, adoption of revised dust mitigation methods and adjustments to the EIS model which are collectively 

known as the ‗Model Refinements.‘ The Model Refinements are described in more detail Section 1-1 of the SEIS. 

As a result of the Model Refinements, all predicted concentrations reported in the EIS have been updated, which 

include those from the Kevin‘s Corner Project alone and those from the Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal Mines in 

combination . These updated results are reported in Section 4-1 of the SEIS and now include frequency of 

exceedance day plots. The cumulative impact results can be summarised as follows: 

PM10 (Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4-2-1) 

For the 24-hour averaging period, in year 5 exceedances are predicted at Receptor 1 (106% of the Project goal) 

for 13 days in the year. For cumulative impacts, in year 5 the 5th highest exceedances are predicted at Receptors 

1 (149% of the Project goal), 8 (154% of the Project goal), 9 (214% of the Project goal), 13 (110% of the Project 

goal) and 14 (180% of the project goal). Exceedances at these receptors will occur for no more than 64 days in 

the year. 

PM2.5 (Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4-2-2) 

No exceedances are predicted for the 24-hour average or annual averaging period. 

Plans for the development of the Waratah and Kevin‘s Corner Coal mines indicate a dominant component of 

underground mining with a relatively small proportion of high dust generating open-cut mining. The EIS‘s for the 

Kevin‘s Corner and Waratah coal mines have shown that emissions generation is likely to be significantly lower 

than Alpha Coal which means that Alpha Coal will be the dominant contributor to the cumulative impact. Such is 

the distance of the Kevin‘s Corner and Waratah coal mines from each other it is unlikely that the cumulative 

impact from all three mines will differ from the cumulative impacts of Alpha Coal plus Waratah or Alpha Coal plus 

Kevin‘s Corner. Furthermore, such is the distance of the Kevin‘s Corner and Waratah Coal Mines from each 

other, cumulative impacts from the two mines are unlikely. 

The sensitive receptors at which peak concentrations are predicted which are Receptor 8 (Kia-Ora Homestead), 

Receptor 9 (Monklands Homestead), 13 (Spring Creek Homestead) and 14 (Glenn Innes Homestead) are 

located to the south and south-west of the Alpha coal mine. Therefore, the impact on peak concentrations at 
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these receptors from dust generated during northerly and north-easterly wind events will be impacted 

cumulatively mainly by the Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner coal mines. Similarly, during southerly wind events, 

these receptors will be impacted by emissions from the Waratah coal mine only. Under northerly wind conditions, 

modelling has shown that the Alpha Coal mine will be the dominant contributor to the cumulative impact and 

Kevin‘s Corner Coal Mine is not predicted to produce any new exceedances that have not already been 

produced by Alpha Coal.  

It is unlikely that all three coal mines would contribute to the peak concentration at these receptors Receptor 8 

(Kia-Ora Homestead), Receptor 9 (Monklands Homestead), 13 (Spring Creek Homestead) and 14 (Glenn Innes 

Homestead) at the same time. However, all three mines could contribute to the number of exceedance days 

during the year when winds are from the north (Kevin‘s Corner plus Alpha Coal) or south (Waratah plus Alpha 

Coal). It is expected that all three mines will adopt similar methodologies to manage impacts at sensitive 

receptors.  
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 Queensland Department of Communities  2.4.

2.4.1. Social 

Comment - 4.A 

Volume 1 –Section 20 - Social (page 15 and 28) Strategic level Agency interest:·  Improving housing diversity, 

design, choice and affordability for existing and emerging communities that meet the needs of all stakeholders. 

The EIS states that operational personnel will be accommodated north-east of the mine lease in an on-site 

accommodation village, approximately 10km from the mine, off the site access road and before the Jericho-

Degulla Road Deviation (page 15). It further stipulates that the housing impact could change if people choose to 

move closer to the Project site and see Emerald as a good option because of the facilities and services available 

(page 28). What options and opportunities will be given to workers (and their families) who choose to move 

closer to the Project site and be a part of the surrounding communities i.e. Emerald or Jericho community? 

The mine workforce will serve to increase demand, for professional services from numerous disciplines i.e. 

doctors, nurses, occupational therapists and teachers. The proposed Workforce Housing Strategy needs to 

outline where and how these service staff will be accommodated once recruited.  

Recommendation - 4.A 

The department recommends the proposed Workforce Housing Strategy include a number of alternative housing 

options for workers who choose to move to towns closer to the Kevin‘s Corner project site. The department also 

recommends that consideration be given to appropriate strategies that manage and mitigate potential housing 

impacts on the surrounding communities and any rural properties adjacent to the mine as part of the proposed 

Workforce Housing Strategy and cumulative impact considerations.  

Strategies for impact mitigation may address: ·   Potential net loss of affordable housing;·   Availability of social 

housing;·  Support for workers relocation, including strategies to support workers to find and secure appropriate 

accommodation in a tight housing market; and· Alternative housing options for accommodating workers if local 

housing markets are unable to absorb the additional demands. 

These strategies should be developed in consultation with key stakeholders including the Barcaldine Regional 

Council (BRC), not-for-profit housing providers and the Department of Communities.  

Response - 4.A 

HGPL is developing a Housing and Accommodation action plan as part of the Social Impact Management Plan 

(SIMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). A draft of this action plan has been recently provided to the Department 

for their review and feedback.  Key considerations will be included in the context of this plan including limiting 

factors to development in the Alpha community, proximity to the Alpha community, on-site aerodrome, on-site 

camp for 100% of the workforce, and the FIFO/BIBO requirements for the Project. The Plan will also include 

actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. availability, affordability) locally and regionally. Should triggers 
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indicate an increase in the number of workers residing locally in Alpha or Jericho, HGPL will work with BRC to 

explore options to expand and develop areas identified for residential use. 

HGPL will use a Fly In/Fly Out operation for the Project as accommodating the Kevin‘s Corner workforce locally 

in Alpha is not feasible given the lack of infrastructure services (telecommunications, water etc) and the 

distances between the local towns and Kevin‘s Corner (beyond those considered safe for drive in/drive out 

operations). Furthermore the Fly In/Fly Out operations will assist in reducing the demand drivers on housing 

availability in and around the BRC area. 

The Workforce Management Plan (refer to Section D.4.2 of the SIMP) has been significantly revised to now 

include additional detail on likely workforce supply and strategies that will need to be developed collaboratively 

between HGPL and key stakeholders. These have been outlined in the SIMP and are set out in the Workforce 

Management Action Plan. The regional catchments for the project workforce and health districts are shown in the 

SIMP (Figure 2-3). There is likely to be a need to monitor project impacts in these communities, including via 

representation on Galilee Basin CSIA Roundtable. 

In Section D.4 (Action Plans) of the SIMP there is an acknowledgement that the Project‘s direct and indirect 

workforce has the potential to impact the housing markets in Alpha and other communities in the sub-region if 

they choose to reside in the sub-region. This action plan promotes three key strategies that address the Kevin‘s 

Corner workforce accommodation village and the potential local and sub-regional housing market impacts: 

1. Provide an accommodation village capable of accommodating 100% of the Project workforce during 

their rostered period, and within 10kms of the mine; 

2. Identify the accommodation intention of the Project‘s workers at the time of recruitment, at the issuing of 

contracts, and throughout their employment, and respond to these intentions in negotiation with the 

workforce, Councils, the State Government and housing providers; and 

3. Identify housing market targets and triggers and work with the Councils, the State Government, 

proponents of other resource projects, the communities, and housing developers and providers, to 

monitor the housing markets and develop mitigation strategies in response to unacceptable local and 

sub-regional housing market impacts. 

Recognising that impacts on housing and accommodation are likely to be cumulative, the plan will also provide 

for engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders and government agencies via 

forums such as the proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment Roundtable.  

2.4.2. Social Impact Management Plan 

Comment - 4.B 

Volume 1 - Section 29 - Social Impact Management Plan (page 43) Improving housing diversity, design, choice 

and affordability for existing and emerging communities that meet the needs of all stakeholders. 

Table 29-4 Potential Monitoring Programs under Housing Accommodation identify increased cost of housing-

rentals and purchases as a potential impact and proposes to monitor this impact by the change in: Rental rate; 

Housing Prices; Sale Volumes; and Listing Volumes  
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Recommendation - 4.B 

The department suggests that the proponent should also consider the change in housing affordability separately 

for home ownership and rental. In this case relevant data includes the proportion of income required to meet 

housing costs, particularly for those residents on fixed, low incomes and workers not employed in the resource 

industry, as an indicator of housing stress.  

The monitoring program will need to incorporate the towns nearest to the mine (Alpha, Barcaldine, Jericho, 

Emerald) together with coastal towns from where labour and service personnel will be drawn (Gladstone, 

Rockhampton, Mackay and Bowen). Emphasis on particular regional source centres may change over time as 

more workforce information/data becomes available as the project progresses.  

Monitoring of the full range of housing impacts is also recommended over time as cumulative impacts emerge, 

particularly for crisis and emergency accommodation, and for affordable housing generally. The department is 

currently in the process of establishing a baseline data set of crisis, emergency and other funded housing 

programmes to assist in this process.  

Response - 4.B 

HGPL is developing a Housing and Accommodation action plan as part of the SIMP. Key considerations will be 

included in the context of this plan including limiting factors to development in the Alpha community, proximity to 

the Alpha community, on-site aerodrome, on-site camp for 100% of the workforce, and the FIFO/BIBO 

requirements for the Project. HGPL will therefore design the Housing and Accommodation action plan on these 

considerations, and will continue to work with BRC, and use the KCCC and other forums to address changes in 

the status quo over the life of the Project. The Housing and Accommodation Management Plan will reflect 

actions to support the accommodation requirements of workers.  

The Plan will also include actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. availability, affordability, rental vacancy 

rates, social housing demand) locally and regionally. Should triggers indicate an increase in the number of 

workers residing locally, HGPL will work with BRC to explore options to expand and develop areas identified for 

residential use.    

In the SIMP (refer Section D.4 - Action Plans) there is an acknowledgement that the Project‘s direct and indirect 

workforce has the potential to impact the housing markets in Alpha and other communities in the sub-region if 

they choose to reside in the sub-region. This action plan promotes three key strategies that address the Kevin‘s 

Corner workforce accommodation village and the potential local and sub-regional housing market impacts: 

1. Provide an accommodation village capable of accommodating 100% of the Project workforce 

during their rostered period, and within 10kms of the mine; 

2. Identify the accommodation intention of the Project‘s workers at the time of recruitment, at the 

issuing of contracts, and throughout their employment, and respond to these intentions in 

negotiation with the workforce, Councils, the State Government and housing providers; and 

3. Identify housing market targets and triggers and work with the Councils, the State Government, 

proponents of other resource projects, the communities, and housing developers and providers, to 

monitor the housing markets and develop mitigation strategies in response to unacceptable local 

and sub-regional housing market impacts. 
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Recognising that impacts on housing and accommodation are likely to be cumulative, the plan will also provide 

for engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders and government agencies via 

forums such as the proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment Roundtable.  

Comment - 4.C 

S 29 (page 8-9) Strategic Agency interest: Improving housing diversity, design, choice and affordability for 

existing and emerging communities that meet the needs of all stakeholders. 

The proponent notes that a potential Action Plan for Housing and Accommodation will be undertaken and 

included into the broader SIMP (page 9). 

The department completed a Housing Needs Analysis for the Central Highlands Regional Council in May 2010. 

This provides an overview of the current and predicted housing needs for the area, and is to be used to inform 

housing needs assessment undertaken by the CHRC. 

Recommendation - 4.C 

The department supports the development of a Housing and Accommodation Management Plan, and requests 

the opportunity to provide comment where appropriate. 

The department recommends that the Housing and Accommodation Management Plan identify, assess and 

mitigate the potential impacts the project may have on the surrounding communities. The Central Highlands 

Regional Council Housing Analysis will provide broad baseline data and context for part of this assessment.  

For successful implementation of appropriate mitigation strategies, suggested requirements are: 

 accurate information of workforce numbers and profile during various phases of the project; 

 frequent liaison with local governments in the region; 

 preparedness to collaborate with local government, local housing providers and other 

companies/proponents as part of a wider housing solution. 

Response - 4.C 

HGPL will consider the list of mitigation strategies identified by the department for the Housing and 

Accommodation Action Plan in the development of that plan within the SIMP. HGPL would also encourage the 

department to develop a housing needs analysis for BRC similar to CHRC for all Galilee Basin projects to 

consider. The plan for CHRC is noted by HGPL but is not applicable to the current Project design at present. 

Should that change over time HGPL will work with the department and CHRC if significant Project-related 

housing impacts materialise in their council area.  

HGPL‘s workforce planning will identify likely source locations of the Fly In/Fly Out workforce and subsequently, 

potential impacts on local and regional centres. 

The Plan will include actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. availability, affordability, rental vacancy 

rates, social housing demand) locally and regionally. Should triggers indicate an increase in the number of 
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workers residing locally in Alpha or Jericho, HGPL will work with BRC to explore options to expand and develop 

areas identified for residential use.    

Recognising that impacts on housing and accommodation are likely to be cumulative, the plan will also provide 

for engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders and government agencies via 

forums such as the Proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment Roundtable. 

HGPL is committed to consulting key stakeholders such as the Department of Communities and the Department 

of Housing and Public Works through the development of the SIMP and its Action Plans.  

2.4.3. Cumulative Impacts 

Comment - 4.D 

Appendix X.6.11 (page 28) Strategic Agency interest: Ensuring community services, facilities, and infrastructure, 

including information and engagement activities, are accessible, equitable, inclusive, and safe for all.  

The EIS states that ―the Kevin‘s Corner project will link with the Hancock Consultative Committee, already 

established as part of the Alpha Coal Project.‖  

It also indicates that ‗Hancock would be interested in participating within an ongoing cumulative impacts forum to 

address these types of impacts as a result of multiple emerging projects within the region, whether this is the 

HCC, or if one is organised by another body (such as the Galilee Basin Common Issues Forum)‘ (page 28).  

Recommendation - 4.D 

The department is aware that a Galilee Basin Co-operation and Development Working Group has been created 

to consider the cumulative impacts of all the projects in the Galilee Basin and enable key stakeholders to better 

understand the cumulative impacts, requirements and outcomes of multiple projects. It is the departments‘ 

understanding that this group will be coordinated by the Coordinator General Office/DEEDI.  

The department encourages the proponent to join this group to help co-ordinate the potential impacts of these 

mining projects and alleviate consultation pressure within the local community.  

Response - 4.D 

HGPL will consider the list of mitigation strategies identified by the department for the Housing and 

Accommodation Action Plan in the development of that plan within the SIMP. HGPL would also encourage the 

department to develop a housing needs analysis for BRC similar to CHRC for all Galilee Basin projects to 

consider. The plan for CHRC is noted by HGPL but is not applicable to the current Project design at present. 

Should that change over time HGPL will work with the department and CHRC if significant Project-related 

housing impacts materialise in their council area.  

HGPL‘s workforce planning will identify likely source locations of the Fly In/Fly Out workforce and subsequently, 

potential impacts on local and regional centres. 
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The Plan will include actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. availability, affordability, rental vacancy 

rates, social housing demand) locally and regionally. Should triggers indicate an increase in the number of 

workers residing locally in Alpha or Jericho, HGPL will work with BRC to explore options to expand and develop 

areas identified for residential use.    

Recognising that impacts on housing and accommodation are likely to be cumulative, the plan will also provide 

for engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders and government agencies via 

forums such as the Proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment Roundtable. 

HGPL is committed to consulting key stakeholders such as the Department of Communities and  the Department 

of Housing and Public Works through the development of the SIMP and its Action Plans.  

2.4.4. Social 

Comment - 4.E 

S 23.3.6 (pg.23-18 of 18)Strategic Agency interest: 

Ensuring respectful engagement with Traditional Owners on areas of cultural significance and identity and 

ensuring Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and communities can participate in and benefit from 

integrated social and physical infrastructure planning and delivery. 

Recommendation - 4.E 

In recognition of the small local Indigenous population the proponent is encouraged to recruit Indigenous 

employees State-wide in addition to local Indigenous employment. ATSIS requests that additional information is 

provided in respect to the employment strategies to ensure opportunities are available for Indigenous workers.  

Response - 4.E 

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan (WMP) in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. With this breakdown, HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be 

sourced over the life of the Project. HGPL will develop an employment strategy identifying potential FIFO 

locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment and training, including those 

of indigenous peoples, in consultation with Skills Queensland and DATSIMA. These actions will be reflected in 

the Workforce Management Plan.  

HGPL is developing an Employment and Training action plan within the SIMP. HGPL has already met with 

Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders and Multicultural Affairs (DATSIMA) Skills Queensland, 

Indigenous Employment Strategy and Policy, Indigenous Initiatives, and Office for Women/Skills Queensland 

regarding employment and training. HGPL will continue to consult with these organisations/agencies, and other 

interested key stakeholders in the development of this action plan.  

An Indigenous Participation Plan is also being developed to support the SIMP and ensure integration and 

involvement of indigenous peoples in the Project where possible.  
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2.4.5. Introduction 

Comment - 4.F 

S 1.6  

The Department of Communities has lead agency responsibility within the Queensland Disaster Management 

System to coordinate and deliver community recovery services following a disaster event. Typically these 

services include the provision of information and referral, personal support, counselling, psychological support, 

project management of repairs to dwellings and administration of financial assistance measures.  

Recommendation - 4.F 

Further consideration and mitigation strategies are required in relation to the way in which the mine will support 

their staff during disaster and community recovery events.  

Response - 4.F 

The SIMP references development of and Emergency Management and Response Plan (EMRP) to support the 

Community and Wellbeing Action Plan. The Community Safety and Wellbeing Action Plan within the SIMP 

includes relevant components of the disaster management system identified by the Department of Communities.  

The EMRP will cover relevant emergency management systems, strategies to support staff, as well as a 

commitment to mutual assistance enabling HGPL resources to be used by the local community in times of need. 

HGPL has been engaged in consultation with the Department of Communities (and QPS, QAS and QFRS) and 

they have been acknowledged as a stakeholder. HGPL will continue to consult with them (and other key 

stakeholders) in the development and implementation of the Emergency Management and Response Plan. 

2.4.6. Social 

Comment - 4.G 

S18 Strategic Agency interest: Ensuring respectful engagement with Traditional Owners on areas of cultural 

significance and identity and ensuring Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and communities can 

participate in and benefit from integrated social and physical infrastructure planning and delivery; 

The region supports the development of the CHMP and consultations with the Traditional Owners and Native 

Title Claimants, however further information is required in relation to consultation with Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait Islander individuals residing in the community but not necessarily Traditional Owners.  

Recommendation - 4.G 

Further information is required in relation to the consultation process proposed by the Kevin‘s Corner 

Consultative Committee (KCCC).  
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Response - 4.G 

The ongoing engagement of Traditional Owners on areas of cultural significance will be reflected in the Cultural 

Heritage Management Plan.  

HGPL have identified the need for an Indigenous Liaison Officer for the Project and this role will be identified in 

the Community and Stakeholder Management Plan.   

HGPL are committed to embedding indigenous involvement in its formal consultative committee process for the 

Project. This is demonstrated by its commitment  in the SIMP to  ongoing involvement in the Barcaldine 

Negotiation Table. HGPL believe that early and ongoing involvement with Indigenous groups, over and above 

formal agreements negotiated by the Project, will ensure that Project opportunities for workforce participation and 

business development are maximised. 

To date HGPL has met with DATSIMA, Skills Queensland, Indigenous Employment Strategy and Policy, 

Indigenous Initiatives, and the Office for Women to ensure an equal opportunity for involvement in the Project. 

This early working relationship will also assist in identifying potential barriers, so that appropriate strategies to 

overcome these can be developed in partnership with key stakeholders. 

HGPL will continue to consult with these stakeholders as the Action Plans and the SIMP are finalised. 

HGPL will remain inclusive of any future Indigenous consultation opportunities through self-identification or other 

means throughout the life of the Project.  

Comment - 4.H 

20.3 Workforce Profile – EIS 

The proponent has stated that while they would like to recruit locally, due to population levels 95% of the 

construction workforce will be sources through FIFO arrangements from South East Queensland and other 

regional areas. The region is concerned that the effect on source communities has not been adequately 

assessed as well as the potential impact on the communities surrounding the mine sites.  

Recommendation - 4.H 

The regional office recommends more thorough investigation of the impact of source communities and local 

communities surrounding the mine site.  

It is also suggested that the employment policy be extended to maximise employment opportunities for: 

 people with disabilities; 

 women; and 

 people from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds, particularly from Australian South 

Sea Islander backgrounds. 

It is recommended that the adoption of such recruitment policies be a condition of engagement of contractors. 
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Response - 4.H 

Subsequent to the Social Impact Assessment (SIA), there has been further Project planning and consultation 

with key stakeholders undertaken by HGPL. This information is set out in Appendix A of the SIMP and should be 

considered in conjunction with the findings from the SIA. This information has been used to the support the 

development of the Action Plans (refer SIMP, Section D.4). The SIMP acknowledges the need to address 

impacts on source communities and outlines a number of proactive health management opportunities,   including 

(but not limited to) an Employee Assistance Program, Family Support Groups and provision of communication 

infrastructure and facilities, to allow workers to have direct and easy contact with family and friends. 

The Workforce Management Plan in the SIMP has been significantly revised to acknowledge the need to 

develop a Regional Workforce Development Strategy that supports all four sectors of the economy, namely, 

resources, construction, agriculture and tourism. HGPL will work collaboratively with key stakeholders in its 

development by providing up-to-date workforce data. In addition HGPL will look at ways to improve workforce 

participation for women and indigenous groups, as well as training and development opportunities via 

apprenticeships and traineeships. HGPL also supports school-to-industry pathways as a critical way of improving 

employment opportunities for local community members. 

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan (WMP) in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL will identify different skill sets for 

workers to be sourced over the life of the project. HGPL will develop an employment strategy identifying potential 

FIFO locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment and training, including 

those of indigenous peoples. These actions will be reflected in the Workforce Management Plan. Furthermore 

the recruitment policy developed as part of the Action Plan will reflect HGPL‘s commitment to equal opportunity 

employment. 

HGPL are committed to embedding indigenous involvement in its formal consultative committee process for the 

Project. This is demonstrated by its commitment in the SIMP to  ongoing involvement in the Barcaldine 

Negotiation Table. HGPL believe that early and ongoing involvement with Indigenous groups, over and above 

formal agreements negotiated by the Project, will ensure that Project opportunities for workforce participation and 

business development are maximised. This early working relationship will also assist in identifying potential 

barriers, so that appropriate strategies to overcome these can be developed in partnership with key 

stakeholders. 

To date HGPL has met with DATSIMA, Skills Queensland, Indigenous Employment Strategy and Policy, 

Indigenous Initiatives, and the Office for Women to ensure an equal opportunity for involvement in the project. 

HGPL will continue to consult with these stakeholders as well as the Department of Communities as the SIMP is 

finalised. 

HGPL and contractors cannot be bound by recruitment conditions; however, HGPL will explore opportunities and 

incentive options for utilising local and regional workers.   
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2.4.7. Social impact Management Plan 

Comment - 4.I 

29.2.5 Potential Contribution to Regional Development - Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) Strategic 

Agency interest: Improving integration of the planning and delivery of social and physical infrastructure to enable 

our clients to participate as fully as possible in family life, education, employment and recreation and contribute 

to the social and cultural life of their community; 

Recommendation - 4.I 

The department recognises there is potential for disparity in wealth between those that are employed in the 

resource industry and those who are not. 

Strategies that will enhance the social capital within the local area, including increased support for small 

businesses are recommended, such as increased support and patronage for small businesses. 

Response - 4.I 

HGPL seeks to achieve more than just management of potential adverse social impacts but will also contribute to 

improved livelihoods and amenity in Project impacted communities. The Hancock Community Development Fund 

is an important part of achieving this and HGPL will assist BRC with community infrastructure development, 

based on priorities set out in BRC Community Plan and/or Galilee Basin Social Infrastructure Plan for key 

infrastructure such as roads, telecommunications, and recreation and emergency services. HGPL will provide 

one-off and ongoing contributions as agreed with BRC as part of the Hancock Community Development Fund. In 

addition to this, as part of Local and Regional business Development Action Plan, HGPL will partner with key 

stakeholders to deliver a Regional Capacity Building Program to provide general business management 

seminars and to up-skill local and regional businesses in key areas such as business start-up, financial planning, 

resource management, OH&S, environmental management, capability, financial stability and quality. 

HGPL has three strategies to enhance social capital in the region: community investment (infrastructure and 

programs); LIPP (increased economic opportunities); and, training for the local/regional workforce (increased 

employment opportunities). HGPL will also work with BRC and Department of Communities as the lead 

government entities responsible for developing and implementing programs to deal with disparity in wealth. 

Comment - 4.J 

29.3 Section B – Social Impacts and Impact Manager – SIMP Strategic Agency interest: Ensuring community 

services, facilities, and infrastructure, including information and engagement activities, are accessible, equitable, 

inclusive, and safe for all; 
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Recommendation - 4.J 

The inclusion of a baseline study of instances of violence, drinking, drug use, prostitution; and the establishment 

of a monitoring regime and strategy in the SIMP is recommended. A ‗Good Citizen‘s Policy‘ promoting positive 

community culture in relation to alcohol use and particularly provides information about the negative impacts of 

alcohol use is encouraged. 

Consultation is encouraged with the Department of Communities‘ Office for Woman and the Centre for Domestic 

and Family Violence Research particularly in relation to the issues of woman‘s safety and violence. 

The regional office of the department is available to assist and provide relevant contact details.  

Response - 4.J 

HGPL will develop a Community Safety and Wellbeing Action plan as part of the SIMP to support the continued 

development of safer and healthier communities, by coordinating with QAS, QPS, Queensland Health and 

emergency services.  A Workforce Code of Conduct will be an integral component of the Good Neighbour Policy, 

to be developed in consultation with QPS, QAS, QFRS as a key action in the SIMP Action Plans. HGPL will have 

a zero tolerance policy for on-site drug and alcohol use, which will have implications outside the Project site - risk 

failing of tests if they partake in those activities. 
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 Queensland Treasury, Resources & Economic Development 2.5.
Branch 

Comment - 5.A 

Treasury wishes to advise that we have no comments to make regarding the Kevin's Corner Project EIS.  

Recommendation - 5.A 

Further to this advice, please keep Treasury informed on the progression of this project. 

Response - 5.A 

Thank you. This is noted. 
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 Queensland Department of Transport and Main Roads 2.6.

2.6.1. Project Description 

Comment - 6.A 

Volume 1, Section 2.6.2.3: This section of the EIS does not identify the transport routes to be used to transport 

equipment from individual ports to the mine site.  

Recommendation - 6.A 

The proponent should detail the proposed transport routes. DTMR requires all proponents to estimate potential 

traffic generation, adequately assess and address potential impacts before the assessment report is prepared. 

Proponents are then required to liaise with DTMR 9 months before commencement of construction and have 

finalised the road impact assessment (RIA) and road-use management plan (RMP) 6 months before 

commencement of construction.  

Response - 6.A 

The transport route and associated impacts has been revised and is presented in the Road Impact Assessment 

report contained in this SEIS (Volume 2, Appendix J). 

HGPL has agreed with DTMR to prepare the RIA 9 months before construction and RUMP completed 6 months 

before construction. 

2.6.2. Transport 

Comment - 6.B 

Volume 1, Section 17.1.1: This section of the EIS only identifies the generated traffic on the road network in the 

vicinity of the mine.  

Recommendation - 6.B 

The proponent should address the generated traffic and its impacts for the entire affected road network.  

As above 

Response - 6.B 

Discussion with DTMR and the Barcaldine Regional Council (BRC) has been undertaken and the proposed 

network for assessment has been agreed on. This network includes both regional and local roads and is 

presented in Section 3.1 of the RIA (Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS). 
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Comment - 6.C 

Volume 1, Section 17.2.3; Volume 2, Appendix R; Section 3.2 

These sections of the EIS only mention school bus routes on the Capricorn Highway, Gregory Highway and Peak 

Downs Highway.  

Recommendation - 6.C 

The proponent should determine and address all of the school bus routes that operate on all parts of the road 

network impacted by the construction and operation of the mine. 

As above  

Response - 6.C 

HGPL has been supplied with updated school bus route from the DTMR. This information has been reviewed 

and Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS now incorporate this updated data. The bus 

routes described operate on Clermont – Alpha Road, Capricorn Hwy, Gregory Hwy and the Peak Downs Hwy.  

Comment - 6.D 

Volume 1, Section 17.2.4; Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 3.3: This section describes the road crash data as 

being from July 2005 to July 2010.  

Recommendation - 6.D 

The data supplied by DTMR in July 2010 does not include all data up to July 2010. The proponent needs to 

either revise the dates that they have reported or gain further information from DTMR to include the full dataset. 

As above  

Response - 6.D 

HGPL has been supplied with updated crash data from the DTMR. HGPL has reviewed the additional data to 

fully incorporate the crash analysis between 30 July 2005 and 29 July 2010 - as outlined in Section 3.3 of 

Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS.  

Comment - 6.E 

Volume 1, Section 17.3.3: The statement regarding the lack of information available from DTMR is incorrect. 

The information required by the proponent was provided to a previous consultant. The consultant and the 

proponent were made aware of the information being previously provided.  
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Recommendation - 6.E 

If the consultant requires further information from DTMR, please make contact with the officer listed above [Rick 

Rolfe, Manager (Road System and Corridor), Central West Regional Office, 07 4651 2704]. 

As above  

Response - 6.E 

Subsequent to the EIS the consultant along with HGPL has been in contact with the DTMR and received all of 

the available information required to update the road impact assessment.  

Comment - 6.F 

Volume 1, Section 17.3.4.1; Volume 1, Section 17.3.4.2, Table 17-3 and 17-4 includes Total light vehicles (LV), 

commercial vehicles (CV) and over-dimensional vehicles (ODV) single trips per year at the bottom.  

Recommendation - 6.F 

The proponent should revise the description of the totals as they appear to relate to AADT not yearly trips. 

As above  

Response - 6.F 

These tables within the RIA have been updated and clearly illustrate the expected annual and daily vehicle 

generation rates - see Tables 4-4 and 4-5 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS.  

Comment - 6.G 

Volume 1, Section 17.3.4.2; Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 4.4.2; Table 17-4 and Table 4-5 do not include any 

ODV trips throughout the operational life of the mine.  

Recommendation - 6.G 

The proponent should revise their traffic figures to estimate the likely number of ODV trips or explain how the 

proponent proposes to transport large equipment to and from the mine site during the operational phase. 

As above  

Response - 6.G 

The operational vehicle numbers (in Table 4-5 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS) have been updated to 

include OD vehicles during the operational phase of the Project.  
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Comment - 6.H 

Volume 1, Section 17.3.5; Volume 1, Section 17.3.6; Figures 17-2 and 17-3 do not differentiate between CV and 

OD vehicles; Figures 17-4 and 17-5 do not differentiate between any of the Austroads Vehicle Classes.  

Recommendation - 6.H 

The proponent needs to separate and show all vehicle classes including OD vehicles. 

As above  

Response - 6.H 

As requested the figures in the EIS transport chapter showing the peak construction and peak operational traffic 

distribution (Figures 17-4 and 17-5) have been refreshed in the SEIS RIA (Volume 2, Appendix J) as Figures 4-6 

and 4-7 to show the distinction between total vehicles, commercial and OD vehicles.   For readability purposes it 

is not possible to indicate all AustRoads vehicle class types for each road section. However a breakdown of 

classes are presented in Tables 4-4 and 4-5 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS. These figures now 

differentiate LVs and CVs along with OD vehicle route/trips.  

Comment - 6.I 

Volume 1, Section 17.4 

This section refers to works being undertaken on Clermont-Alpha Road between Hobartville Road and Alpha 

under the Alpha Coal Project. It appears that there are no proposed works to be undertaken between Hobartville 

Road and Alpha under the Construction or Operational Phases of the Alpha Coal Project.  

Recommendation - 6.I 

DTMR believes that with the traffic generation presently indicated, the EIS must assess potential impacts and 

propose adequate mitigation strategies for all sections of the road network which potentially could be impacted. 

As above 

Response - 6.I 

As detailed in Section 2.2.1.3 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS, the section of Clermont-Alpha Road 

between Alpha and Hobartville Road is being updated as part of the Alpha Coal Mine Project. Upgrades include 

improvements to the Clermont-Alpha Road / Hobartville Road intersection; and provision of a four metre wide 

passing opportunity between Hobartville Road and Alpha.  
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Comment - 6.J 

Volume 1, Section 17.5 This section lists one intersection as being assessed for performance – the intersection 

of Clermont-Alpha Road and Capricorn Highway.  

Recommendation - 6.J 

There are a number of other intersections with state-controlled and local government roads along the identified 

assessable roads. The proponent should undertake and provide these intersection assessments. As part of 

these assessments, the proponent also needs to consider the road/rail interfaces at some of these intersections. 

As above 

Response - 6.J 

The EIS assessment was based on a 5% impact of traffic trigger, which indicated that only the Capricorn 

Highway/Clermont Alpha Road intersection required detailed assessment. Following further consultation with 

DTMR this methodology was accepted, however it was agreed that the Capricorn Highway/Gregory Highway 

intersections should also be assessed. New turning movement traffic counts over a 12-hour period were 

undertaken in March 2012 and this data has been assessed in the updated RIA. Information on the outcomes of 

these assessments are provided in Section 6.3 of this SEIS RIA Volume 2, Appendix J. 

Comment - 6.K 

Volume 1, Section 17.5.2.2, Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 6.3.2; Figure 17-6 (Vol 1 s17) and Figure 6-1 

(Volume 2, Appendix R) is not an accurate representation of the current intersection layout for the Capricorn 

Highway/Clermont-Alpha Road intersection.  

Recommendation - 6.K 

The proponent should provide a more accurate representation of this intersection in both sections of the EIS and 

consider the traffic effects on the actual layout. 

As above 

Response - 6.K 

New intersection drawings have been provided in Volume 2, Appendix J (Section 6) of the RIA to better reflect 

their actual arrangement. Capricorn Highway/Clermont-Alpha Road intersection is presented in Figure 6-5. 

 

 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 38-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

2.6.3. Cumulative Impacts 

Comment - 6.L 

Volume 1, Section 27: This section does not appear to address the cumulative impacts of mine traffic, including 

any available traffic estimates of other likely major developments.  

Recommendation - 6.L 

The proponent should address the cumulative impact of the mine‘s traffic along with other likely development 

projects e.g. Waratahs‘ Northern Export Facility. 

As above  

Response - 6.L 

A cumulative impact assessment report was presented in Volume 2, Appendix X of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. The 

information presented in Volume 1, Section 27 of the EIS was a summary of this assessment. The information 

within the appendix report includes impacts from the publicly available information for projects surrounding the 

Kevin‘s Corner Project and the proposed Waratah project.  

An update to the cumulative impact assessment methodology is presented in Volume 2, Appendix O of this 

SEIS. This assessment will be ongoing over the life of the Project. 

2.6.4. Transport 

Comment - 6.M 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 2.2  

This section refers to the upgrades and maintenance works occurring as part of the bulk sample test pit program 

(BSTP) being covered under the Alpha Coal Mine EIS.  

Recommendation - 6.M 

The BSTP is a stand-alone project and is not considered as part of any EIS. 

As above  

Response - 6.M 

This information was provided given that these are changes to the road conditions in the area. Further discussion 

with DTMR has been undertaken and it was agreed that reference to the BSTP should be removed. Therefore all 
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references to the BSTP in the revised Road Impact Assessment Volume 2, Appendix J in the SEIS have been 

removed.  

Comment - 6.N 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 2.5; Table 2-2 has some discrepancies. The total percentage of General 

Construction Materials adds up to 97%. The waste transport destination of Emerald is not in the Barcaldine 

Regional Council area. The waste destination is also referred to in the text on Page 8.  

Recommendation - 6.N 

The proponent should address the errors in this table. 

As above  

Response - 6.N 

Revised vehicle numbers (including updated distribution of the origins for LVs, CVs and ODs) has been adopted 

in the updated RIA - see Section 4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS. Table 2-2 of the document has also 

been updated to a correct 100% distribution with minimal rounding error. 

Comment - 6.O 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 3.1; Figure 3-1 does not include any connections for interstate transport from the 

origins of Newcastle, Adelaide or Wollongong as listed in Table 17-3 of Section 17, Volume 1.  

Recommendation - 6.O 

The proponent should include the appropriate routes for the nominated interstate transport. 

As above  

Response - 6.O 

Revised vehicle numbers and delivery origin during the peak construction and operational phases of the Project 

have been adopted in the revised RIA. It is envisaged that no interstate movements will now be required, 

although it could occur on an ad-hoc, infrequent basis. Figure 4-2 of SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix J now includes a 

map with the SCR network and the proposed haulage routes to be adopted by Project vehicles. 

Comment - 6.P 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 3.1.1; This section refers to a map in Figure 3-2 which defines the respective 

road authorities. Figure 3-2 is a photograph of the Peak Downs Highway. 

There are multiple references to the Peak Downs Highway and Gregory Highway being ―Interstate Route 70‖.  
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Recommendation - 6.P 

The proponent should refer to the correct Figure i.e. Figure 3-1. The proponent should note this route is a state 

route, not an interstate route. 

As above  

Response - 6.P 

Text and Figure reference in Section 3 have been updated in the revised RIA (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix J). 

Comment - 6.Q 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 3.3; Figure 3-13 does not include the road crash data for the Rockhampton to 

Duaringa section of the Capricorn Highway (16A).  

Recommendation - 6.Q 

The proponent should update this figure to include all available data. 

As above  

Response - 6.Q 

Figure 3-14 in Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS has been updated to include data for the Capricorn Hwy 

between Rockhampton and Duaringa (and includes data from 30 July 2005 to 29 July 2010). 

Comment - 6.R 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 4.4; This section does not include any daily peak traffic information, for example, 

at change of shifts.  

Recommendation - 6.R 

The proponent should consider the impacts of peak hour traffic flow on the road infrastructure. 

As above  

Response - 6.R 

It is confirmed that FIFO will be operating by 2014 (subject to appropriate approvals) and this will remove a large 

proportion of potential return trips on the public road network as the airfield will be established on-site. However, 

Tables 4-4 and 4-5 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS have now been updated to include an additional column 

outlining the expected number of daily trips generated by the Project in 2014 and 2017. It is therefore not 

envisaged that shift changeover traffic will be an issue due to the on-site FIFO.  
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Comment - 6.S 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 4.4.2; Figure 4-1 and 4-2 shows CV and OD vehicles travelling from Brisbane 

through the Rockhampton and then to Emerald and then to the mine site. The text in this section describes the 

vehicles travelling along the Warrego Highway and through Roma to travel to the mine site.  

Recommendation - 6.S 

The proponent should ensure that the information provided is consistent. 

As above  

Response - 6.S 

The map and text in Section 4.4 and all associated Figures of the RIA (Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS) have 

been updated to correctly reflect vehicles from Brisbane utilising the Warrego Hwy (and others).  

Comment - 6.T 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 5.2; Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 5.3; Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 9.4; 

These sections list the Clermont – Alpha Road (552) and the Jericho – Degulla Road as requiring an Impact 

Assessment. 

Figure 4-7 on page 46 and Figure 4-9 on page 48 of Appendix R would suggest that a section of the Capricorn 

Highway also requires an Impact Assessment due to its percentage increase in traffic from the mine construction 

and operation.  

Recommendation - 6.T 

The proponent should address the Impact Assessment requirements for the Capricorn Highway. 

As above  

Response - 6.T 

Section 5.2 and 5.3 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS has been updated based on the new traffic numbers. 

The threshold assessment now applies to the section of the Capricorn Highway between Alpha and Gemfields 

and this has been detailed in the RIA. 

Comment - 6.U 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 5.3; The photograph in the middle of page 53 on the right-hand side refers to 

―Bridge over Native Companion Creek should be completed to replace existing bridge‖. 

This photograph shows a disused side-track that was in place for maintenance activities for the existing timber 

structure. It is not a replacement structure for the existing timber bridge.  
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Recommendation - 6.U 

The proponent should revise the text to reflect the actual use of the side-track or remove the photograph and 

text. 

As above  

Response - 6.U 

The RIA has been amended in the SEIS with the photograph and accompanying text on page 59 (Volume 2, 

Appendix J of SEIS) being removed.  

Comment - 6.V 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 5.3; Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 9.5, Table 5-3 includes details about the 

traffic volumes expected as a result of the mine on the Hobartville to Alpha section of the Clermont – Alpha 

Road. The text on page 55 states ―Given the existing good condition of the road, it is recommended that no 

additional works are required for the implementation of the project.‖ 

Section 5.4 suggests that no works are required to be carried out on Clermont – Alpha between Alpha and 

Hobartville Road. The EIS provides no rationale or substantial assessments which supports this assertion.  

Recommendation - 6.V 

Given the projected traffic volumes, the EIS must assess the adequacy of the current road conditions to cater for 

the increased project traffic and propose mitigation strategies.  

Response - 6.V 

As detailed in Section 2.2.1.3 of SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix J, the section of Clermont-Alpha Road between 

Alpha and Hobartville Road is being updated as part of the Alpha Coal Mine Project. Upgrades include 

improvements to the Clermont-Alpha Road / Hobartville Road intersection; and provision of a four metre wide 

passing opportunity between Hobartville Road and Alpha.  

Comment - 6.W 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 6.1; this section details the requirements for assessment of road impacts of 

developments.  

Recommendation - 6.W 

The proponent should include the intersection of Capricorn Highway and Gregory Highway in this assessment 

given the increase in traffic is greater than 5% of the existing traffic levels. 

As above  
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Response - 6.W 

Updated turning movement counts were conducted over a 12-hour period in March 2012 at the following 

intersections: Capricorn Hwy / Clermont-Alpha Rd; Capricorn Hwy / Gregory Hwy (Nth); and Capricorn Hwy / 

Gregory Hwy (Sth). This is outlined in Section 6.1 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS and has been reflected 

throughout the RIA. 

Comment - 6.X 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 6.3.2, Figure 6-2 is not an accurate representation of the actual traffic 

movements through this intersection.  

Recommendation - 6.X 

The proponent should undertake a 12 hour traffic count at this intersection to gain and document a better 

understanding of how this intersection operates. 

As above  

Response - 6.X 

Updated turning movement counts were conducted over a 12-hour period in March 2012 at the following 

intersections: Capricorn Hwy / Clermont-Alpha Rd; Capricorn Hwy / Gregory Hwy (Nth); and Capricorn Hwy / 

Gregory Hwy (Sth). This is outlined in Section 6.1 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS and has been reflected 

throughout the RIA.   

Comment - 6.Y 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 8.1.6; this section states that ―At the time of the assessment, no specific details 

were available on the number, size or weight of ODV required for the Project‖ 

This statement is in contradiction of the text in Section 7.9 which suggests that DHL has developed detailed 

planning for ODVs.  

Recommendation - 6.Y 

The proponent should revise these statements to ensure consistency. 

As above  

Response - 6.Y 

DHL has undertaken an assessment of the routes, however OD vehicle axle loading/size/mass etc. was not 

available during preparation of the RIA. Each route has been assessed based on a vehicle envelope. As such, 

no significant change has been made to Section 7.8 (Over Dimensional Vehicles) of Volume 2, Appendix J of the 
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SEIS other than to address inconsistencies highlighted by DTMR between this section of the report and section 

8.1.6 (Capacity Upgrades for Over Dimensional Vehicles). Whilst the number of OD vehicles has now been 

provided and is reflected in Tables 4.4 and 4.5 for construction and operational vehicles respectively, info on axle 

loading, size, mass etc. will be provided at the permit application stage, which will be subject to DTMR approval. 

Comment - 6.Z 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 9.5; this section is missing details of the construction of the two-lane, all-weather 

surface between Hobartville Road and Degulla Road on the Clermont – Alpha Road.  

Recommendation - 6.Z 

The proponent should ensure that all upgrade and maintenance works included throughout the body of the EIS 

are included in this section. 

As above 

Response - 6.Z 

Section 9 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS has been fully revised and now incorporates all mitigation 

measures outlined in the RIA document and lists them under the headings of 'pre-construction', 'construction' and 

'operational' phase recommendations.  

2.6.5. Air Quality 

Comment - 6.AA 

Volume 1, Section 13.5, Vol 1, Section 13.5.4 

The EIS has only considered the impact of dust deposition and total suspended particles (TSP) beyond the rail 

corridor and adequate consideration of the full impact from coal loss and coal dust emissions from the rail 

haulage of coal to port via rail has not been assessed. 

Furthermore, the EIS provides no indication that the project has considered the findings, agreements and plans 

flowing from the Environmental Evaluation of Fugitive Coal Dust Emissions from Coal Trains Goonyella, 

Blackwater and Moura Coal Systems (QR National 2008).  

Recommendation - 6.AA 

Section 13.5.4 should be expanded to assess the impact of the impact of coal loss and coal dust deposition on 

railway ballast fouling, its consequent impact on operations, rail safety and maintenance costs on the operation 

of the railway, other railway users and on the Queensland Government through rail system efficiency losses and 

consequent loss of coal exports and lost royalties. 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 45-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

The section should also make reference to the findings, agreements and plans flowing from the Environmental 

Evaluation of Fugitive Coal Dust Emissions from Coal Trains Goonyella, Blackwater and Moura Coal Systems 

(QR National 2008). 

Note: More comprehensive details on the impact of coal loss and dust deposition on railway ballast fouling are 

provided in our comments on 13.5.4 Operational Procedures (further below) and in our comments provided on 

the Alpha Coal Project. 

The Terms of Reference for the Kevin‘s Corner Project under Air Quality 3.5.2 Potential impacts and mitigation 

measures (Page 37 – dot point 6) requires the EIS to consider –―vehicle emissions and dust generation along 

major roads and rail haulage routes both internal and external to the project site‖. 

Response - 6.AA 

A quantitative assessment of emissions of dust from the rail line link to the Alpha Coal Rail Corridor has not been 

included in the assessment as it was considered that the impacts could be properly assessed qualitatively for the 

following reasons: 

 The wind roses shown in Section 3-1 Climate and Meteorology Figures 3-4 and 3-5 of the EIS indicate 

that south-westerly winds with the potential to disperse dust towards the closest receptor (Receptor 3) 

are very rare and when they do occur winds are light;  

 The most proximate sensitive receptor to the rail line link is Eulimbie Homestead which is approximately 

5 km to the north-east. A light wind at 5 m/s would take 1,000 seconds or 17 minutes to disperse dust 

towards this receptor by which time it is likely to be very well dispersed. 

 The 24-hour average 5th highest PM10 and highest PM2.5 concentrations at this receptor are both 

predicted to be significantly less than half of the background contribution (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix G 

Section 4.1.4 Table 4-1 and Table 4-2) from whole of mine emissions. 

For these reasons it is considered that impacts from emissions from the rail line link at all sensitive receptors are 

likely to be negligible In regard to the comment, ―vehicle emissions and dust generation along major roads and 

rail haulage routes both internal and external to the Project site‖, it is not common practice to estimate and model 

dust emissions generated by small vehicles travelling on (or beyond the boundary of) the mine site or their 

exhaust emissions. In addition to this, exhaust emissions associated with various large mobile diesel engine 

equipment such as front end loaders and haul trucks are not commonly assessed. These emissions are 

considered minor in comparison to particulate emissions generated by mining activities. In regard to mitigation 

measures, controls put in place for minimising wheel generated dust emissions on haul roads, such as the use of 

water carts and graders, will also be applied to minor non-haul route roads in which small vehicles traverse. 

Consequently, dust emissions generated by minor vehicles will be controlled, and comprise a negligible 

contribution to total mine operation emissions. For major routes beyond the mine boundary, heavily trafficked 

major roads will be sealed to minimize dust emissions. For minor unsealed roads beyond the mine boundary, 

traffic volumes are expected to be low and temporally variable, and consequently daily average dust loads are 

expected to be well below air quality objectives.  

The findings of the Final Report on the Environmental Evaluation of Fugitive Coal Dust Emissions from Coal 

Trains Goonyella, Blackwater and Moura Coal Systems (QR Limited 2008) and the Coal Dust Management Plan 

(QR Network 2010) will be incorporated into the combined Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner Coal Dust 
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Management Plan (CDMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.3.7; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, 

Section C.13). 

Coal surface veneering or partial coverage will be applied to all coal wagons as per the commitments of the QR 

Network Coal Dust Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.3.7; SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.13). The current commitments can be summarised as follows: 

Kevin’s Corner EIS Air Quality Assessment 

 Maintain moisture levels of coal to be transported so as to reduce coal dust. 

 Achieve and maintain the appropriate levels of dust control (including proper monitoring programs). 

 Investigate all substantiated dust complaints and take action as required. 

Alpha Coal EIS Rail Air Quality Assessment (stated in Section 6.4 Volume 6b, Appendix H of the EIS) 

 Railway verges (where maintenance operations may be frequent-signalling at passing loops for 

example) should be covered using cobbles or coarse gravel to reduce fugitive dust emissions; 

 Significant coal spillage (from a derailment for example) in the corridor should be cleaned up on a 

regular basis; 

 Adopt improved coal loading techniques to reduce parasitic loads and over-filling to reduce coal spillage 

onto the rail corridor; 

 Employ water or air blow-down to reduce parasitic loads on wagons exiting load-out; 

 Improve the profile of the coal load to reduce surface erosion during transport; 

 Coal surface veneering  using chemical dust suppressants or partial coverage will be used as the 

loaded wagons exit the load-out facility; 

 Trains should not idle near sensitive receivers (if possible); and 

 Where practicable, consideration should be given to maintaining or establishing a stand of trees or other 

suitable vegetation on properties adjacent to the Project to aid dispersion and potentially remove dust 

particles through impingement on the foliage. 

Comment - 6.AB 

Below shows a photo from the Final Report on the Environmental Evaluation (Page 30) showing coal dust 

emissions from a coal train using the standard coal-surface water content treatment proposed by Hancock Coal. 

While the photo shows atypical conditions (higher wind conditions) it illustrates the extent of dust emissions that 

can occur under adverse circumstances.  
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Plate 1 Coal Dust Emissions from a Coal Train 
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Recommendation - 6.AB 

None 

Response - 6.AB 

HGPL note the issue raised in this comment regarding the potential for dust emissions and coal loss from the 

surface of coal wagons and offer the following response: 

A. The wagons to be used on the Alpha Coal network including coal transported from the Kevin‘s Corner Mine 

will be a different type to that used on the QR Network. The design will assist in reducing parasitic coal load and 

minimise coal dust emissions. 

B. HGPL recognises the importance of the environmental and economic issues regarding coal loss and dust 

associated with coal trains and will implement a Coal Dust Management Plan in line with the QR Network CDMP 

to address the issue illustrated in the photo. This will include the application of surface veneering and the 

maintenance of appropriate coal moisture levels (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.3.7; SEIS, Volume 

2, Appendix C, Section C.13). 

Comment - 6.AC 

Volume 1, Section 13.5, Volume 1, Section 13.5.4 

Under 13.5.4 Operational Procedures, Paragraph 2, Dot-point 2, proposes that the following operational 

procedures ‗may‘ be incorporated into the site operations ―Product coal supplied for coal transport to have a coal-

surface water content designed to reduce dust emissions during rail transport.‖ 

This mitigation measure comprising of providing coal with a particular coal-surface water content is the same as 

the former long-standing practice in the coal transport on the QR National rail system. 

This former level of ―standard‖ treatment was determined to be inadequate by the Department of Environment 

and Resource Management (DERM), as it was realised that over a 460km journey, the coal surface water 

content is soon degraded and loses its effectiveness. As a result of this discovery, DERM gave a directive in 

2007 to QR National to undertake the Environmental Evaluation of Fugitive Coal Dust Emissions from Coal 

Trains Goonyella, Blackwater and Moura Coal Systems and as a consequence, develop the Coal Dust 

Management Plan. 

The QR National Coal Dust Management Plan that was approved by DERM proposes (amongst a 

comprehensive range of measures) the use of coal wagon veneering systems where an industrial strength 

chemical binding agent is applied to the surface of loaded coal wagons at the mine rail load-out. 

Additionally, it is the understanding of DTMR that coal lost to track and coal dust deposition causes ballast 

fouling and significantly degrades the capacity of ballast to do its job. In 2008, in parallel with the Environmental 

Evaluation, a review was undertaken of the overall impact of ballast fouling. QR National estimated that 

Queensland coal export throughput was reduced by 3% as a consequence of lost coal rail export capacity 
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resulting from physical loss of coal from wagons during transit, coal dust deposition to track and consequent 

ballast fouling, related derailments and track possession to undertake rail maintenance.  

In 2007-08 the value of lost exports represented A$650m per annum. At 2009-10 export levels this represented a 

loss of annual exports of approximately 5.5 Mtpa, worth US$962m at current prices. These lost exports represent 

a loss of State coal royalties by over A$82m per annum. 

Under current proposals DTMR estimates the potential lost exports at Alpha and Kevin‘s Corner projects from 

ballast fouling at 1.2Mtpa. The value of potential lost exports flowing from Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner 

production @ 60Mtpa is estimated at A$124m per annum. The loss of royalty revenue to the State of 

Queensland is estimated to be A$6.6m per annum and A$198m over 30 years. Further loss of coal exports could 

accrue to other coal mining companies that also propose use the Alpha Coal Railway. At an ultimate capacity of 

240Mtpa, the lost exports could represent 4.8Mtpa or A$496m per annum at current prices.  

Recommendation - 6.AC 

In response to the Alpha Coal Project Supplementary EIS DTMR recommended that the following conditions be 

attached to the Final Report. ―Conditions 

1. The Alpha Coal Project will develop in consultation with the Department of Environment and 

Resource Management (DERM) a Coal Dust Management Plan (CDMP) for its proposed railway to 

improve rail safety and reduce the economic and environmental impacts of coal loss and coal dust 

deposition to the track and upon other railways in the proposed common rail corridor.  

2. The Alpha Coal Project will develop a CDMP that is similar to and broadly consistent with that being 

implemented on the QR National Coal Rail Network which will also occupy the same common rail 

corridor. The CDMP is to include the implementation of an appropriate loaded coal-wagon 

veneering system and related coal loading control systems.‖ 

It is recommended that Section 10.5.4 Operational Activities section be amended with the insertion of the 

following paragraph as Paragraph 2 to read as follows  ―In relation to rail load-out facilities and rail transport 

operations, the following coal loss and coal dust measures will be implemented to meet air quality objectives and 

achieve effective management of coal loss and coal dust deposition to track during rail transport operations: 

 The Kevin‘s Corner Project will collaborate with the Alpha Coal Project in the development of a Coal 

Dust Management Plan (CDMP) for the planned Alpha Coal Railway which includes coal- wagon 

veneering systems. 

 In support of the Alpha Coal CDMP, the project will include the implementation of an appropriate loaded 

coal-wagon veneering system and related coal loading control systems. 

Consistent with the CDMP and veneering system requirements, product coal supplied for coal transport will have 

a coal-surface water content designed to reduce dust emissions during rail transport.‖ The above mitigation 

measures and commitments should also be included in the project Environmental Management Plan. Consistent 

with the above, current dot-point 2 in Paragraph 2 would be deleted. 

Under QR National‘s Coal Dust Management Plan, all 47 coal mines in Northern and Central Bowen Basin using 

the QR National rail network will have coal dust veneering systems installed by 2013.  
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DTMR recommends that all Galilee Basin coal mine and railway projects install veneering systems and include 

mitigation measures similar to those recommended in these comments. 

DTMR has already made recommendations to the Coordinator General requiring the installation of veneering 

systems at the Alpha Coal Project (Hancock). The proponent is requested to refer to DTMR‘s extensive 

comments on the Alpha Coal Project Supplementary EIS. 

DTMR has also recommended that Waratah Coal‘s Railway should include installation of veneering system. 

DTMR will be making similar recommendations with respect to the proposed BHP-Billiton and Adani Railways 

connecting to Abbot Point and to QR National rail networks.  

DTMR will also be recommending that all future Queensland coal mine developments and related railway 

developments are to incorporate veneering systems. 

Given the significant cumulative economic, rail safety and royalty impacts that result from not properly addressing 

ballast fouling, DTMR recommends that the Coordinator-General take into consideration the effectiveness of the 

proponent‘s proposed coal dust mitigation measures when selecting the Galilee Basin Common Rail Corridor 

and lead railway proponent/s.  

Note: All Surat Basin Mines will be using veneering systems. 

Response - 6.AC 

1. A CDMP will be developed for common use by the Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner Rail Projects. 

2. A summary of commitments by the operators of the QR Network is presented in the QR Network 2010, 

CDMP. Further details of the dust mitigation strategies and activities for Coal Producers, Coal Train 

Operators and Rail Network Managers are set out in Appendices B, C and D, respectively, of the QR 

Network 2010, CDMP. The recommendations outlined in the QR Network 2010, CDMP, will be 

incorporated into the CDMP for the Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner Rail Projects (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T1, Section T.3.3.7). 

As requested a commitment to the development of a CDMP is included in the Draft EM Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T1, Section T.3.3.7, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.13). 

Comment - 6.AD 

Volume 1, Section 17.3 

This section notes that mine traffic will use the Clermont-Alpha Road, with analysis indicating a significant 

increase in traffic. Traffic using Clermont Alpha Road from the south will be required to cross the Western 

Railway Line.  

Recommendation - 6.AD 

This section should provide an analysis of the impacts of mine traffic (particularly construction traffic) on the rail 

network, and particularly level crossing #639 at the intersection of the Western Line and Clermont-Alpha Road. 
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This analysis should also include an assessment of the existing levels of rail level crossing protection and reflect 

any key points from discussions with Queensland Rail as to future protection requirements, which may include 

undertaking an ALCAM assessment. 

The proponent should contact Bruce Heazlewood, Queensland Rail, on 3072 3177 to discuss future rail 

protection requirements.  

Response - 6.AD 

Section 7.9 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS refers to Appendix B of the same document, which now 

includes an assessment of the railway crossing located on Clermont-Alpha Road just to the north of its 

intersection with the Capricorn Highway.  This assessment, which was undertaken by Queensland Rail, analyses 

the interaction and potential impacts that mine traffic may have on this railway crossing, detailing observations, 

proposals and comments. 

2.6.6. Transport  

Comment - 6.AE 

Volume 1, Section17.7 

In light of the additional analysis recommended in the previous comments, this section of the EIS does not 

outline the required measures to mitigate impacts on the rail level crossing #639 at the intersection of the 

Western Line and Clermont-Alpha Road.  

Recommendation - 6.AE 

This section should provide mitigation measures for the impacts of mine traffic (particularly construction traffic) on 

the rail level crossing #639 at the intersection of the Western Line and Clermont-Alpha Road  

Response - 6.AE 

Section 7.9 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS refers to Appendix B of the same document, which now 

includes an assessment of the railway crossing located on Clermont-Alpha Road just to the north of its 

intersection with the Capricorn Highway.  This assessment, which was undertaken by Queensland Rail, analyses 

the interaction and potential impacts that mine traffic may have on this railway crossing, detailing observations, 

proposals and comments.  

Comment - 6.AF 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 7.8; Volume 1, Section 17.3 

The proponent has not adequately addressed the requirements of the Terms of Reference related to the 

transport tasks associated with the construction and operational phases of the Kevin‘s Corner project.  
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Recommendation - 6.AF 

The proponent should provide more detail on the magnitude of the transport task for the delivery of construction 

and operational inputs and outputs for the project.  

This information must include tonnages/volumes, number of vehicle movements for each type of input/output and 

from where these inputs are sourced. 

Additionally, given the close proximity of the mine site to the Central Western rail line (Rockhampton-Longreach), 

the proponent is requested to investigate the feasibility of utilising rail as an option to deliver construction 

supplies and operational inputs for the mine and provide a summary of the outcomes of consultation with 

potential rail operators. 

For example, once the Kevin‘s Corner Project, Alpha Coal and Alpha West projects are operational, there would 

appear to be opportunities for coordinated fuel deliveries from Abbot Point, and other ports for these and other 

Galilee Basin coal mine projects. 

The Terms of Reference states in section 3.9.2 Transport tasks and routes that - ―This section should describe 

for all phases of the project:  

 expected volumes of project inputs and outputs of transported raw materials, wastes, hazardous goods, 

finished products  

 how identified project inputs and outputs will be moved through the transport network (volume, 

composition, trip timing and routes)  

 traffic generated by workforce personnel including visitors (volume, composition, timing and routes)  

 likely heavy and oversize/indivisible loads (volume, composition, timing and routes) highlighting any 

vulnerable bridges and structures along proposed routes.‖  

The Kevin‘s Corner Project is one of several significantly large mining projects anticipated to commence in the 

short term future in the Galilee Basin. Given that these projects individually in their operational phase generate 

significant freight tasks for the delivery of operational supplies over extended durations (eg.30 years) there is a 

case to be argued that individually each mine could offer a commercially attractive base load demand for rail 

freight services that could form the basis of a return to regular regional rail freight services without the need for 

government subsidies in the form of transport service contracts (TSCs).  

Cumulatively the freight task generated by mine inputs across the Galilee Basin could drive a reinvigoration of 

regional rail freight in Queensland that would serve to: 

 form the basis of a regional hub and spoke freight distribution system to service mines in the region and 

the wider community; 

 increase returns in investment in government-owned regional rail infrastructure; 

 reduce the impact of increasing heavy vehicle traffic on rural and regional roads in terms of safety for 

other road users and maintenance costs; 

 attract new rail operators into Queensland to provide increased competition;  

 provide transport and logistics employment and business opportunities for local rural communities; 
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 reduce the dependence on imported transport fuels supporting efforts to mitigate impacts of oil 

vulnerability; and 

 reduce freight transport-related greenhouse gas emissions. 

As the Port of Brisbane is indicated to be a primary source for mine construction and operational inputs, then 

opportunities to utilise coastal shipping to transport supplies to suitable ports (Gladstone, Port Alma, Abbot Point) 

for transfer to rail or direct transfer to rail at the Port of Brisbane is encouraged. 

Response - 6.AF 

This RIA is based upon the assumption that all transport in 2014 and 2017 will be undertaken via road freight. All 

impact assessments within Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS (midblock and intersections) have considered a 

'worst case' scenario to determine whether they can operate appropriately with the Project traffic. Should fuel (or 

any other delivery) transfer from road to rail then this will decrease any impact of the Project. As described 

throughout Section 6 of the RIA, the operational performance of the road network is within acceptable thresholds 

during the 2014 and 2017 scenarios with the inclusion of Project vehicles. As such, the road network can 

accommodate the peak traffic flows generated by the Project via road freight. Options for coordinating fuel 

deliveries between local mines based on commercial reasons is a separate issue outside the scope of the RIA. 

In addition, using this rail delivery option to further encourage freight hubs in the region is not within the scope of 

this RIA. Note: this is substantially a rail/ freight issue. Rail issues will be considered as part of the Alpha Coal 

mine project, with the exception of the road/ rail crossing within the MLA, which is considered in this RIA (see 

Appendix B of the document) and the existing Queensland Rail, rail crossing situated just outside the Alpha 

township.  
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 Private Submitter 7 2.7.

2.7.1. Land Use and Tenure 

Comment - 7.A 

Table 6-4  

Homesteads. Surbiton South Homestead is not 9.53km away from the MLA for Kevin‘s Corner.  

Recommendation - 7.A 

It is approximately 4.8km from the MLA.  

Response - 7.A 

Table 6-4 in the EIS stated that Surbiton South Homestead was 9.53 km away from ML 70425. This was an error 

and should read 4.8 km. 

2.7.2. Executive Summary 

Comment - 7.B 

Section 0.11.11 

When do we sign the make good agreements and how do we determine what is written in them and what are the 

alternate supplies agreements that they are purposing.  

Recommendation - 7.B 

N/A 

Response - 7.B 

Private consultation with potentially affected landholders will be undertaken and will address such topics as make 

good agreements. These negotiations will commence prior to construction and will be confidential between 

HGPL and each key stakeholder. 

Comment - 7.C 

Section 0.11.11 
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The base line used in the study of ground water has been totally inadequate because there have not been the 

recordings of depth, water level and in most cases yield in the seven bores on Surbiton South.  

Recommendation - 7.C 

It needs to be done again not just on Surbiton South but also the other surrounding properties as without water 

no life.  

Response - 7.C 

The link to the relevant sections in the SEIS include: 

 Section 10.6.2 (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L) discusses drawdown restrictions to east. 

 Groundwater discussions and description of Joe Joe Formation aquitard included in the groundwater 

model report in the following sections: 

o Section 6.1.2 Conceptualisation 

o Sections 7.4 and 8.5 Boundaries 

o Section 7.9 Geological model layers 

o Section 10.6.2 Groundwater level drawdown, Section 10.6.2.1 Impacts to east 

o Section 10.6.4 Assessment of At-Risk bores 

o Section 13.4 Cumulative impacts, Section 13.4.2 Dewatering constraints 

The Joe Joe Formation in its pristine state, based on drilling and aquifer test data, is identified as an aquitard 

with little or no groundwater potential. Groundwater drawdown within the Colinlea Sandstone, above and 

adjacent to the older Joe Joe Formation, extends to the east until reaching the Joe Joe Formation. Due to the 

limited groundwater potential of the Joe Joe Formation little or no induced flow from the Joe Joe Formation to the 

Colinlea Sandstone is possible. Thus the groundwater drawdown cone does not extend into the Joe Joe 

Formation aquitard.  

A cross-section, Figure 1, of the geology across the MLA70425 from west to east is included to illustrate the 

relationship between the target coal seams (to be dewatered) and the Joe Joe Formation aquitard, which limits 

the drawdown impacts of mine dewatering to the east. 
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Figure 2-1 Geological Cross-Section 

 

The Joe Joe Formation sediments intersected during drilling were recognised to be hydraulically tight and to 

have very low groundwater potential. This contact was then included in the predictive modelling, which included 

low aquifer properties in the Joe Joe Formation (as recognised from drilling). Drawdown in the overlying adjacent 

younger Colinlea Sandstone (as a result of mine dewatering) extends to the east until it reaches this negligible 

groundwater flow formation. This is recognised in the drawdown cones projected in the predictive modelling 

(Figure 2-2), which extend to the Colinlea Sandstone / Joe Joe Formation contact. Figure 2-2 presents a cross-

section showing the drilling results. 
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Figure 2-2 Drawdown Predictions Constrained by Joe Joe Formation Aquitard 
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2.7.3. Project Description 

Comment - 7.D 

Section 6.5.4 

Proposed stock route there are no watering points, two railway lines and no holding facilities for livestock at night 

also power-lines and power sub-station to negotiate while moving livestock.  

Recommendation - 7.D 

A better option would be go along the Northern boundary of Surbiton South until the Eulimbie road as you would 

have to cross only one railway line and there are more watering points for stock as well as livestock holding 

facilities.  

Response - 7.D 

HGPL has consulted with landowners about potential Project impacts and HGPL is committed to working 

cooperatively as the Project progresses. These are detailed more fully in the SIMP (refer Section D.7 - 

Landholders) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

Noted. HGPL have noted this recommendation and have discussed stock route options at the landholder 

meetings held during the preparation of the SEIS. The outcomes of these discussions are to be reflected in the 

stock route alignments which will be finalised pre – construction.  

2.7.4. Air Quality 

Comment - 7.E 

Section 13.1.3 

When the dust level exceeds the rate level 50mg/m3 what are the consequences that we may endure eg. Would 

we have to leave our property due to health reasons or would the mine shut down.  

Recommendation - 7.E 

Who monitors the dust levels and do we get to see the results.  

Response - 7.E 

This air quality objective is set in the Queensland Environmental Protection Policy (Air) for the protection of 

health and wellbeing.  However, the environmental value (health and wellbeing) is still considered to be protected 

if this objective is not exceeded for more than five days per year.  Preliminary analysis of the background 

monitoring data for the period July to May reveals that background concentration exceeded the 50µg/m3 Project 
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criteria on 4 days at the Forrester Homestead, for 2 days at the Monklands Homestead and for 3 days at the 

Accommodation Village between July 2011 and May 2012 without any contribution from the mine. Thus, it would 

not be necessary to vacate the property for a single exceedence of the objective. 

HGPL have developed a draft Environmental Management Plan (EM Plan) (Volume 2, Appendix T1) which 

includes the continuous, live monitoring of particulate matter concentrations and meteorology at locations where 

adverse impacts are most likely. The EM Plan includes a 'trigger' system which provides advance warnings to 

HGPL when the hourly concentrations at the monitors indicate that there is a possibility that the 24-hour average 

may be exceeded. As part of the draft EM Plan and as an Environmental Authority condition, HGPL are 

committed to investigating the cause of measured high concentrations and implementing dust source specific, 

corrective actions to ensure that the objectives for the protection of human health are not exceeded (Volume 2, 

Appendix T1, Section T3.3.8 of the SEIS). The EM Plan will be approved by DEHP before implementation. HGPL 

is happy for relevant summary of data submitted to DEHP as a requirement of the EA conditions to be made 

publicly available. 

2.7.5. Project Description 

Comment - 7.F 

Section 2.3.5 

There should be compensation to be worked out with landholders as to the loss of productivity from livestock 

until they get use to the noise and sight of aircraft landing and taking off.  

Recommendation - 7.F 

N/A 

Response - 7.F 

Noted. Compensation to landholders is being negotiated as required.  

HGPL has consulted with landowners about potential Project impacts and HGPL is committed to working 

cooperatively as the Project progresses. These are detailed more fully in the SIMP (refer Section D.7 - 

Landholders) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

Landowner consultations and negotiations will be ongoing through to construction/operation and will be 

confidential between HGPL and each key stakeholder. 

Comment - 7.G 

Section 2.3.5 

Is there going to be a night curfew? 
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Recommendation - 7.G 

N/A 

Response - 7.G 

A night curfew for the airport is not being considered at this stage. 

HGPL has consulted with landowners about potential Project impacts and HGPL is committed to working 

cooperatively as the Project progresses. These are detailed more fully in the SIMP (refer Section D.7 - 

Landholders) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

Comment - 7.H 

Section 2.3.5 

Can local landholders‘ use the strip at any time?  

Recommendation - 7.H 

N/A 

Response - 7.H 

The use of the airport by third parties will be subject to private negotiations between the Proponent and the 

interested party. 

Comment - 7.I 

Figure 2.2; Section 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 

The proposed accommodation area is beside a vital surface watering point which supplies one turkey‘s nest, one 

tank three troughs. This will render the paddock known as Eagle Hawke on Surbiton South total unproductive as 

well as the northern half of the paddock known as middle paddock totally unproductive for livestock production.  

Recommendation - 7.I 

If the accommodation would be moved to a westerly direction approximately 500metres this would not happen.  

Response - 7.I 

Noted. HGPL has consulted with landowners about potential Project impacts and HGPL is committed to working 

cooperatively as the Project progresses. These are detailed more fully in the SIMP (refer Section D.7 - 

Landholders) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 
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Landowner consultations and negotiations will be ongoing through to construction/operation and will be 

confidential between HGPL and each key stakeholder. 

Comment - 7.J 

Section 6.5.4; Figure 6-6 

Purposed access road to Kevin Corner cut Surbiton South into numerous land parcels which will have a 

detrimental effect on grazing livestock because there will be no watering points in paddocks and the grazing 

pressure by livestock because of the change in land types will enhance the unsustainability of certain areas. 

The amenity of living at Surbiton South Homestead will be compromised greatly. Because of the close proximity 

of the road being 2.1km we have great concern for safety of our children especially the youngest who is only 

eight. As transport driving along the proposed road have an unrestricted view of the homestead complex for 

approximately 5km. Our safety and wellbeing of our employees will be compromised because of its location.  

Recommendation - 7.J 

An access road to Kevin Corner along the Eulimbie road and then along the Northern Boundary of Surbiton 

South would be a more practical solution.  

Response - 7.J 

HGPL has consulted with landowners about potential Project impacts and HGPL is committed to working 

cooperatively as the Project progresses. These are detailed more fully in the SIMP (refer Section D.7 - 

Landholders) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

Landowner consultations and negotiations will be ongoing through to construction/operation and will be 

confidential between HGPL and each key stakeholder.  
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 Private Submitter 8 2.8.

2.8.1. Surface Water 

Comment - 8.A 

Section 11 

1. Immediately adjacent to the homestead on "Degulla" and partially on the neighbouring property 

"Forester", there is a permanent water source known as the "Degulla Lake". 

2. The "Degulla Lake" is filled by the overflow of water from the Belyando River, which is adjacent to it 

during flood events. 

3. The flow of water down Native Companion Creek and Sandy Creek contribute large volumes of water to 

the Belyando River which cause the inflow into "Degulla Lake" during flood events. 

4. Three properties, "Degulla", "Forester" and "Mirabella" currently rely on water from "Degulla Lake" for 

stock and domestic supplies. 

a. I have constructed two pumps adjacent to the lake which are used to provide water to the 

homestead as well as to the yards and to troughs to water cattle.  

b. The owners of "Forester" have installed a pump adjacent to the lake to pump water for cattle.  

c. The property "Mirabella", which is on the other side of the Belyando River, has also installed a 

pump on "Degulla Lake" and pumps water to "Mirabella" which is used for stock and domestic 

purposes. 

5. Currently, the water in "Degulla Lake" is of extremely high quality and is used for domestic purposes by 

at least two of the properties which draw water from the lake. The water is, therefore, presently of a 

potable standard. 

6. The diversion of Lagoon, Well, Sandy (Little) being proposed by Kevin‘s Corner Mine will have a 

substantial adverse impact on the flood plain of Sandy Creek and Belyando River. 

Recommendation - 8.A 

N/A 

Response - 8.A 

The Project will not change hydrology of the natural flood event filling Degulla Lagoon downstream of Sandy Ck 

and Native Companion Ck confluence. Contaminants will not be discharged above levels that will contaminate 

downstream water supplies drawn from Degulla Lagoon.  

Groundwater level changes due to mine dewatering and depressurisation have been predicted. The risk of 

induced flow from the ephemeral surface water resources, Sandy Creek and tributaries, to the underlying 

confined aquifers is limited. The change in seasonal surface water flows, if induced flow does occur within 

isolated areas of thin clay-poor Tertiary cover, would not markedly impact on volumes reporting downstream, 

thus no measurable impact on the Degulla Lake (contribution from Sandy Creek catchment) is predicted. No 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 63-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

impacts on the Native Companion Creek are predicted based on the catchments being separated by Joe Joe 

Formation aquitard and outcrop (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.12). 

Surface water flow and flood predictions are detailed in the Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix K). Water management measures to restrict the release of contaminants are covered in the 

Site Water Management (Basis of Design) Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix M) and the EMP (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T1). A commitment included in the List of Proponent Commitments (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, 

Section C.11) addresses the issue specific to Degulla Lake 

Comment - 8.B 

The diversion means the amount of water will pass at a much greater velocity. This will have an adverse impact 

on the land which is situated downstream causing erosion of the land and adversely affecting the quality of the 

water by the collection of suspended sediment and other matter. 

Recommendation - 8.B 

N/A 

Response - 8.B 

The diversion will only increase flows in Middle Creek and Well Creek tributaries. Downstream of the junction of 

the Well Creek and Sandy Creek tributary there will be no increase in flood flow because the total catchment 

area has not changed.  There will only be a minor increase in the velocity of water in Sandy Creek within the 

mine lease (due to the influence of the flood protection levees). There will be no increase in velocity of flow in 

Sandy Creek downstream of the mine lease because the Project is not changing the creeks or floodplains 

downstream of the mine lease. 

Suspended sediment occurs naturally in the Sandy Creek flow because the area is high in the headwater of the 

Burdekin Basin and Belyando Creek sub-catchment. The site is high in the headwaters where sediment and 

runoff generation naturally occurs, it is natural occurrence that the landscape is slowly eroding and that streams 

carry suspended sediment and organic matter. The Project will contain all mine affected waters, and the typical 

environmental authority conditions imposed by regulatory agencies will not allow contamination of the 

downstream waters.  

Detailed assessment of surface water impacts, management, monitoring and mitigation measures are provided 

in the Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix K) and  Site Water Management 

(Basis of Design) Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix M), the EMP (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1)  

Comment - 8.C 

The construction of a mine will cause the quality of the water flowing into the Belyando River to be adversely 

affected by contaminated sediment and other matter which will be collected by the water as it flows through new 

diversions. 
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The suspended sediment in the water will be deposited in "Degulla Lake", during flood events, and will cause an 

increased amount of sediment to be deposited in the lake, which will reduce its storage capacity and the volume 

of water available to the three properties which draw water from "Degulla Lake". 

If the level of the Belyando River, during flood events, is reduced to below the level at which the river overflows 

its banks and fills "Degulla Lake", then "Degulla Lake" will be severely affected by a reduction in the 

replenishment of the water source during flood events.  

Recommendation - 8.C 

N/A 

Response - 8.C 

Degulla Lagoon (Lake) shown in Plate 1 below is located approximately 20 km north of the KC Project area. The 

location of the Lagoon is also approximately 6 km downstream of the junction of Sandy Creek and Native 

Companion Creek. The landscape context of Degulla Lagoon supports the statement made in the submission 

that Degulla Lagoon is replenished by flood events that exceed the channel capacity of Sandy Creek when flows 

spread out across the floodplain. Impacts assessed further upstream at the northern lease boundary (refer 

Volume 1, Section 11, Table 11-26 in EIS) found that flood flows will not significantly change. 

At this location the total catchment of Sandy Creek (adjacent to the Degulla Lagoon) is in excess of 7,500 km2. 

The Kevin‘s Corner Project will at the worst case in year 30 contain approximately 37 km2 of catchment in the 

mine water management system in accordance with requirements to contain mine affected waters generated by 

the Project. This represents less than 0.5% of catchment above Degulla Lagoon and hence the vast majority of 

the catchment will drain freely and the Project will not measurably impact on downstream flood flows near 

Degulla Lagoon. The natural replenishment of Degulla Lagoon from flooding will not be impacted. 

Surface water flow and flood predictions are detailed in the Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix K). Water management measures to restrict the release of contaminants are covered in the 

Site Water Management (Basis of Design) Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix M), the EMP (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T1), and the List of Proponent Commitments (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.11). 
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Plate 2 Degulla Lagoon 

Comment - 8.D 

The suspended sediment in the water will be deposited in "Degulla Lake", during flood events, and will cause an 

increased amount of sediment to be deposited in the lake, which will reduce its storage capacity and the volume 

of water available to the three properties which draw water from "Degulla Lake". 

If the level of the Belyando River, during flood events, is reduced to below the level at which the river overflows 

its banks and fills "Degulla Lake", then "Degulla Lake" will be severely affected by a reduction in the 

replenishment of the water source during flood events.  

Recommendation - 8.D 

N/A 

Response - 8.D 

The level of the Belyando River will not be reduced as a result of the Project and the natural replenishment of 

Degulla Lagoon during flood events will not be affected.   

The Project is located high in the headwaters where sediment and runoff generation naturally occur, hence 

suspended sediment is a natural phenomena in the flood flows travelling down Sandy Creek. Hydraulic modelling 

results indicate that it is extremely unlikely that suspended sediment inflows into Degulla Lagoon during flood 
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events that replenish the lagoon would increase measurably above naturally occurring rates as a result of the 

Project.  Accordingly the storage capacity of the Lagoon would not diminish due to sedimentation at any faster 

rate than occurs naturally. 

Surface water flow and flood predictions are detailed in the Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix K). Water management measures to restrict the release of contaminants are covered in the 

Site Water Management (Basis of Design) Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix M), the EMP (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T1), and the List of Proponent Commitments (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.11). 

Comment - 8.E 

If the level of the Belyando River, during flood events, is reduced to below the level at which the river overflows 

its banks and fills "Degulla Lake", then "Degulla Lake" will be severely affected by a reduction in the 

replenishment of the water source during flood events.  

Recommendation - 8.E 

N/A 

Response - 8.E 

Hydraulic modelling results outlined in the Revised Surface Water Hydralics Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

K) show that the Project is unlikely to have an effect of downstream flood levels.  Accordingly the level of the 

Belyando River will not be reduced as a result of the Project and the natural replenishment of Degulla Lagoon 

will not be affected. 

2.8.2. Groundwater 

Comment - 8.F 

1. Further investigation including full groundwater modelling should be undertaken before the EIS is 

approved. 

2. With a predicted radius of impact of 20km it is clear that a large number of private bores are within the 

ambit of drawdown influence from proposed pits and dewatering operations. 

3. The Proponent has not mentioned or committed to any make-good undertaking for damaged bores. 

4. The further investigation should present a satisfactory level of evidence as to the groundwater resource, 

location of private bores, identification of their source aquifers, quality, standing water level, specific 

bore capacity and level of susceptibility to mining drawdown. 

5. Any approval by the Coordinator should be conditioned, as set out below: 

a. to ensure that a Development Permit (water licence) is required for the groundwater impacts; 

b. to ensure that the Development Permit if issued by DERM is given to owners of at-risk bores 

concurrent with public notice of the lease application and draft environmental authority; and 
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c. to ensure that the Proponent is required to offer a make-good agreement to such owners with 

provision for arbitration should the parties be unable to agree on its terms. 

Recommendation - 8.F 

N/A 

Response - 8.F 

Predictive groundwater modelling has been conducted and presented in the updated SEIS Groundwater Report 

(Volume 2, Appendix L). Potentially impacted groundwater supply bores (at-risk bores) have been identified. The 

largest predicted drawdown (associated with the target D coal seam) is to be used to determine all at-risk bores 

within the predicted zone of influence of the Kevin‘s Corner Project. This approach adopts the precautionary 

principle, such that any bore identified within the predicted zone of influence regardless of groundwater source is 

assumed to be at-risk and will therefore be considered during the make-good agreements. 

Make-good agreements will be negotiated between HGPL and the potentially effect landholders prior to the 

commencement of mining.  An outline of what will be considered in a make-good agreement is presented in the 

EM Plan Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.4.8 ) as well as in Section 14.2.3 (At Risk Bores) in the SEIS 

Groundwater Report (Volume 2, Appendix L). The repairing of damaged bores is one option available for the 

continuation of water supply to the landholder. 

Comment - 8.G 

Section 12 

Baseline assessment and routine monitoring of potentially affected private bores as well as the Proponent's 

monitoring bores is required. 

Without baseline data and monitoring history, if a dispute arises over whether a private bore is adversely affected 

and whether the ―make-good‖ obligation is triggered, it is very unlikely the owners of those bores could have 

sufficient evidence for a successful claim. Without baseline data and regular monitoring it is impossible to prove 

an adverse change. A pumped sample could be obtained without difficulty from most equipped bores. And 

inserting a water level tester requires only a small opening, which can usually be created at least temporarily 

without difficulty by slight realignment of the borehead equipment. Or, a permanent portal can be created by 

drilling a hole into the casing near the top. In any event, the Proponent must be prepared to and equipped to 

make any necessary changes or adjustments (with owner‘s consent) to allow baseline testing and monitoring. 

Even if baseline data for the private bore exists, each at-risk bore needs to be directly monitored.  

A monitoring bore right beside a private bore would be effective, but place it any distance away as proposed and 

it ceases to be a reliable indicator of change and the causes of change.  

Recommendation - 8.G 

N/A 
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Response - 8.G 

Baseline monitoring is ongoing from dedicated monitoring points within different groundwater units / aquifers 

across the site.  

No monitoring of in-use groundwater supply bores is conducted.  

The Proponent is compiling ambient groundwater data over time to assess trends and develop accurate trigger 

levels and compliance limits. Additional groundwater monitoring bores will be added to the existing monitoring 

network over time.   

At-risk bores will be assessed in the field prior to mining to collect ambient data for use in compiling make-good 

water supply agreements (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.12).  

Comment - 8.H 

Section 12 

To provide an effective basis for a ―make-good‖ commitment a baseline testing and monitoring program, which 

would require the cooperation of the owners, would require 

a. Individual baseline assessment of all at-risk private bores before mining starts, then regular (e.g. 

quarterly) monitoring  

b. Comprehensive baseline testing of each bore using the criteria –  

i. standing water level  

ii. sustainable yield 

iii. water quality (pH, conductivity, temperature plus other appropriate lab-test parameters) 

iv. specific bore capacity (where necessary by temporary installation of a larger pump) 

v. a declining yield trigger value  

vi. a declining water quality trigger value  

vii. physical description of the bore installation.  

c. For periodic monitoring each private bore should be equipped by the Proponent with appropriate time 

series data loggers and sensors (with continuous power supply – solar or battery) to measure and 

record –  

i. date and time of measurement  

ii. instantaneous standing water level  

iii. cumulative yield since last record  

Recommendation - 8.H 

N/A 
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Response - 8.H 

All at-risk bores will be assessed prior to mining for the compilation of make-good water supply agreements 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.4.8).  

HGPL propose to include the following in the make-good agreements: 

 A commitment that all groundwater monitoring will be conducted and 

 assessed by a suitably qualified independent expert 

 Details regarding the groundwater bore baseline data 

 Access to groundwater data and monitoring results 

 Groundwater level data trends and comparison to Environmental Authority 

 Condition trigger values 

This is typically done once and the agreement then allows for the replacement or alternative source of water to 

the same quantity and quality (or better) as recorded during the pre-mining assessment. Monitoring data will be 

assessed and interpreted using independent suitably qualified hydrogeologists. (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, 

Section C.12) 

In addition, the make good agreements will include the following;  

 Details regarding the groundwater monitoring network and dewatering scheme(s) 

 Provision for the repair or replacement of damaged bores or water supply infrastructure, if HGPL is 

deemed to have caused the damage 

 The replacement of diminished groundwater, of same quality or better water quality, and volume 

 A subsidy to cover additional costs associated with: 

o A dispute resolution mechanism 

o In the absence of agreement, the provision for arbitration to settle the terms of agreement. 

Comment - 8.I 

Section 12 

And, of course, a fair and workable ―make-good‖ scheme requires  

 full disclosure of all baseline and monitoring data to the bore owner 

 a requirement that the testing and monitoring and arbitration on damage must be done by a suitably 

qualified and independent expert, where the owner has the right to be consulted as to the choice of 

expert and in the absence of agreement the expert is to be independently chosen 

 provision for the Proponent to repair or replace damaged water supply, or if that is not possible to 

compensate 

 a dispute resolution system 

On the Development Permit (water licence) being completed concurrent with the application for and issue of a 

draft environmental authority. 
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DERM must ensure that the Development Permit (water licence) stipulates to its satisfaction which private bores 

are at-risk. DERM should require the Proponent to notify each owner concurrent with delivering the notice of 

mining lease application and draft environmental authority, and provide each owner with a copy of the 

Development Permit (water licence). 

The Development Permit (water licence) must require the Proponent to offer a make-good agreement to each 

respective owner. The agreement is to be mutually satisfactory to the parties, or in the absence of agreement the 

permit is to provide for arbitration to settle the terms of agreement.  

Recommendation - 8.I 

N/A 

Response - 8.I 

The points made within this submission will be considered when drafting the mutually agreeable make-good 

commitments for each landowner (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.4.8). 

HGPL propose to include the following in the make-good agreements: 

 A commitment that all groundwater monitoring will be conducted and assessed by a suitably qualified 

independent expert 

 Details regarding the groundwater bore baseline data 

 Access to groundwater data and monitoring results 

 Groundwater level data trends and comparison to Environmental Authority 

 Condition trigger values 

This is typically done once and the agreement then allows for the replacement or alternative source of water to 

the same quantity and quality (or better) as recorded during the pre-mining assessment. Monitoring data will be 

assessed and interpreted using independent suitably qualified hydrogeologists. (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, 

Section C.12) 

In addition, the make good agreements will include  the following\;  

 Details regarding the groundwater monitoring network and dewatering scheme(s) 

 Provision for the repair or replacement of damaged bores or water supply infrastructure, if HGPL is 

deemed to have caused the damage 

 The replacement of diminished groundwater, of same quality or better water quality, and volume 

 A subsidy to cover additional costs associated with: 

o A dispute resolution mechanism 

o In the absence of agreement, the provision for arbitration to settle the terms of agreement. 

The latest predictive groundwater modelling results will be made available to neighbouring groundwater users to 

allow them to see which bores may be impacted by mine dewatering over time. 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.12) 
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2.8.3. Terrestrial Ecology 

Comment - 8.J 

Section 8 

Although provisions have been made for controlling pests and weeds inside the mining lease, Landholders 

adjacent or downstream from the project are at increased risk of weed infestations. During the current mining 

development phase of the project, Parthenium weed has already been introduced to the areas of activity.  

The proposed mine has a life in excess of thirty years, in that time the possibility of exotic weeds being 

introduced to the immediate and downstream (weed seed travelling on water) is highly likely. Exploration in the 

1970‘s brought Lantana to the Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner project areas. Since then it has been up to land 

holders in this area to provide the necessary means to combat this introduced evasive woody weed. 

Provisions must be made for land holders in the affected area‘s (adjacent and downstream to the lease) to 

access funding set aside for the purpose of combating the increase of introduced pests and weeds.  

Recommendation - 8.J 

An agreement outlining a Pests and weeds control plan between the landholders affected and Hancock Coal 

should be in place before the mining lease is granted.  

Response - 8.J 

The Project will monitor and control potential pests and weeds on site as outlined in the Pest and Weed 

Management Plan presented in Volume 2, Appendix T4.02 of this SEIS. It has been produced in accordance with 

the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 and aligned with Local Government feral 

animal control programs as set out in the Local Government Area Pest Management Plans. This plan outlines 

the required mitigation and management methods for the control of pests and weeds on site. Although 

parthenium was not found on site during the EIS surveys, the management of parthenium weed is included in the 

Pest and Weed Management Plan. HGPL will consult with relevant local government officers and state 

government regional officers on the plan as required. 

HGPL has discussed the Pest and Weed Management Plan with the landholders. As the Project progress the 

plan will be updated to include the following and further discussed with the landholders: 

 Confirmation of the  weed and pest species found on site; 

 Selection of herbicides and pesticides to meet the Meat and Livestock Association (MLA) requirements 

 Establish a notification procedure to the local landholders/graziers to provide details on areas, which 

have been sprayed to ensure livestock, do not consume feedstock from these areas in accordance with 

MLA requirements.  

Consultation with landholders if any chemicals will be used which are on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park list 

which could trigger their reporting requirements.  
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If required, further private consultation with potentially affected landholders will be undertaken and will address 

such impacts from weeds and pests. 

2.8.4. Air Quality  

Comment - 8.K 

Section 8 

Provision for land holder compensation in areas affected by Dust pollution. Under circumstances where the 

project isn‘t able to control excessive dust pollution created by open cut coal extraction (micron levels exceed 50 

micron), fodder available to stock may become unpalatable. This will impact on the land holders in the area 

ability to sustain their animals‘ health.  

Recommendation - 8.K 

N/A 

Response - 8.K 

The scope of the air quality assessment is to assess dust deposition against the monthly dust deposition rate of 

Queensland DEHP with a view to protecting residential amenity by preventing nuisance. The impact of deposited 

dust on ecology, including flora and fauna, is outside the scope of the DEHP objective and there are currently no 

deposited dust goals or standards defined for the protection of flora and fauna. However, research on dust 

impacts on vegetation for the Curragh North Project (Doley, (2003) Effects of mineral dusts on vegetation a 

review of literature and model calculations), indicates that a precautionary threshold of 500mg/m2/day would be 

sufficient to protect flora and fauna. HGPL is not aware of any evidence to show that coal dust deposition has an 

adverse impact on the palatability of pastures to livestock.  

With reference to the prediction of deposited dust at sensitive receptors in Volume 2, Appendix G Section 4.1.4 

(Table 4-6) of the SEIS, the highest daily dust deposition at the most proximate sensitive receptor to the Project 

(Forrester Homestead) is predicted to be 54% (75.3mg/m2/day) of the DEHP guideline. Of this 54%, only 5% 

(7.3mg/m2/day) is attributable to the Kevin‘s Corner coal mine Project. Typically, daily dust deposition would be 

less than this. At all other receptors assessed in the study, less than 1% of total dust deposition is predicted to be 

produced by the Kevin‘s Corner Project. The highest dust deposition rate as a result of emissions from the 

Kevin‘s Corner Project at the sensitive receptors was predicted to be significantly below the 500 mg/m2/day 

threshold. 

The Project is committed to the dust control measures which are described in the draft EM Plan (Volume 2, 

Appendix M1) and those actions and guidelines imposed on the Project as license conditions. Based on the 

above, it is not anticipated that deposited dust will make cattle fodder unpalatable and impact on the health of 

livestock. The impact on cattle expected from dust generated from the Kevin‘s Corner coal mine is therefore 

expected to be insignificant.  
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Comment - 8.L 

Section 13; Section 8 

Monitoring site locations and information gathered from these sites should be available to the land holders giving 

them added insight into actual micron levels on their property. This will help those affected to manage their stock 

according to availability of uncontaminated fodder.  

Recommendation - 8.L 

N/A 

Response - 8.L 

HGPL is happy for a relevant summary of data submitted to DEHP as a requirement of the EA conditions to be 

made publicly available (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.13). 

Comment - 8.M 

Section 13; Section 8 

Where stock numbers have to be reduced because of contaminated fodder, landholders should be fairly 

compensated for their loss.  

Recommendation - 8.M 

N/A 

Response - 8.M 

The studies undertaken as part of the EIS process suggest that the mining activities will not have a detrimental 

effect on the surrounding properties cattle or pasture. The Project is committed to the dust control measures 

which are described in the draft EM Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1) and those actions and guidelines 

imposed on the Project as license conditions. It is not anticipated that deposited dust will contaminate cattle 

fodder and influence the management livestock. 

2.8.5. Transport 

Comment - 8.N 

Section 17 

Because of mining activity, current access roads into and adjoining the mining lease have become impassable 

impacting on land holders in the area ability to access livestock markets, Health services and provisions. 
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Shire roads used for the development of the Alpha Coal project are unsealed and have been damaged to the 

point where they have become impassable at times. On several occasions because of heavy vehicles operating 

in wet conditions land holders have been unable to transport livestock in or out of the area. Previous to the 

mining activity, land holders using these unsealed roads would confer as to road condition and ability to carry 

livestock in wet conditions. If neighbours thought damage could occur creating access difficulties, transportation 

of livestock or goods would be put off until such a time safe cartage without road damage could be achieved. 

Unfortunately contractors undergoing works for Hancock Coal do not engage in this process. 

Roads should be sealed so that land holders (rate payers) in the affected area are not disadvantaged because of 

excess use of the shire roads in unfavourable conditions.  

Recommendation - 8.N 

N/A 

Response - 8.N 

HGPL undertakes to create a Road Use Management Plan in order to manage the risks and impacts of transport 

related issues, as well as consult with the Department of Main Roads and Barcaldine Regional Council with 

regard to a Road Maintenance Program and rehabilitation agreement.  The final design of the road will be 

discussed with the local landholders and the regional council, who will jointly assess the right outcomes for 

community safety.  

HGPL will also contribute towards the development and maintenance of State and Local roads in accordance 

with the Infrastructure Agreements. Prior to commencement of construction, HGPL will enter into an 

infrastructure agreement with the State and Barcaldine Regional Council which will cover the maintenance and 

upgrades of Roads in proportion with proposed traffic generated from mine related traffic (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.17 of the SEIS). 

The condition of the regional roads has been considered as part of the Pavement Impact Assessment under the 

GARID requirements. Refer to Section 5 of Volume 2, Appendix J Road Impact Assessment (RIA) of this SEIS. 

The road network to be utilised by Project vehicles has been confirmed and agreed with DTMR and BRC during 

the consultation phase of the RIA. Roads recommended for upgrading are discussed in Section 5.4 of the above 

mentioned RIA. 
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 Department of Community Safety  2.9.

2.9.1. Soils, Topography and Land Disturbance  

Comment - 9.A 

Section 5 

Jericho Shire Council (the former Local Government Area [LGA]) is exempt from the landslide outcomes due to 

the low risk of this type of event, however, the SPP applies for bushfire, as defined in Annex 2 of the SPP (DIP, 

2010, SPP 1/03) as well as flooding. (Ch 6.0) 

Recommendation - 9.A 

No further information is required for landslide.  

Response - 9.A 

Noted.  

2.9.2. Surface Water 

Comment - 9.B 

Section 11 

Flood immunity and mitigation measures for the control and management of flood waters have been incorporated 

into the Project‘s design, and the potential impacts of flood, bushfire and landslides have been considered 

throughout the Project design and within the EIS. (Ch 6.0) 

Although data are limited, it is inferred that maximum flood-producing mechanisms in the Sandy Creek 

catchment probably occurs with a frequency of about 1:100 years. 

A detailed surface water study was completed for the Project (refer to Volume 2, Appendix M). The study 

included an assessment of the hydrology of the Project‘s catchment area, flood modelling and a geomorphologic 

impact assessment. Hydrological and hydraulic models were developed and used to determine flood behaviour 

for frequent and large design floods. (Ch 3.8.2) 

The hydrology study considered a wide range of design flood estimates with Annual Exceedance Probabilities 

(AEPs) ranging up to the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF). These included the 1:10, 1:20, 1:50, 1:100, 1:1,000, 

1:2,000 AEP events and the PMF event. (Ch 11.2.2) 

A study of the hydraulic conditions within the watercourses traversing the Kevin‘s Corner Project site was 

undertaken to assess the flooding impacts of the proposed Project. The key objectives of this investigation were 
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to determine if the Project development would adversely impact the flood risk to adjacent properties, and to 

determine the likely flood risk to the Project development and operations. (Ch 11.2.3) 

Based on the characteristics of climate at and around the Sandy Creek catchment, and the size of the overall 

catchment, it was identified that small to large floods, nominally up to 1:50 AEP are likely to be governed by 

localised extents of spatial distribution of rainfall storms (i.e. not occurring across the entire catchment) and/or 

influenced by highly variable rainfall loss rates. Conventional rainfall routing methods for estimation of small to 

large floods could be unrealistic for estimation of small to large floods up to 1:50 AEP because this method 

typically assumes idealised conditions of a design rainfall event occurring over the entire catchment. It was 

identified that for this range of floods, preference should be given to flood frequency analysis methods (providing 

that available data is reliable), as sufficient periods of recorded flood data from the region would inherently 

include representation of the variability of rainfall depths, spatial extents, and rainfall losses which affect runoff 

volumes. 

For more extreme flood events (nominally 1:100 AEP floods and larger) data suggests that major tropical storms 

that can cover the entire catchment and produce large rainfall depths could be reasonably expected. For the 

range of large to extreme flood events (which are needed for design of flood protection), rainfall routing methods 

for flood estimation are preferred recognising that reasoned, but not excessive, conservatism is important given 

the significant to extreme consequences that could occur in the event of failure of the Project‘s flood protection 

works. The preference for rainfall routing based methods for estimation of the large to extreme floods also 

recognises the limitations of flood frequency analysis with limited data periods can produce significant 

uncertainty beyond the credible limit of extrapolation. (Ch 11.3.3.1) 

Sewerage and wastewater management facilities - All pump stations and disposal sites located above the 

1:1,000 AEP flood event inundation levels as a minimum and to be readily accessible from site roads and the 

reticulated power supply (Ch. 11.3.8.3) 

…an eco-village suitable for a workforce of approximately 2,000 employees (1,500 permanent employees plus 

additional periodic shut down maintenance allowances) will be situated approximately 10 km from the mine off 

the site access road and before the proposed Jericho-Degulla Road deviation. The accommodation village is 

designed for a fly-in-fly-out workforce. (Ch 2.6.1.2)  

Recommendation - 9.B 

The flood immunity proposed for sewerage and wastewater facilities are well above the level required in SPP 

1/03 of the DFE. The EIS should also address the flood immunity for any proposed water treatment plants. 

Appendix 9 of the SPP 1/03 Guideline requires a flood level of the 0.5% AEP for water treatment plants. 

For residential development, SPP 1/03 requires that dwellings are located and designed so that the floor levels 

are at or above the defined flood event (DFE). DCS requests details on the flood hazard present on the site 

proposed for the accommodation village and mitigation strategies, if necessary, proposed by the Proponent if 

flood hazard is present.  
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SPP 1/03 requires that there is at least one evacuation route that remains passable for emergency evacuation 

during all floods up to and including the DFE. DCS requests advice on the evacuation routes for the 

accommodation village and related flood immunity of these routes.  

Response - 9.B 

The water treatment plant will be sited in a location where the floor level can be placed above the 0.5% AEP. 

The accommodation village will be sited to be safe from flood events up to at least 1:100 AEP. 

The evacuation route from the accommodation village will be to the airport and the access road will be designed 

to be accessible during flood events up to 1:100 AEP event.   

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.11) 

2.9.3. Sustainability 

Comment - 9.C 

Section 25 

The Rural Fire Service (RFS) and Queensland Fire and Rescue Service have modelled the bushfire risk for 

Barcaldine Regional Council (RFS, 2008) (refer to Figure 3-10). The Project area is primarily classified as having 

a low (yellow) to medium (orange) bushfire risk. There are no high (red) bushfire risk areas identified in the 

vicinity of the Project. This risk modelling examined factors of slope, aspect and vegetation. (Ch 3.8.4) 

Recommendation - 9.C 

DCS Comments 

DCS requests details on the bushfire hazard present and any mitigation strategies proposed on the 

accommodation village site. SPP 1/03 requires that development avoids areas of high or medium bushfire 

hazard or mitigates the risk through design and siting, establishment of firebreaks, and providing adequate road 

access and water supplies for fire fighting.  

DCS requests details on the bushfire hazard present on the proposed sites of the sewerage, wastewater and 

water treatment plants. Appendix 9 of SPP 1/03 requires that if this type of infrastructure is located in a medium 

or high bushfire hazard area, it is able to function effectively during and immediately after bushfire events.  

Response - 9.C 

As part of developing the proposed Bushfire Management Plan, a bushfire hazard assessment will be completed 

to assess the vegetation community, slope and aspect to determine the hazard score for the different areas and 

to understand and mitigate the risk of bushfire. The assessment will note specific risk factors associated with the 
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development, including matters such as the nature of activities, materials to be conducted/stored on the site and 

persons likely to be present. 

As part of the first stage of developing a Bush Fire Management Plan, Figure 2-3 has been developed to show 

the proposed infrastructure in relation to bush fire risk for Kevin‘s Corner. The Figure shows that the majority of 

the site infrastructure areas (including the proposed sewerage, wastewater and water treatment plants) are 

located in low to medium risk areas. All site infrastructure will be built to meet the required bushfire rating and 

mitigation measures including vegetation clearance will be undertaken prior to construction. 

HGPL will continue to liaise with the QFRS on site emergency requirements including the development of a 

Bushfire Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.9). 
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2.9.4. Executive Summary 

Comment - 9.D 

Section 2 

The project has the potential to increase QAS demand in an area with limited response capacity and lengthy 

response times, as well as the potential to increase the usage of the helicopter based service and fixed wing 

aircraft.  

The project will require mitigation strategies around the provision of emergency care on site, on-going 

consultation and information, around the project status and emergency access to ensure a timely and 

appropriate QAS response. 

Notification of planned exercises, either practical or tabletop, for attendance and participation by the QAS. 

QAS would seek an opportunity to meet with the Proponent, regarding a proposal for the possible formulation 

and introduction of a contract for the provision of dedicated paramedical services on site during the construction 

period and when mine is fully operational. 

Recommendation - 9.D 

Section 2 

Identify location of, and provision of an evacuation and access map for each of the accommodation workers 

villages, including work depots. 

Identify if any emergency first aid facilities will be provided at the work village locations. 

Notification if accommodation work camps will be alcohol free. 

Response - 9.D 

HGPL has met with QAS staff in Rockhampton to discuss their submission (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix R). 

Ongoing consultation between HGPL and QAS will occur and will further discussions regarding QAS capabilities 

for provision of services. These discussions will also provide QAS will further refined information regarding the 

facilities layout (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). 

2.9.5. Transport 

Comment - 9.E 

The project has the potential to increase QAS demand in an area with limited response capacity and lengthy 

response times, as well as the potential to increase the usage of the helicopter based service and fixed wing 

aircraft.  
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The project will require mitigation strategies around the provision of emergency care on site, on-going 

consultation and information, around the project status and emergency access to ensure a timely and 

appropriate QAS response. 

Notification of planned exercises, either practical or table top, for attendance and participation by the QAS. 

QAS would seek an opportunity to meet with the Proponent, regarding a proposal for the possible formulation 

and introduction of a contract for the provision of dedicated paramedical services on site during the construction 

period and when mine is fully operational. 

Recommendation - 9.E 

Identification and notification to the ambulance communication centre of public road closures and works 

commencement dates, along with time frames associated for completion of each construction stage. 

Identify the location of the proposed airfield, and identify if the airfield is open to aircraft other than FIFO staff. 

Identify possible landing site for both the rescue helicopter service and fixed wing aircraft services if required.  

Response - 9.E 

HGPL has met with QAS staff in Rockhampton to discuss their submission (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix R).  

HGPL will provide notification to the ambulance communication centre of KC mine work related public road 

closures and works commencement dates, along with time frames associated for completion of each 

construction stage (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). 

Ongoing consultation between HGPL and QAS will occur and will include discussions regarding QAS capabilities 

for provision of services. The proposed airfield will be made available to rescue fixed wing aircraft and helicopter 

services for emergencies in the area. (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24) The proposed location of the 

airfield will be further communicated to the emergency services as the Project develops. 

2.9.6. Health and Safety 

Comment - 9.F 

The project has the potential to increase QAS demand in an area with limited response capacity and lengthy 

response times, as well as the potential to increase the usage of the helicopter based service and fixed wing 

aircraft.  

The project will require mitigation strategies around the provision of emergency care on site, on-going 

consultation and information, around the project status and emergency access to ensure a timely and 

appropriate QAS response. 

Notification of planned exercises, either practical or tabletop, for attendance and participation by the QAS. 
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QAS would seek an opportunity to meet with the Proponent, regarding a proposal for the possible formulation 

and introduction of a contract for the provision of dedicated paramedical services on site during the construction 

period and when mine is fully operational. 

Recommendation - 9.F 

Provision of the site specific Safety Management Plan and Emergency Plans to the QAS Regional Management.  

Response - 9.F 

Site specific safety management plan and emergency plans will be developed in consultation with QAS and will 

be supplied to QAS Regional Management and will be done in conjunction with discussions with the Proponent 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). 

 HGPL has met with QAS and encouraged QAS to forward a capability statement detailing QAS paramedical 

services available.  

2.9.7. Hazard and Risk 

Comment - 9.G 

The project has the potential to increase QAS demand in an area with limited response capacity and lengthy 

response times, as well as the potential to increase the usage of the helicopter based service and fixed wing 

aircraft.  

The project will require mitigation strategies around the provision of emergency care on site, on-going 

consultation and information, around the project status and emergency access to ensure a timely and 

appropriate QAS response. 

Notification of planned exercises, either practical or table top, for attendance and participation by the QAS. 

QAS would seek an opportunity to meet with the Proponent, regarding a proposal for the possible formulation 

and introduction of a contract for the provision of dedicated paramedical services on site during the construction 

period and when mine is fully operational. 

Recommendation - 9.G 

Provision of the major Emergency Incident Plan, including updated contact details for key stakeholders in case of 

an emergency. 
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Response - 9.G 

Noted. The Emergency Management and Response Plan (including updated contact details for key stakeholders 

in case of an emergency) is to be developed in consultation with QAS (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section 

C.24). 

2.9.8. Executive Summary 

Comment - 9.H 

Section 2 

The project has the potential to increase QAS demand in an area with limited response capacity and lengthy 

response times, as well as the potential to increase the usage of the helicopter based service and fixed wing 

aircraft.  

The project will require mitigation strategies around the provision of emergency care on site, on-going 

consultation and information, around the project status and emergency access to ensure a timely and 

appropriate QAS response. 

Notification of planned exercises, either practical or tabletop, for attendance and participation by the QAS. 

QAS would seek an opportunity to meet with the Proponent, regarding a proposal for the possible formulation 

and introduction of a contract for the provision of dedicated paramedical services on site during the construction 

period and when mine is fully operational. 

Recommendation - 9.H 

Section 2.6.10 Telecommunications 

Notification of work proposed to be undertaken and dates of commencement, that may impact on 

telecommunications infrastructure and communication links between the ambulance communication centre and 

ambulance facilities and/or vehicles. 

The QAS may be required to fund and expand radio networks in the area. The QAS would request support to 

piggy back communication technology on planned towers or investigate assisting QAS to install appropriate 

technology in the area. 

Response - 9.H 

HGPL will work in consultation with QPS as the key emergency services agency to ensure that 

telecommunication systems can be tailored for joint use as far as practical (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section 

C.20). 
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2.9.9. Climate 

Comment - 9.I 

The Rural Fire Service (RFS) and Queensland Fire and Rescue Service have modelled the bushfire risk for 

Barcaldine Regional Council (RFS, 2008) (refer to Figure 3-10). The Project area is primarily classified as having 

a low (yellow) to medium (orange) bushfire risk. There are no high (red) bushfire risk areas identified in the 

vicinity of the Project. This risk modelling examined factors of slope, aspect and vegetation. (Ch 3.8.4)  

Recommendation - 9.I 

DCS requests details on the bushfire hazard present and any mitigation strategies proposed on the 

accommodation village site. SPP 1/03 requires that development avoids areas of high or medium bushfire 

hazard or mitigates the risk through design and siting, establishment of firebreaks, and providing adequate road 

access and water supplies for fire fighting.  

DCS requests details on the bushfire hazard present on the proposed sites of the sewerage, wastewater and 

water treatment plants. Appendix 9 of SPP 1/03 requires that if this type of infrastructure is located in a medium 

or high bushfire hazard area, it is able to function effectively during and immediately after bushfire events.  

Response - 9.I 

As part of developing the proposed Bushfire Management Plan, a bushfire hazard assessment will be completed 

to assess the vegetation community, slope and aspect to determine the hazard score for the different areas and 

to understand and mitigate the risk of bushfire. The assessment will note specific risk factors associated with the 

development, including matters such as the nature of activities, materials to be conducted/stored on the site and 

persons likely to be present. 

As part of the first stage of developing a Bush Fire Management Plan Figure 2-5 above, has been developed to 

show the proposed infrastructure in relation to bush fire risk for Kevin‘s Corner. The Figure shows that the 

majority of the site infrastructure areas (including the proposed sewerage, wastewater and water treatment 

plants) are located in low to medium risk areas. All site infrastructure will be built to meet the required bushfire 

rating and mitigation measures including vegetation clearance will be undertaken prior to construction. 

HGPL will continue to liaise with the DCS departments on site emergency requirements including the 

development of a Bushfire Management Plan. 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.9) 
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2.9.10. Hazard and Risk 

Comment - 9.J 

The Queensland Fire and Rescue Service (QFRS) maintains several prescribed functions under the Fire and 

Rescue Service Act 1990, one of which is to provide an advisory service and undertake other measures to 

promote fire prevention, fire control and safety and other procedures if a fire or hazardous materials emergency 

occurs. As an advice agency we also have jurisdiction to provide input into the design of a building or structures 

fire safety systems. This advice must be in accordance with the Sustainable Planning Regulation 2009 – 

schedule 7, table 1, for building work assessable against the Building Act 1975.  

Recommendation - 9.J 

N/A 

Response - 9.J 

HGPL confirm that all buildings will be built (where applicable) in accordance with Australian Standards and 

regulatory requirements including the requirements of the SPR 2009 assessable against the Building Act 1975. 

HGPL have agreed to consult with the QFRS to gain advice on the final design stages of the fire safety systems 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). 

Comment - 9.K 

The QFRS is aware that development approval for this project is being sought via the legislative framework 

outlined for approvals in section 1.10 Project Approvals. We understand the methodology and objectives of the 

EIS process and we acknowledge our role in the consultation process. We remain aware that we may provide 

the proponent with advice relevant to our function.  

Recommendation - 9.K 

N/A 

Response - 9.K 

Noted  

Comment - 9.L 

We understand the proponent will comply where necessary with relevant Queensland statutory legislation and 

will implement safety and health management systems so as to mitigate hazard and risk. We also note the 

following: 
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 All dangerous goods, explosives and hazardous substances used, stored and handled in accordance 

with relevant legislation; 

 Development of safety management plans and emergency response procedures in consultation with 

state and regional emergency service providers and provide an adequate level of training to staff who 

will be tasked with emergency management activities; 

 Hazard analysis and risk assessment undertaken in accordance with AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 Risk 

Management – Principles and guidelines and HB203:2006 Environmental Risk Management Principles 

and Processes; 

 Implementation of emergency response plans detailing mitigation strategies to achieve specific 

outcomes as outlined in the State Planning Policy (SPP) 1/03 – Guideline for Mitigating the Adverse 

Impacts of Flood, Bushfire and Landslide; 

 Compliance where necessary with the Fire and Rescue Service Act 1990.  

Recommendation - 9.L 

Otherwise having reviewed the document QFRS is satisfied with the content and provisions contained within.  

Response - 9.L 

Noted  

2.9.11. Transport 

Comment - 9.M 

QFRS notes that travel arrangements for the high majority of the workforce will be a fly-in-fly-out (FIFO) strategy 

directly to the project site and mine accommodation facilities. It is also noted that initially there may be a bus-in-

bus-out (BIBO) strategy from Emerald with a small percentage of the workforce utilizing a drive-in-drive-out 

(DIDO) strategy. However it would be expected that there would be an increase in vehicle movements, both 

heavy and light, on the local road networks during the development of the mine site and accommodation 

facilities, regardless of the project phase. As the site is to be located 90 kilometres from the Alpha township, the 

QFRS Alpha auxiliary service will be the primary respondents to any road traffic crashes in the area of the 

project. Further assistance will be provided from the QFRS Emerald and Clermont auxiliary services which would 

have an extended response time.  

Recommendation - 9.M 

N/A 

Response - 9.M 

Noted  
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2.9.12. Social 

Comment - 9.N 

The mine development may have an impact on the staffing resources of the Alpha Fire and Rescue Station with 

some QFRS auxiliary personnel seeking employment at the mine project. This may diminish the QFRS response 

capabilities in this area.  

Recommendation - 9.N 

The QFRS requests future consultation be held with the proponent to implement an agreement between both 

parties and formulate an arrangement to ensure staffing and equipment resources are available to provide life 

and property protection to the residents of the surrounding townships and their infrastructure, as well as 

providing response and support capabilities to any emergency incident that may occur on the mine site.  

Response - 9.N 

The Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan, developed to support the SIMP, will incorporate actions to ensure 

QFRS‘s responsiveness and capabilities are maintained through construction and operation of the mine. Key 

actions within the plan include: 

 Ensuring that QFRS volunteers employed by HGPL are placed on staggered rosters where possible; 

 Investigating opportunities through employee agreements to encourages workers to continue to work as 

QFRS volunteers by ensuring they are paid during emergency response call outs where such call outs 

occur during work time; 

 Providing QFRS with a list of equipment retained on-site to enable QFRS to use it if required and ensure 

on-site equipment is QFRS compatible; 

 Providing mutual assistance to the emergency services in the event of an incident on or off site; 

 Cross training exercises between QFRS and KC mine fire response teams, arranged through the QFRS 

Longreach District (District 7). 

QFRS will be consulted on the development of the Emergency Management and Response Plan and as the 

Community Safety and Wellbeing Action Plan and the SIMP are finalised.  

HGPL have also developed Fit for Work - Fatigue Management and Fit for Work - Drug and Alcohol  procedures 

to support the Community Safety and Wellbeing Action Plan (refer SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D; SIMP, Section 

D.4.6). 

Comment - 9.O 

The transport proposal highlights that the majority of the work force will be transported to the site as FIFO and 

BIBO, however a fatigue management plan is to be implemented to address the issue of locally based 

employees/contractors choosing to travel in their own vehicles and driving immediately after completion of their 

shifts. This would assist in preventing road crashes which may be caused by workers driving whilst fatigued.  
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Recommendation - 9.O 

N/A 

Response - 9.O 

A fatigue management plan will be included as part of the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) - see Section 

8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS for an outline of the RUMP. Additionally fatigue management will be 

carefully implemented as part of site operational procedures to reduce the risk of fatigue related incidents. 

2.9.13. Health and Safety 

Comment - 9.P 

The construction and operational workforce will be accommodated at the mine accommodation facilities. 

Although it is envisaged there will be minimal population expansion in the nearby Alpha and Clermont townships, 

this is a significant increase in population for the area and may result in an increase in QFRS responses to 

structural fires and emergency incidents.  

Recommendation - 9.P 

The accommodation camp will be required to have an Emergency Management Plan to deal with any risks and 

hazardous situations that may be encountered and, along with QFRS response capabilities to this site, any 

situation must be able to be effectively managed.  

Response - 9.P 

Noted. It is understood that this will be addressed in the proposed Fire Management Plan and Emergency 

Management and Response Plan (EMRP) as referenced within the EIS (EIS Volume 1, Section 24.3.5). As 

agreed with the QFRS, HGPL will develop the EMRP (in compliance with the Coal Mine and Safety Act) prior to 

the commencement of construction works (EIS Volume 1, Section 24.3.1). The EMRP will be developed in 

collaboration with the QFRS (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). 

Comment - 9.Q 

QFRS accepts that any building work considered to be ―self-assessable‖ under the Building Act 1975 does not 

require a development application. However a development application for building work carried out off the 

Mining Lease will be required to be lodged with QFRS referral as stated under Schedule 7 of the Sustainable 

Planning Regulation.  
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Recommendation - 9.Q 

Being the primary respondent to any incident at these sites, the equipment to be installed must be compatible 

with QFRS appliances and equipment and meet operational capabilities. As a referral agency, the QFRS 

requests to be engaged to provide advice on the design of any fire systems to be installed within the site.  

Response - 9.Q 

Noted. All fire fighting response equipment on site will meet Australian standards and accordingly will be 

compatible with QFRS equipment. HGPL has met with QFS and will involve QFRS in the development of the 

EMRP. In addition HGPL has discussed the provision of Mutual Assistance and this will involve further 

discussions with QFRS regarding selection of appropriate equipment and design of fire systems to be installed 

within the mine site.   

2.9.14. Hazard and Risk  

Comment - 9.R 

In Section 24.3.5.1 Notification, the QFRS urban/auxiliary service should be added to this list of agencies, 

including the Rural Fire Service.  

Recommendation - 9.R 

N/A 

Response - 9.R 

Noted. 

Comment - 9.S 

Both the Fire and Rescue Service Act 1990 and the Building Fire Safety Regulations 2008 are applicable to this 

project and it is noted that emergency response procedures will be developed in consultation with the 

Emergency Services and other related Government Agencies. QFRS will provide advice and guidance on areas 

pertaining to emergency response and emergency management during this consultation stage.  

Recommendation - 9.S 

N/A 

Response - 9.S 

Noted. As agreed with the QFRS, HGPL will develop these plans in collaboration with the QFRS.  
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Comment - 9.T 

Maps should be provided to the Alpha Fire and Rescue Station identifying water supply locations and access 

points to, from and within the project. These maps will enable assessment by all emergency response agencies 

to determine whether emergency services access will be adversely impacted upon.  

Recommendation - 9.T 

N/A 

Response - 9.T 

Noted. HGPL has agreed to supply the required information to the Alpha Fire and Rescue Station (SEIS, Volume 

2, Appendix C, Section C.24).   

Comment - 9.U 

The proposed site falls outside the urban fire service delivery area, however a QFRS auxiliary station would 

provide the initial response. The proponent should be aware that the consequences of requiring the capabilities 

and assistance of urban response crews may incur a cost for any callout.  

Recommendation - 9.U 

N/A 

Response - 9.U 

Noted. HGPL is aware of this and have discussed this with the QFRS. The Project will have a dedicated 

response and rescue team on site due to the nature of the mining as well as dedicated medical services (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix D, Table 4-9). Both these on-site emergency response teams are to be capable of providing 

immediate response. The Emergency Management and Response Plan will detail the response to emergencies 

and the synergistic relationship of the on-site teams with the QFRS, QPS and QAS as required (EIS Volume 1, 

Section 24.3.5).  

Comment - 9.V 

A comprehensive disaster risk management study should be completed addressing the range of hazards that 

could potentially impact the mine operations.  

Recommendation - 9.V 

N/A 
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Response - 9.V 

Noted. It is understood that ―nature of emergency situations that could occur at the site‖ will be determined during 

the development of the site Emergency Management and Response Plan (EMRP) (EIS Volume 1, Section 

24.3.5). As agreed with the QFRS, HGPL will develop the EMRP (in compliance with the Coal Mine and Safety 

Act) prior to the commencement of construction works (EIS Volume 1, Section 24.3.1). The EMRP will be 

developed in collaboration with the QFRS (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). 

Comment - 9.W 

Ensure that construction camps and buildings near the Queensland coast comply with the current building 

standards where applicable and that temporary housing and shipping containers are securely fastened to any 

relevant standards in the event of cyclonic wind events. This will ensure the safety of workers sheltering onsite.  

Camps need to be prepared in the event of isolation from flooding and plan to carry sufficient 

foodstuffs and supplies to sustain the workers in the event of prolonged isolation, this should not place any 

additional demand on Local disaster management groups. 

Plans should be identified and prepared to evacuate the workforce from the site in the event of a localised 

disaster situation.  

Recommendation - 9.W 

N/A 

Response - 9.W 

Noted. Whilst it is recognised that a Flood Management Plan and a Storm Response Management Plan are 

proposed mitigation strategies, the respective plans will be developed to address the potential exposure and 

associated hazards during the pre-operational phases of the Project (i.e., during construction) (EIS Volume 1, 

Section 24.3.5, Table 24.13). The workers‘ camp and the exit routes to the airport and road network will be 

designed to withstand the 1 in 100 year flood. HGPL has agreed with the Department of Community Safety to 

ensure the camp is prepared for flooding and any event that would cause the camps to be isolated, this will 

include the provision of supplies, water and appropriate evacuation procedures and protocols (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.24). 

Comment - 9.X 

The project managers should establish links with the Local Disaster Management groups across the construction 

area and operations areas; support to the Disaster Management system should be offered to local government 

and communities in the event of the impact of a disaster situation  
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Recommendation - 9.X 

N/A 

Response - 9.X 

Noted. HGPL will liaise with the local disaster management groups and is committed to providing mutual 

assistance to the emergency services in the event of an incident on- or off-site. 

Comment - 9.Y 

Mines rescues units should consider offering assistance to SES units during operations where relevant.  

Recommendation - 9.Y 

N/A 

Response - 9.Y 

The Proponent is committed to providing mutual assistance to the emergency services in the event of an incident 

on- or off-site (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Table 4-9) 

Comment - 9.Z 

Due to additional road traffic movements, in locations where there is no auxiliary fire service providing road crash 

rescue services, support should be given to local SES units that provide RCR services in those areas.  

Recommendation - 9.Z 

N/A 

Response - 9.Z 

The proponent will have a dedicated response and rescue team on site due to the nature of the mining, as well 

as dedicated medical services. The Proponent is committed to providing mutual assistance to the emergency 

services in the event of an incident on- or off-site (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24; SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix D, Table 4-9) 

 

 

 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 93-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

2.9.15. General EIS 

Comment - 9.AA 

In addition to response officers cited above, please find attached contacts for the Regional offices of QFRS, 

QAS, and EMQ are attached for general operational enquiries. Please note that future EIS stages will still be 

coordinated by this office. Should you require any further information regarding this submission please contact 

me on 3635 3482 or by email christina.sinnemann@dcs.qld.gov.au.  

Recommendation - 9.AA 

N/A 

Response - 9.AA 

Noted.  
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 Barcaldine Kindergarten Association Inc 2.10.

2.10.1. Social Impact Management Plan 

Comment - 10.A 

Section 29 

Although the SIMP and Section 20 Social, predicts the population growth of the barcaldine Regional Council to 

be limited due to this project, any population growth in Barcaldine will put child care services ata limit. It also 

predicts that the age group of workers will be 20 - 35 years of either single males or with young families. The 

current facilities available in the town are inadequate for working families. There is no long hours child care 

facility and limited family day care places. To attract any of the potential employees to the area we need to be 

able to provide child care.  

Recommendation - 10.A 

Support of the construction of a centre based care facility on Education Queensland land based at the Barcaldine 

State School Campus. There is already a community committee set up to progress this issue. Please come on 

board to make it a reality. Further details are available including a business case, concept design and community 

consultation activities.  

Response - 10.A 

Regional impacts on social services such as childcare are a cumulative issue to be addressed by HGPL as well 

other mining operations in the region.  The Community Services and Infrastructure Plan developed to support the 

SIMP will reflect HGPL‘s commitment to engagement with other industry stakeholders and government agencies 

via forums such as the Kevin‘s Corner Consultative Committee and the proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative 

Social Impact Assessment Roundtable in addressing cumulative social impacts. 

The inclusion of community service and social infrastructure criteria within the Community Development Fund 

guidelines will enable HGPL and BRC to assess the future need for a childcare centre to be developed. 
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  Queensland Police Service, Regional Office 2.11.

2.11.1. Transport 

Comment - 11.A 

Section 17.3.4.1 

The use of the AustRoads Vehicle Classification System (AustRoads, 1988) schedule in defining over-

dimensional vehicles will restrict the ability of Agencies such as the QPS to quantify the impact that over-

dimensional and excess mass vehicles will have on police resources required to escort these loads.  

Recommendation - 11.A 

Please reference the following Acts and Regulations in regard to over-dimensional and excess mass vehicles.  

 Traffic Regulation 1962 

 Transport Operations (Road Use Management) Act 1995 

 Transport Operations (Road Use Management - Accreditation And Other Provisions) Regulation 2005 

 Transport Operations (Road Use Management - Mass, Dimensions And Loading) Regulation 2005 

QPS Contact: Regional Traffic Coordinator 

Central Police Region 

Phone: (07) 49323400 

Response - 11.A 

The movement of the OD and excess mass vehicles will be outlined in the Project RUMP. Reference to the 

requested legislation has been incorporated into the draft outline of the RUMP document (see Section 8.1.4 of 

Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS). 

Comment - 11.B 

Volume 2 Appendix R, Section 8.1.4 

The Road Use Management Plan (RUMP)  

Recommendation - 11.B 

Please reference the following Acts and Regulations in regard to over-dimensional and excess mass vehicles.  

 Traffic Regulation 1962 

 Transport Operations (Road Use Management) Act 1995 

 Transport Operations (Road Use Management - Accreditation And Other Provisions) Regulation 2005 
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 Transport Operations (Road Use Management - Mass, Dimensions And Loading) Regulation 2005 

QPS Contact: Regional Traffic Coordinator 

Central Police Region 

Phone: (07) 49323400 

Recommendation - 11.B 

Reference to this legislation is now incorporated into Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS and will 

be further considered in the RUMP. 

Response - 11.B 

Reference to this legislation is now incorporated into Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS and will 

be further considered in the RUMP. 

Comment - 11.C 

Volume 2, Appendix R, Section 8.1.4 

The Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) draft does not address the public risk and mitigation measures 

associated with the movement of construction and operational traffic including heavy, over-dimensional and 

excess mass vehicles on public roads.  

Recommendation - 11.C 

Include additional sections in the RUMP. Include QPS as a Stakeholder in the development of the RUMP. 

QPS Contact: Regional Traffic Coordinator 

Central Police Region 

Phone: (07) 49323400 

Response - 11.C 

QPS has been included as a stakeholder to be considered in the development of the RUMP (see Section 8.1.4 of 

Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS). Safety and management of construction related traffic to be considered in 

RUMP as well. The RUMP will be completed prior to construction in order to manage the risks and impacts of 

any transport related issues. 
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Comment - 11.D 

Section 17.6.1 

Because of the project location, the distances travelled by construction and operational traffic including heavy, 

over-dimensional and excess mass vehicles will require driver fatigue management strategies. There does not 

seem to be adequate provision for ‗park up‘ rest areas to service this requirement.  

Recommendation - 11.D 

Proponent to ensure that there are adequate provisions for park up rest areas with suitable facilities within the 

project area to meet the additional volume of transport and contractor vehicles travelling to and from the major 

provincial areas.  

Response - 11.D 

Route options have been selected based on the higher order SCR network. The road network to be used by 

Project vehicles has been confirmed and agreed with DTMR. Consideration will be given to this information in 

preparation of the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) - see Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this 

SEIS. 

2.11.2. Social  

Comment - 11.E 

Section 20.5.1.5 

The phased development of the SIMP will decrease the ability for the QPS to plan mitigation measures to 

address the project worker numbers in any reasonable and timely manner that would account for capital works 

funding, planning and implementation of additional resources for police (Police Station, Barrack Accommodation, 

Vehicles).  

Recommendation - 11.E 

The nature of the Galilee projects has necessitated a review of police service delivery in the project area. While 

the exact nature of the type of service delivery response is yet to be determined, the current police strength will 

need to be increased.  

QPS Contact: Inspector, Projects. 

Phone: (07) 49323400 

e-mail: ProjectsCER@police.qld.gov.au 
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Response - 11.E 

HGPL acknowledges that a review of police and emergency services is needed to ensure adequate capability 

with the introduction of new mining operations.  

HGPL is committed to assisting QPS to secure the required resourcing and has provided QPS with the Kevin‘s 

Corner program and ramp up schedule in order to better understand the ongoing policing requirements. HGPL 

will continue to consult with QPS on the Project development and potential impacts to QPS. As part of the 

Community Safety and Wellbeing action plan, HGPL will support resource planning for emergency services via 

provision of information (e.g. employee numbers, work program) to ensure agency resourcing meets the needs 

of the local community and mine site. This information is to be kept updated as the Project changes, and 

provided to emergency services regularly. Following assessment of requirements, mechanisms for securing 

funding and resourcing will be investigated. 

Comment - 11.F 

S 20.5.1.10 

The provision of police service strength and resources calculated to match the escalating cumulative impact of 

Galilee Basin projects will require facilities (Office type amenities) to enable police business to be conducted 

when on-site. It is expected that the numbers of workers accommodated at the facility, regular visits to sites will 

result.  

Recommendation - 11.F 

Request the Coordinator General conditions that the Proponent set aside an on-site facility to enable police 

business to be conducted. 

QPS Contact: Inspector, Projects. 

Phone: (07) 49323400 

e-mail: ProjectsCER@police.qld.gov.au 

Response - 11.F 

The request for on-site facilities has been considered. HGPL will make the Project meeting room available to the 

QPS as required, in particular during major incidents where space for a central coordination area is needed. 

Comment - 11.G 

Volume 2 Appendix T, Section 6 

The discussion relates to the workforce employed during construction and operations. The range of workplace 

policies detailed relates to these employees but no mention is made of sub-contractor workers and the degree to 

which these obligations are imposed upon them. Particularly in regard to fatigue management.  
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Recommendation - 11.G 

Request that the Proponent stipulates contractual obligations upon contract workers to ensure policies are met 

by all workers and that there is adequate provision to ensure contract workers departing the site (DIDO) have 

adequate rest prior to embarking on a homeward journey. 

The Proponent has indicated that they will engage with Stakeholders in respect to developing comprehensive 

workplace policies and procedures to support effective employee and impact management. QPS requests input 

as a stakeholder to the development of fatigue management policies and procedures addressing the DIDO 

movement of contractor workers. 

QPS Contact: Inspector, Projects. 

Phone: (07) 49323400 

e-mail: ProjectsCER@police.qld.gov.au 

Response - 11.G 

HGPL recognises the need to manage fatigue in all workers. HGPL will address fatigue management for both 

HGPL employees and their contractors in the Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan as part of the SIMP.  

Comment - 11.H 

Section 29.1.1.2 

While discussions between the proponent and IRC may have given the impression that ―that while crime in 

mining communities is often more perception based than actual occurrence, there were many cases where 

crimes are not reported to the police resolved through the perpetrator‘s employer and is therefore not counted in 

formal statistics‖ (Vol 2 Appx T SIA), QPS believes this to be the case and the extant research literature confirms 

this. (http://www.aph.gov.au/library/intguide/sp/Dom_violence.htm)  

Recommendation - 11.H 

That a consultative relationship be established between worker accommodation management and security staff 

and the QPS to monitor the occurrence of unreported offences and that induction training be included for all 

employees including short term accommodation users in respect of acceptable behaviour boundaries and 

encourage a ‗whistleblower‘ culture in respect to offences. 

Engage with QPS as a key stakeholder in the development of these policies and procedures. 

QPS Contact: Inspector, Projects. 

Phone: (07) 49323400 

e-mail: ProjectsCER@police.qld.gov.au  
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Response - 11.H 

The Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan monitoring program refers to accessing Queensland Police Service 

(QPS) data sources (incident and infringement) to monitor workforce conduct. HGPL have met with QPS post 

EIS and are committed to working. QPS are also represented on the KCCC. QPS will provide key data inputs for 

the monitoring program in the Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan (refer SIMP, Table 4.9 Community Safety 

and Wellbeing Action Plan). 

HGPL supports the establishment of consultative relationship between worker accommodation management and 

security staff and the QPS to monitor the occurrence of unreported offences and that induction training be 

included for all employees including short term accommodation users in respect of acceptable behaviour 

boundaries and encourage a ‗whistleblower‘ culture in respect to offences. 

HGPL have developed a Fit for Work – Drug and Alcohol and Workforce Code of Conduct that supports the 

SIMP. HGPL will consult with QPS as a key stakeholder in in relation to these policies and procedures. 

Comment - 11.I 

Volume 2 Appendix T, Section 7 

The Project will investigate a range of actions to mitigate this potential impact. The Proponent will engage 

proactively with the local police to develop and implement road safety programs and policies.  

Recommendation - 11.I 

The development of strategies to mitigate the impact of project traffic on highways will require assessment 

across several police district jurisdictions and therefore the contact point in the first instance will be the Regional 

Traffic Coordinator (RTC). 

QPS Contact: Inspector,  

Regional Traffic Coordinator  

Phone: (07) 49323400 

e-mail: ProjectsCER@police.qld.gov.au 

Response - 11.I 

Noted. The Regional Traffic Coordinator (RTC) has been added to the list of Project contacts for consultation. 
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2.11.3. Hazard and Risk  

Comment - 11.J 

Section 24.3.5.1 

There are numerous implications for police reporting in terms of emergency situations that may occur due to or 

as a result of project activity.  

Recommendation - 11.J 

Police may be required to be engaged at differing levels throughout the police chain of command including but 

not limited to the local police as stated. District disaster coordinators are assigned duties of a Police officer within 

each police district. 

Recommend that the District Officer is consulted 

QPS Contact: District Officer  

Longreach Police District  

Phone: (07) 46582200 

Response - 11.J 

HGPL has commenced consultation with QPS and will continue to discuss in terms of disaster management.  

2.11.4. Health and Safety 

Comment - 11.K 

Section 22.3.2.1 

QPS was not included in the development of Emergency response procedures. ―The Proponent liaised with State 

Emergency Services, Queensland Fire Rescue Services (QFRS) and local ambulance and hospital services to 

plan emergency response procedures discussed in Volume 1, Section 24.‖  

Recommendation - 11.K 

QPS request inclusion in the consultative process for the formulation, training and exercise of Emergency 

Response procedures. 

QPS Contact: District Officer  

Longreach Police District  

Phone: (07) 46582200 
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Response - 11.K 

Noted. HGPL has agreed to work with QPS on the development of the Emergency Management and Response 

Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Table 4-9; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). Concurrently, HGPL 

has agreed to QPS‘ request to provide a room with access to a telephone and internet on the mine site if police 

presence is required (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.22). This room will not be a dedicated permanent 

room.  HGPL will be in consultation with QPS to ensure that telecommunication systems can be upgraded or 

tailored for joint use where practicable. 

2.11.5. Transport 

Comment - 11.L 

Section 17.6.2  

Queensland Police Service maintains complex communications systems utilised primarily for public safety. The 

remote nature of this project will impact upon the ability of the QPS to communicate effectively in the event of a 

serious incident due to a lack of communication coverage (Blackspots). 

The unprecedented growth in the mining industry has created this demand across many projects. 

Recommendation - 11.L 

QPS requires an additional Radio communications facility that will address the ‗radio blackspots‘ in the vicinity of 

this project should radio (RF) survey confirm the need. 

QPS requests the ability to share a resource (building / power / tower) for police radio equipment at the mine site 

should this provide an adequate solution for ‗radio blackspots‘. 

Response - 11.L 

HGPL will be in consultation with QPS to ensure that telecommunication systems can be upgraded or tailored for 

joint use where practicable (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.22; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Table 4-

9).  
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 Department of Employment, Economic Development and 2.12.
Innovation, (DEEDI) 

2.12.1. Social 

Comment - 12.A 

Section 20 and Section 23 

The proposed project offers little opportunity for regional development due to limitations imposed by 

management to minimise negative impacts. Drive-in-drive-out working arrangements require special approval by 

management and a light industrial area will be built on-site to service the mine. By isolating the mine and 

workforce from the local community the project limits the potential for regional development.  

Recommendation - 12.A 

While the proponent has provided justification for a predominantly fly-in-fly-out workforce, due to the project‘s 

remote location and limited local labour supply, it is suggested that the proponent maintain a long-term 

commitment to increase regional economic engagement. This could be achieved by including specific strategies 

as part of the Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) (possibly within the proposed Local Economic 

Development Strategy - Action Plan) to specifically encourage local employment, local business opportunities 

and facilitate an ongoing transition towards greater regional economic engagement.  

Response - 12.A 

HGPL is currently working with OAM (Office of Advanced Manufacturing) and ICN to develop a Local Industry 

Participation Plan (LIPP) and Industry Capability Network (ICN) website portal (for suppliers to register their 

expression of interest to work with the Project and receive regular updates about procurement and tendering 

opportunities). OAM and ICN are currently undertaking a contestability assessment which once completed will 

allow the LIPP to be finalised. The Local and Regional Business Development Action Plan (refer SIMP Section 

D.4.3) establishes a commitment to the LIPP and undertaking a regional capacity building program with key 

stakeholders to enable them to respond to the Project, and maximise local and regional business opportunities. 

The LIPP will seek to facilitate use and development of local products and services as part of Kevin‘s Corner 

operations. 

Where possible HGPL will also look to maximise the benefits to the local community through the implementation 

a Local Employment Policy, and training and development actions as part of Workforce Management Plan.  

In addition, HGPL will support community services and infrastructure development through the Hancock 

Community Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and subsequent opportunities for assistance will 

be reflected in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan. 
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2.12.2. Social Impact Management Plan 

Comment - 12.B 

Section 29 

The Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) included as part of the EIS represents Phase 1 (Foundation) of an 

ongoing process to develop and implement the SIMP. The foundation document provides a clear framework for 

the future development of the SIMP, however, lacks sufficient detail to assess the appropriateness and likely 

effectiveness of proposed management strategies (Action Plans).  

Recommendation - 12.B 

It is suggested that Phase 2 (Detail) of the SIMP be provided as part of a supplementary report to the EIS for 

agency comment.  

Response - 12.B 

The SIMP has been reviewed by the Social Impact Assessment Unit and reflects consultation undertaken with 

government agencies.  The Action Plans have been developed for inclusion with the SEIS. As discussed, with 

the SIAU, further refinement of the SIMP Action Plans will be undertaken during the workshops to be conducted 

prior to the release of the CG‘s report.  

The SIMP is a living document which needs to be continually updated to reflect the progress of the Kevin‘s 

Corner Project and other projects in the Galilee Basin. The monitoring program will allow for potential impacts to 

be detected early and ameliorated. 

Comment - 12.C 

Section 29 

Section 29.5.2 and 29.5.3 incorrectly refer to the Department of Employment, Education and Innovation.  

Recommendation - 12.C 

Correctly identify the appropriate department in both Sections.  

Response - 12.C 

Noted. The document has been amended accordingly.  
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2.12.3. Economics 

Comment - 12.D 

Section 23.3.6 

The Office of Advanced Manufacturing (OAM) makes the following points with regard to the reference to the 

Local Industry Policy (LIP): 

 Local Industry Policy - A Fair Go for Local Industry was updated October 2010 

 While the EIS highlights the high level essence of the Local Industry Policy the wording is not sufficient 

to instill, in the reader, an understanding of the extent of the requirements of the Local Industry Policy. 

 All stakeholders should have access to relevant LIP information and documents so as to promote LIP 

implementation from the earliest time possible 

Recommendation - 12.D 

The Office of Advance Manufacturing (OAM) recommends that: 

1. The existing text under 23.3.6 Strategies to Mitigate Impacts be deleted 

2. A new section 23.3.7 be created for the final draft of the EIS and titled: Local Industry Policy 

Implementation 

3. The following text be crafted to the tone of the EIS and placed under the Section 23.3.7 Local 

Industry Policy Implementation 

The Project Proponent is bound by the provisions of the Queensland Government‘s Local Industry Policy as per 

the Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Minister for State Development and Trade announcement to parliament on 29 

November 2011 (please refer to Ministerial Statement, ‗Qld plan to increase local suppliers and workers on major 

projects‘ available at: http://statements.cabinet.qld.gov.au/MMS/StatementDisplaySingle.aspx?id=77865), the 

Project Proponent must ensure that a Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) and Reports are developed in 

accordance with the requirements of the Local Industry Policy. 

Notes: 

The Queensland Government‘s Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) developed as a requirement of the Local 

Industry Policy (LIP) is an overview document developed by the Project Proponent outlining its objectives on how 

it intends to provide full, fair and reasonable opportunity for capable and competitive ―local industry‖ to tender for 

work on the Project. The key elements of the LIP that focus attention on using local skills, goods and services 

are an up-front assessment of contestable components in the project that might be supplied locally, through the 

development of a Local Industry Participation Plan and Outcome Reporting. 

The LIPP must address how SMEs will be provided full, fair and reasonable opportunity to tender for work. 

Project Proponents need to ensure that: 

 local industry is given every chance to participate in projects, including front-end engineering and 

design, and project management, 

http://statements.cabinet.qld.gov.au/MMS/StatementDisplaySingle.aspx?id=77865
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 tenders are free from technical requirements that might rule out local industry,  

 as part of the tender evaluation, consideration is given to supporting local industry. 

The Local Industry Policy Guidelines are designed to assist project proponents to implement the Policy for their 

project. Information found in the guidelines includes: 

 Policy and legislative requirements, 

 How to apply the Policy, 

 Information about the development of Local Industry Participation Plans, 

 Information about outcome reporting requirements, 

 How the Industry Capability Network can assist you. This can be found at: 

www.manufacturing.industry.qld.gov.au. 

ICN(QLD) is funded by DEEDI to provide fully subsidised services to Project Proponents to assist them in 

developing and implementing LIPPs and meet their obligations under the Policy. Project Proponents are 

encouraged to use this service, provided at no cost to the Project Proponent to develop LIPPs under the Project 

Terms of Reference 

5. Project Proponents are required to report on the outcomes achieved in implementing their project. Each 

successful business will be required to provide details on what goods or services they provided to the project. A 

reporting template is available at www.manufacturing.industry.qld.gov.au. It is especially helpful in identifying 

strengths and weaknesses in QLD industry, where support programs can be made available to assist QLD 

businesses. This information is aggregated by DEEDI and included in the Minister‘s annual report for Parliament. 

The following draft clauses should be included in the Project Proponent‘s Special Conditions of Contract to 

ensure contractor and sub-contractor provide the information required to allow the Project Proponent to comply 

with LIP requirements: 

The Contractor will: 

 comply with the Local Industry Participation Plan, whether prepared by the Contractor or provided by the 

Project Proponent, in performing the work under the Contract; 

 mandate that all sub-contractors comply with the reporting requirements of the Local Industry Policy; 

 mandate that all sub-contractors are aware of and use, for reporting purposes: 

 the identity of the Project Proponent 

 the identity of the over arching Project in terms both of name and number 

 compile and remit to the Project Proponent and the Office of Advanced Manufacturing appropriate data 

over the duration of the contract on the data collection and reporting tool that is available for down load 

on the DEEDI web site at: http://203.210.126.185/dsdweb/v4/apps/web/secure/docs/4303.xls 

 liaise with the Office of Advanced Manufacturing at lip@deedi.qld.gov.au for any issues relating to Local 

Industry Policy data collection and reporting issues 

Response - 12.D 

In response to the above recommendation from the Office of Advanced Manufacturing the following revised text 

has been developed. 

http://www.manufacturing.industry.qld.gov.au/
http://203.210.126.185/dsdweb/v4/apps/web/secure/docs/4303.xls
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Strategies to Local Participation 

There are a number of Queensland Government policies which seek to encourage local participation in major 

government funded projects or projects that are recipients of significant Queensland Government contributions.  

These policies include: 

Queensland Government Building and Construction Contracts Structured Training Policy (the 10 percent policy); 

Indigenous Employment Policy for Queensland Government Building and Civil Construction Projects (the 20 

percent policy); and 

Local Industry Policy (Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation (DEEDI), 2008). 

These policies typically apply to the following groups: 

 Queensland Government departments; 

 Recipients of building construction grants; and 

 Contractors who successfully tender for Queensland Government projects. 

In recognition of these policies, HGPL will provide opportunities for: 

 Structured training; 

 Participation in construction and operation by trainees and indigenous workers; and 

 Participation in construction and operation by local suppliers and contractors. 

Local Industry Policy Implementation 

Ongoing engagement with regional stakeholders, including via the Kevin's Corner Consultative Committee, will 

occur during SEIS public consultation. Ongoing and expanding consultation with a range of agencies and key 

stakeholders, as set out in the SIMP Table 3.4, is planned to facilitate the development and implementation of 

the Action Plans and identify potential partnerships for the SIMP. 

HGPL will develop a Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) consistent with the Queensland Government‘s Local 

Industry Policy, as part of its Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP).  

The Local Business Development action plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Section D.4.3) makes reference to 

the development of a LIPP and ICN website portal for suppliers to register an expression of interest to work with 

the Project and receive regular updates about procurement and tendering opportunities. In addition all HGPL 

contractors will have a contractual requirement to implement the LIPP, including having local industry 

participation conditions in Contracts and Procurement Procedures. 

The purpose of the LIPP is to provide an overview of how HGPL intends to provide full, fair and reasonable 

opportunity for capable and competitive local industry to tender for work on the Project. The LIPP will seek to 

identify up-front, those local skills, goods and services that could reasonably contest components of the Project. 

Being part of the SIMP, the LIPP will be reviewed throughout the life of the Project to accommodate 

changes in local industry capacity, which is likely to be enhanced as a result of the Project. HGPL 
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intend for the LIPP to evolve with the Project; therefore, there will be ongoing opportunities to refine this 

document as required, over the life of the Project. HGPL will continue to engage the Office of Advanced 

Manufacturing within DEEDI and ICN in the development of the LIPP action plan within the SIMP. 

2.12.4. Land Use and Tenure 

Comment - 12.E 

Section 6.5.4 

Two stock routes reserves (U291 and U301) traverse the Project Area. The EIS indicates that the reserves will 

require closure and realignment to avoid disturbed areas and mine transport routes within the Project Area. 

The EIS also indicates that the Stock Route Management Unit of DERM have advised that no watering points, 

bores, windmills and holding yards that belong to the state have been identified within the impacted sections of 

the stock routes. 

Recommendation - 12.E 

Whilst DERM have commented that there is no infrastructure (bores, windmills etc) within the affected Project 

Area, it would be prudent to ensure that the distance between watering points, which may be located adjacent to 

the affected area, is not increased by the diversion without the provision of alternative watering points. 

An assessment of the available types of pasture within the proposed new route would also be advised to ensure 

it is equivalent to the existing pasture of the current route. These suggestions would ensure that animal welfare 

matters are addressed. 

The proponents are advised to consult with local landholders and/or AgForce to assist in determining the most 

appropriate realignment of the affected stock routes. 

Response - 12.E 

HGPL has consulted with landowners about potential Project impacts and HGPL is committed to working 

cooperatively as the Project progresses. These are detailed more fully in the SIMP (refer Section D.7 - 

Landholders). 

Landowner consultations and negotiations will be ongoing through to construction/operation and will be 

confidential between HGPL and each key stakeholder. 

The proposed realignments of the stock route network provided in the Kevin‘s Corner EIS are indicative only and 

were presented as realignment options for discussion. Figure 2-4 depicts the stock route realignment options 

proposed within the Kevin‘s Corner EIS with pasture type, nearby watering points and other on-farm 

infrastructure shown to provide an indication of relevant considerations. Figure 2-5 depicts the vertical profile of 

the existing stock routes and proposed stock route realignment options. 
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No applications for the realignment of the stock routes have been made and the realignments proposed are 

indicative only at this stage. 

HGPL will be developing a Stock Route Realignment Strategy which will assist in determining the most 

appropriate realignments for stock routes U291 and U301. The Stock Route Realignment Strategy aims to 

address community and agency concerns regarding the proposed alternative alignments. To ensure the Stock 

Route Realignment Strategy develops alternative alignments that accord to landholder and agency requirements, 

the following principles have been adopted: 

 The quality of pasture along the proposed realignment is of no lesser quality than the pasture along the 

current alignment; 

 The topography of the proposed realignment is no less suitable than the topography along the current 

alignment and that stock can be travelled/agisted along the proposed realignment; 

 Distances between water points and holding yards are of similar distances and suitable for travelling 

and agisting stock after the proposed realignment; 

 Cumulative impacts on the Stock Route Network generated by the Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner Coal 

Projects and other proposed mining projects are described, assessed and addressed; and 

 Concerns about the proposed realignments held by the stakeholder (including land holders, industry 

bodies and agencies) are adequately addressed and resolved. 

HGPL has met with the three impacted landholders to discuss the proposed stock route realignment. These 

discussions covered landholder requirements and took into account their extensive knowledge of their properties. 

This information is to be incorporated into the Stock Route Realignment Strategy and further discussed before 

realignments are finalised. 

The Stock Route Realignment Strategy will be available for consultation with the applicable agencies. A series of 

suitability indicators have been developed for the Stock Route Realignment Strategy and are contained within 

Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1 Stock Route Suitability Indicators 

Suitability Indicators Stock route Current Alignment Proposed Realignment 

Distance from Clermont-Alpha Road (A) to the 

western perimeter of ML 70425 (C) 

U301 Approx 36 km Approx 57 km 

Distance from Clermont-Alpha Road (A) to the 

northern perimeter of ML 70425 (B) 

U291 Approx 32 km Approx 31.5 km 

Vertical distance from Clermont-Alpha Road (A) 

to the western perimeter of ML 70425 (C) 

U301 Refer Figure 4 Refer Figure 4 

Vertical distance from Clermont-Alpha Road (A) 

to the northern perimeter of ML 70425 (B) 

U291 Refer Figure 4 Refer Figure 4 

Distance to nearest stock route watering point (-

23.27346, 146.70062) 

U301  Approx 11 km Approx 11 km 

Distance to nearest stock route watering point (-

23.2947, 146.49644) 

U291 Approx 20 km Approx 13 km 
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Suitability Indicators Stock route Current Alignment Proposed Realignment 

Suitability of Pasture for grazing/agistment U301 Suitable Refer Figure 5 

U291 Suitable Refer Figure 5 

2.12.5. Terrestrial Ecology 

Comment - 12.F 

Section 9.4.3.6 

In addition to the Burdekin Dry Tropics Regional Pest Management Strategy, management strategies for 

introduced fauna species should be developed in conjunction with Local Government pest management 

programs.  

Recommendation - 12.F 

It is suggested that the proponent consult with Local Government authorities and refer to relevant programs 

when developing strategies for pest management.  

Response - 12.F 

The Project will monitor and control potential pests and weeds on site as outlined in the Pest and Weed 

Management Plan presented in Volume 2, Appendix T4.02 of this SEIS. It has been produced in accordance with 

the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 and aligned with Local Government feral 

animal control programs as set out in the Local Government Area Pest Management Plans. The Proponent will 

consult with relevant local government officers and state government regional officers on the plan as required.  

Comment - 12.G 

Appendix L1 

Jericho, Aramac and Barcaldine councils have amalgamated to become Barcaldine Regional Council.  

Recommendation - 12.G 

It is recommended that this section be updated to acknowledge Barcaldine Regional Council.  

Response - 12.G 

Noted. This change will be reflected in any further documentation. 
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Comment - 12.H 

Section 8.4.2 

Suggest that Strategies for Introduced Fauna Species are in accordance with Land Protection (Pest and Stock 

Route Management) Act 2002 and aligned with Local Government feral animal control programs as set out in the 

Local Government Area Pest Management Plans.  

Recommendation - 12.H 

Inclusion of relevant statement in this section is recommended.  

Response - 12.H 

A Pest and Weed Management Plan can be found in Volume 2, Appendix T4.02 of this SEIS. It has been 

produced in accordance with the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 and aligned 

with Local Government feral animal control programs as set out in the Local Government Area Pest Management 

Plans. The proponent will consult with relevant local government officers and state government regional officers 

on the plan as required. 

Comment - 12.I 

Section 8.4.2 

The project may cause changes in conditions that favour introduced fauna. Additionally, feral species are 

increasing their range across many parts of Queensland.  

Recommendation - 12.I 

Suggest monitoring protocols be incorporated into introduced fauna species strategies.  

Response - 12.I 

The Project will monitor and control potential pests and weeds on site as outlined in the Pest and Weed 

Management Plan presented in Volume 2, Appendix T4.02 of this SEIS. 

2.12.6. Soils, Topography and Land Disturbance 

Comment - 12.J 

Section 5.3.1 – Pre-Mining 

Paragraph 1 indicates that the Study Area is ―largely covered by Class C1 land‖ (as published by DERM). 

Paragraph 2 indicates that the Study Area is ‗composed largely of Land Suitability (LS) Class3 for Beef Cattle 
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Grazing (which is associated with Agricultural Land Class [ALC] C1). Figure 5-2 shows the majority of the MLA 

area or Study Area as being ALC Class C1 (blue colour). Paragraph 3 indicates the Jericho Council Planning 

Scheme (2005) considers ALC C1 as GQAL. 

Based on this information, the majority of the Study Area could be considered GQAL – as most of the Study Area 

is Class C1 (which is considered GQAL under the Planning Scheme). However, Paragraph 4 (page 5-10) states 

―preliminary analysis indicates that only a minor portion of the Study Area is GQAL‖ 

If Class C1 land largely covers the Study Area (see Figure 5-2) and the Planning Scheme considers Class C1 as 

GQAL – how can only a minor portion of the Study Area be classified as GQAL?  

Recommendation - 12.J 

The information regarding the amount of GQAL in the Study Area is ambiguous. The relationship between ALC 

Class 1 land and GQAL and the amount of GQAL in the Study Area needs to be clarified and any potential 

impact on primary industries and their supply chains evaluated and minimised and mitigated as required.  

Response - 12.J 

The text that appeared in the Kevin‘s Corner EIS Volume 1, Section 5.3.1 page 5-10 stated The Jericho Shire 

Council Planning Scheme (2005) details that ALC‘s A, B & C1 are considered as GQAL and as such preliminary 

analysis indicates that only a minor portion of the Study Area is currently classified as GQAL. 

This text should have read as follows: 

The study of GQAL for the Study Area involved an approach that accounts for government mapping as well as 

ground truthed assessment. The existing mapping of ALC and GQAL provides a broadscale perspective of the 

agricultural quality of the Study Area, and following the methodology outlined in the report, a more detailed 

ALC/GQAL map was produced through the soil assessment which determined Land Suitability classes, from 

which ALC and GQAL were derived.  

The existing mapping by Jericho Shire Council Planning Scheme (2005) details that ALC‘s A, B & C1 are 

considered as GQAL and as such preliminary analysis indicates that a major portion of the Study Area is 

currently classified as borderline GQAL. 

Please note the ALC is based on results of Land suitability and the majority of the area is Beef cattle grazing LS 

class 3, which (as shown in Table 29) can be considered to be a mix of C1 and C2 ALC. GSSE have applied a 

conservative assessment theory and grouped the large area into C1. But this C1 land is borderline GQAL given 

its LS ranking of 3. 

Table 30 from the EIS Soils and Land Suitability report (Volume 2, Appendix I) ―should‖ say C1/C2, not just C2, 

and has been amended and represented below. 
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Table 30 – GQAL Results 

Land System 
Land unit 

Code 

Representative Soil 

Type (ASC) 

LS 

Ranking 

ALC 

Ranking 
GQAL 

1. Cudmore CE1 Brown Sodosol 4 C3 No 

CE2 Petroferic Rudosol 5 D No 

CE3 Brown Sodosol 4 C3 No 

CE4 Brown Vertosol 4 C3 No 

CE5 Stratic Rudosol 4 C3 No 

2. Colorado CO1 Red Kandosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

CO2 Red Kandosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

CO3 Lithic Rudosol 4 C3 No 

3. Southern Plateau SP1a Red Dermosol 3 

C1/2 Marginal SP1b Yellow Kandosol 3 

SP1c Yellow Sodosol 3 

SP2a Red Sodosol 4 
C3 No 

SP2b Brown Dermosol 3 

SP3 Red Sodic Dermosol 4 C3 No 

4. Joe Joe JJ1 Red Kandosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

JJ2 Grey Sodosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

JJ3 Grey Chromosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

JJ4 Brown Chromosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

JJ5 Tenosol 4 C3 No 

5. Lambton Meadows LM2 Stratic Rudosol 4 C3 No 

LM3 Stratic Tenosol 4 C3 No 

6. Degula DA2 Red Chromosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

7. Lagoon Creek LC1 Yellow Kandosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

LC3 Stratic Tenosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

8. Desert DT1 Stratic Rudosol 3 C1/2 Marginal 

Additionally, Figures 2-6 and 2-7 from Volume 1, Section 5 (Soils, Topography and Land Disturbance) have been 

updated to represent these changes; as shown in Figures 2-6 and 2-7 below.  
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Comment - 12.K 

Section 5.3.1 – Post-Mining 

There is no quantitative information on the relative amount of land that will be modified or altered by the listed 

mining activities. For example, Out of Pit Tailings Dam – suggests former ALC C1 (i.e. GQAL) in the Tailings 

Storage/Domain 4 (figure 2-7) will not be suitable for grazing post-mining, but provides no indication of the area 

impacted (ha) or percentage of the site affected. 

Recommendation - 12.K 

Provide quantitative information on the area (ha) and percentage of the Study Area permanently impacted by the 

mining activities (particularly in relation to loss of GQAL).  

Response - 12.K 

The study of GQAL for the Study Area involved an approach that accounts for government mapping as well as 

ground truthed assessment. The existing mapping of ALC and GQAL provides a broadscale perspective of the 

agricultural quality of the Study Area, and following the methodology outlined in the report, a more detailed 

ALC/GQAL map was produced through the soil assessment which determined Land Suitability classes, from 

which ALC and GQAL were derived.  

The existing mapping by Jericho Shire Council Planning Scheme (2005) details that ALC‘s A, B & C1 are 

considered as GQAL and as such preliminary analysis indicates that a major portion of the Study Area is 

currently classified as borderline  or marginal GQAL. 

The following table provides the quantitative information as requested in the above comment.  The table shows a 

potential reduction in Marginal GQAL of 5.8% or 2,275 ha. 

Table 2-2 Potential amount of land to be modified or altered by mining activities  
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13,505 1,518 416 41 184 56 100 158 21 130 12,109 28,259 - 

Post 

Mining 

Marginal 

GQAL (ha) 

13,268 283 0 41 0 56 100 158 0 0 11,870 25,984 -5.8% 
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2.12.7. Land Use and Tenure 

Comment - 12.L 

Section 6.9.3 

Paragraph 3 (page 6-49) indicates that ‗using the above assessment methodology and assumptions, no GQAL 

was found within the Project Area during the survey.‘ This is inconsistent with the findings in 5.3.1. Paragraph 4 

indicates there ‗are a number of inconsistencies between the results of the soils survey and SPP [1/92] mapping‘.  

There is no information provided to clearly identify ‗the number of‘ the inconsistencies or to provide an 

explanation for the inconsistencies.  

Recommendation - 12.L 

The inconsistency between this section and section 5.3.1, and between the findings of the soils survey and SPP 

1/92 mapping, need to be resolved or appropriately explained/justified. 

Response - 12.L 

The differences referred to within Section 6.9.3 of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS result from the differences between the 

sources of data and level of assessment used in generating soils mapping by respectively the soils scientists and 

land use planners. The soils technical assessment provides a technical assessment of the suitability of the soils 

at each soil sample site (within the study area) for agricultural purposes and the statutory assessment provides 

an assessment of the soils mapping used in the preparation of the Shire-wide planning scheme. 

The soils technical assessment was initially undertaken at a reconnaissance level following initial field 

investigations and then at a medium intensity survey scale of 1:100,000 in accordance with DNRM requirements. 

Mapping at a scale of 1:100,000 offers an adequate dataset of soil types within the Study Area and appropriate 

detail to assess the potential impact on these soils (at a project scale) following the proposed underground and 

open-cut mining. To satisfy the ToR, this scale is in accordance with the Guidelines for Surveying Soil and Land 

Resources (2008), including compliance with the required number of observations per unit area, being 1 per 100 

ha. This equates to 374 observations for the 37,381 ha study area. Whilst the majority of the observations that 

were taken were considered ‗minor‘ observations, such as exposed cuttings, 0.30 m auger holes and rock 

outcrops, a total of 73 full profile descriptions were made in the field and provide the detailed analysis. 

The statutory GQAL assessment is an entirely desktop based study and provides a statement on the level of 

compliance, relying on the GQAL mapping included within former Jericho Shire Planning Scheme. This is taken 

from studies undertaken by the former Department of Primary Industries at a scale of 1: 500 000, based on field 

work comprising roughly 1 ground observation per 2,500 – 10,000 ha. 

As such, the mapping produced to support the soils technical assessment is more accurate than the GQAL 

mapping referred to in the former Jericho Shire Planning Scheme and will depict the distribution of GQAL within 

the study area differently to the mapping in support of SPP 1/92. It is therefore reasonable to base the 
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assessment of the provision of GQAL on the mapping and data provided as a result of the soils technical 

assessment. 

It should be noted that the differences between the assessment methodologies included different classification 

systems. Land Suitability Rankings (1-5) are used in the detailed soil assessment. Agricultural Land 

Classifications (A-D) are used in the planning scheme provisions. Detailed information on how Land Suitability 

Rankings compare to Agricultural Land Classifications is contained in Section 5.3 and set out in Table 6-7 of the 

Kevin‘s Corner EIS. 

Comment - 12.M 

Section 6.10.1.1.3 

Pages 6-58 states ‗the Project is not considered to have an impact on any major resources of GQAL within the 

central western region of Queensland‘ and ‗Those GQAL resources which do exist either within MLA 70452, or in 

close proximity, are small and isolated within the wider landscape.‘. 

There is no quantitative information to provide context for these statements – such as the % of GQAL or grazing 

resources impacted by the project compared to the overall GQAL/grazing land for the state, region and/or local 

area. 

Although it is unlikely that the provision of this quantitative information would change the EIS finding that ‗there is 

greater net public benefit for the Project to go ahead than to preserve the marginal agricultural land‘, quantitative 

information will allow DEEDI/Qld Govt to make a more informed decision on the relative impacts of the project 

and the adequacy of the EIS. 

Recommendation - 12.M 

Provide quantitative information to substantiate the relative value claims (e.g. small GQAL resources within the 

wider landscape), preferably with area (ha) and percentage data.  

Response - 12.M 

The soils technical assessment demonstrated that there are no areas of GQAL (Class A – C1) within MLA 70425 

when assessed in accordance with Guidelines for Surveying Soil and Land Resources (2008) as prescribed by 

the ToR. The complete results of the soils technical assessment is contained within Appendix I of the Kevin‘s 

Corner SEIS.  

Figure 5-2 in the Kevin‘s Corner EIS depicted that Class C1 GQAL was contained within ML 70425. This was an 

error. The areas shown as C1 should have been Class C2. This is consistent with Figure 6-10 in the Land Use 

Section of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS which depicts this area as Class 3 land using the Land Suitability Rankings. 

Class 3 land beneath Land Suitability Rankings equates to Class C2 GQAL. Class C2 is not considered to be 

GQAL. 
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As a result of this correction, there is no GQAL (that is Class A – C1 agricultural land) within ML 70425. 

Therefore, it is considered that the construction and operation of the Project will not detrimentally impact the 

provision of GQAL within the Central West Region or the State of Queensland.  

2.12.8. Soils, Topography and Land Disturbance 

Comment - 12.N 

Volume 2 - Appendix 1 

Figure 3 referred to in 5.3.1 Pre-mining as being available in Appendix 1, does not appear to be there.  

Recommendation - 12.N 

Include Figure 3 as part of the Supplementary EIS.  

Response - 12.N 

Please see Figure 2-6 above which is representative of the figure missing from Appendix I of the EIS. 

2.12.9. Transport 

Comment - 12.O 

Section 17.7-6 

Alternative transportation options have not been investigated within the EIS. The proposed mine will place 

additional pressure on existing roads and impact local industries dependent on local roads for stock movements 

and access to markets. Additional heavy vehicle movements through Emerald and Alpha may also impact local 

industries that depend on road access for the transportation of goods.  

Recommendation - 12.O 

It is suggested that the proponent investigate alternative transportation options or management strategies to limit 

the projects impact on local industries dependent on local road access. 

Effective transport management to minimise damage to roads, delays and ensure safety is essential to 

maintaining the support from regional communities for the mining industry. The EIS should clearly demonstrate 

effective transport management to meet community expectations as well as statutory requirements. 

Response - 12.O 

Transport management and safety is a priority for HGPL and is a key component of the Road Use Management 

Plan (RUMP), which will be prepared in consultation with key stakeholders and prior to the commencement of 
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construction activities. Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS provides an outline of the RUMP 

document. In determining the preferred mode of transport for the Project, both road and rail transport were 

considered. HGPL is currently in consultation with QR regarding the use of the Emerald/Alpha rail line at the 

current 600 tonne weight and dimension limit.  It was concluded that alternate modes are not feasible. 

2.12.10. Social 

Comment - 12.P 

Section 20.3 

The workforce profile has described the total number of employees required but has no breakdown of the 

specific skill sets required, for example heavy diesel fitters, Auto electricians, welders, plumbers, skid steer 

operators etc.  

Recommendation - 12.P 

Providing a list of proposed skill sets required and approx numbers of personnel required for each skill set at the 

EIS stage would greatly assist workforce attraction strategies as well as forward planning in relation to facilities 

like TAFE and other training providers.  

Response - 12.P 

HGPL have completed a workforce breakdown using the template provided by Skills Queensland. Meetings have 

been held with Skills Queensland during the development of the SIMP for inclusion in the SEIS.  This revised 

version will include this level of detail so that ongoing discussions can be had with Skills Queensland and other 

relevant stakeholders identified in the SIMP to progress workforce sourcing, and where appropriate address 

regional training capacity issues for the Project.  

Comment - 12.Q 

Section 20.4.2-6 

No mention within Education and training about how they are going to support and utilise local training 

organisations and facilities such as the local TAFE college in Emerald, CQUNI campus, AACC campus etc.  

Recommendation - 12.Q 

The local Emerald TAFE campus is one of only two in Queensland that can provide Auto Electrical training. This 

campus could expand its capacity if accommodation could be provided for apprentices. There is a great 

opportunity for large resource companies to benefit from building training capacity in the community by assisting 

with the provision of accommodation facilities for their apprentices and any other staff training that is required 

offsite.  
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Response - 12.Q 

As part of the  Workforce Management Plan action plan HGPL will engage with DETE, TAFE, CQU and relevant 

registered training providers to develop a suite of training programs for delivery and/or private training providers. 

HGPL will also develop and implement a Local Apprenticeship Program after mine operations commence which 

will target both the industry requirements and the wider communities‘ needs. For training provided, HGPL will 

ensure that it will be accessible and accommodation is available. 

2.12.11. Surface Water 

Comment - 12.R 

Section 11 

Assumptions used in the modelling for the Q 50 and Q 100 events may require further examination. Currently 

assumptions of initial loss relate to a dry catchment i.e. initial loss rates of 45mm. High intensity long duration 

tropical storms may already have the catchment wet prior to the super cell rainfall dump that creates the 1:50yr 

or 1:100yr flood event.  

Recommendation - 12.R 

Additional modelling accounting for already wet catchments at least for the Q 50 and Q 100 events.  

Response - 12.R 

The recommendations made are not consistent with best practice which requires matching rainfall based 

estimate with frequency analysis. 

The flood flow estimates made for the Kevin‘s Corner Project were based on best practice and compared rainfall 

modelling based estimates, against frequency analysis estimates, and empirical estimates. 

The initial loss assumptions used in the modelling to estimate the 1:50 AEP and 1:100 AEP floods do not relate 

to a dry catchment.  The selected initial loss values were selected to provide a reasonable match between the 

runoff modelling methods and flood frequency methods. This approach used is consistent with best practice 

recommendations in Australian Rainfall and Runoff (1987) and Australian Rainfall and Runoff – Book VI (1999) 

which are the preeminent reference for flood estimation in Australia. 

Comment - 12.S 

Section 11 

Assumptions used in the modelling for the Q 100 may require further examination. Currently assumptions of a 

continuous loss rate of 2.5mm. Soil surveys included in the EIS indicate that about half the Kevin‘s Corner block 

would be capable of 2.5mm/hr continuous loss rate once the catchment is wet while the rest of the block would 
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probably be capable of less than 1mm/hr loss rates. There is enough soils data for the catchment to better refine 

the modelling. 

Recommendation - 12.S 

Additional modelling accounting for soil mapping already undertaken to refine the output data specifically the 

continuous loss levels used to design for the Q 50 and Q 100 events.  

Response - 12.S 

As can be seen by the catchment maps in the EIS hydrology technical report (Appendix M.2 Figure 3-2) the 

Kevin‘s Corner Project area only occupies part of the catchments of the main stream and tributary streams. The 

EIS soils mapping does not provide a valuable reference to attempt to estimate catchment wide continuing loss 

rates. 

The suggestion that soils mapping can be used to determine continuing loss rates is not supported as there are 

other factors that also affect continuing losses. 

The adopted continuing loss rate of 2.5 mm/hr used in the EIS flood hydrology study is consistent with best 

practice recommendations for Queensland in Australian Rainfall and Runoff (1987) and Australian Rainfall and 

Runoff – Book VI (1999). One of the best approaches for setting of initial and continuing loss rates in rainfall 

runoff modelling is to cross-check consistency with alternate methods such as flood frequency analysis. This 

approach was used in the EIS flood hydrology study. 

2.12.12. Groundwater 

Comment - 12.T 

Section 12 

The stripping of topsoil for rehabilitation purposes from some areas could potentially have impacts on localised 

aquifers. If this occurs it is likely to have long term consequences for water availability in the area beyond the 

expected 30 year mine life.  

Recommendation - 12.T 

Subject to response by DERM, it is suggested that ‗make good‘ arrangements need to be developed for the long 

term well beyond the life of the mine.  

Response - 12.T 

There have been no usable aquifers identified within the topsoil areas to be directly impacted by open-cut mining 

at Kevin's Corner. Additional assessment of potential impacts on shallow perched groundwater, fauna and flora 

has been conducted, these data have been considered in the predictive modelling (SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L). 
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The SEIS reporting includes a risk assessment regarding potential impacts on vegetation communities. Long 

term impacts from the mining operation were assessed using an integrated surface water runoff – groundwater 

ingress model. The results from this modelling are presented in the SEIS Groundwater Modelling Report Section 

12, Volume 2, Appendix L.  

2.12.13. Air Quality 

Comment - 12.U 

Section 13 

Modelling of the dust is based on Emerald Data. This may provide significantly different climatic data compared 

to the site with resultant differences in the model outputs compared to the site.  

Recommendation - 12.U 

Subject to response by DERM, it is suggested that Longreach data should be at a similar level to Emerald for 

quality. Model also using Longreach data which will allow the range of possibilities to be explored.  

Response - 12.U 

The incorporation of local observational data can add value to the representation of local meteorology at the 

Project site.  However, the assessment does not rely only on a single meteorological station as three 

dimensional hourly data for the full study area has been generated using the TAPM and CALMET model.  A 

description as to the significance of incorporation of data to this assessment is given in Section 2-1, Volume 2 

Appendix G of the SEIS. This shows that the incorporation of such datasets only makes a small difference to the 

meteorological data field used in the assessment. Furthermore, the use of data from Longreach was investigated 

and it was determined that the Emerald data record was more complete. Emerald is also closer to the application 

site and therefore arguably more representative of local climatic conditions. It is not anticipated that climatic data 

from Longreach would be significantly different to Emerald and it would be unlikely to change the conclusions of 

the assessment.  

Comment - 12.V 

Section 13 

Cumulative levels of dust are not calculated through to the expected deposition levels on an annual basis or life 

of project basis. The modelling has been done, however all the figures are based on daily figures and not 

accumulated totals. An indication of the accumulated levels may indicate the level of contamination of pastures 

that may restrict grazing and also the levels of contaminants that may impact on the broader environment.  

Recommendation - 12.V 
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Subject to a response by DERM it is suggested that monthly, annual and life of project modelled data in gm/m2 

be provided.  

Response - 12.V 

The scope of the air quality assessment is to assess dust deposition against the monthly dust deposition rate of 

Queensland DEHP with a view to protecting residential amenity by preventing nuisance. The impact of deposited 

dust on ecology, including flora and fauna, is outside the scope of the DEHP objective and there are currently no 

deposited dust goals or standards defined for the protection of flora and fauna. However, research on dust 

impacts on vegetation for the Curragh North project (Doley, (2003) Effects of mineral dusts on vegetation a 

review of literature and model calculations), indicates that a precautionary threshold of 500mg/m2/day would be 

sufficient to protect flora and fauna. Further analysis of cumulative dust deposition on an annual or life of project 

basis is not considered to provide additional value as there are not relevant standards to compare the results 

against. 

With reference to the prediction of deposited dust at sensitive receptors in Volume 2, Appendix G Section 4.1.4 

(Table 4-6) of the SEIS, dust deposition at the most proximate sensitive receptor to the Project (Forrester 

Homestead) is predicted to be 54% (75.3mg/m2/day) of the DEHP guideline. Of this 54%, only 5% 

(7.3mg/m2/day) is attributable to the Kevin‘s Corner Coal Mine Project. At all other receptors assessed in the 

study, less than 1% of total dust deposition is predicted to be produced by the Kevin‘s Corner Project. The 

highest dust deposition rate as a result of emissions from the Kevin‘s Corner Project at the sensitive receptors 

was predicted to be significantly below the 500 mg/m2/day threshold. 

The existing research literature on the effect of coal dust on grazing is limited.  Although a speculative link has 

been proposed for over 20 years, it appears to be supported only by anecdotal evidence.  The available 

published research suggests that adverse effects do not occur, even at extremely high levels of dust deposition. 

A study undertaken at the University of Western Sydney on dairy cows (Andrews et al 1992)1 found that: 

 ·Cattle did not find feed unpalatable if coal mine dust was present at a level equivalent to a dust 

deposition rate of 4,000 mg/m2/day 

 ·The presence of coal mine dust in feed did not affect the amount of feed that the cattle ate or the 

amount of milk that the cattle produced at a level equivalent to a dust deposition rate of 4,000 

mg/m3/day and 

 ·Cattle did not preferentially eat feed that did not contain coal mine dust. The cattle were able to choose 

between feed that was free of coal mine dust, feed that contained 4,000 mg/m2/day of coal mine dust 

and feed that contained 8,000 mg/m2/day of coal mine dust. 

                                                           

1 Andrews A and Skriskandarajah N (1992), ―Coal Mine Dust & Dairy Farming – The Answers‖, New South Wales Coal 

Association, Newcastle and Australian Co-operative Foods. 
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This study also noted during normal grazing behaviour, cattle would consume far more soil than deposited coal 

dust. 

The most significant dust deposition impacts predicted to result from the Kevin‘s Corner Project are more than 40 

times less than the threshold considered in this study. It is highly unlikely that dust deposition as a result of the 

Project would result in adverse effects on cattle grazing. 

Comment - 12.W 

Section 13 

Table 13-4 Site-specific PM10 emissions for years 1, 5, 15 and 25 lacks adequate details on the quantities.  

Recommendation - 12.W 

Subject to a response by DERM it is suggest that more details be provided on what the quantities are and 

explain what terms like (kg/a) mean.  

Response - 12.W 

The term ‗kg/a‘ means kilograms per annum which is the standard unit of measurement in which source 

emissions are presented for comparative purposes under the Australian National Pollutant Inventory guidelines. 

Since completion of the EIS, the source emissions inventory has been updated due to the availability of 

supplementary datasets, adoption of revised dust mitigation methods and adjustments to the EIS model which 

are collectively known as the ‗Model Refinements.‘ The Model Refinements are described in Volume 2, Appendix 

G, Section 1-1 of the SEIS. The tables below show: Table 2-3) estimated emissions in the EIS inventory; Table 

2-4) estimated emissions in the SEIS inventory; and Table 2-5) the difference between the two inventories. 

Table 2-3 Original submitted EIS PM10 emissions inventory (kg/annum) 

Activity Year 1 PM10 Year 5 PM10 Year 15 PM10 Year 25 PM10 

Disturbance and Rehabilitation 92,562 3,797 8,204 14,139 

Drilling and Blasting 5,994 7,632 3,166 4,981 

Dragline Operation - - 268,111 294,442 

FEL of Overburden into Trucks 12,243 20,269 6,218 16,543 

Transport of Overburden to dumps 115,425 174,802 91,692 193,509 

Truck Dumping at Overburden Dumps 267,861 443,471 136,051 361,951 

FEL of coal trucks 64,012 93,684 83,677 172,827 

Dozers 86,055 66,932 64,200 73,761 

Graders 243,236 243,236 145,942 194,589 

Wind Erosion from Pits 70,284 82,881 38,400 37,932 

Wind Erosion from Overburden Stockpiles 107,971 107,971 107,971 107,971 
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Activity Year 1 PM10 Year 5 PM10 Year 15 PM10 Year 25 PM10 

Processing 7,339 11,999 - - 

Truck Dumping at ROM 11,653 16,625 18,515 38,240 

Dozer - Coal at ROM (total) 48,408 48,408 48,408 48,408 

Coal Conveyors 172 128 128 128 

Conveyor Transfer Points 1,400 30,317 43,200 43,069 

Coal Processing 5,601 37,025 55,935 68,375 

Loading of Coal Stockpiles 678 7,879 10,126 10,067 

Misc Transfer Points 1,934 22,465 28,873 28,705 

Wind Erosion from Stockpiles 3,082 3,082 3,082 3,082 

Transport of Coal to ROM 14,692 27,960 40,178 103,710 

Transport of Rejects to Dumps 2,065 23,990 30,834 30,655 

Wind Erosion from Tailings Storage Facility 56,064 56,064 56,064 56,064 

Total (kg/a) 1,218,731 1,530,615 1,288,973 1,903,148 

Table 2-4 Revised PM10 emissions inventory (kg/annum) 

Activity Year 1 PM10 Year 5 PM10 Year 15 PM10 Year 25 PM10 

Disturbance and Rehabilitation 92,562 3,797 8,204 14,139 

Drilling and Blasting 31 37 17 27 

Dragline Operation - - 108,839 122,717 

FEL of Overburden into Trucks 1,256 2,422 923 2,778 

Transport of Overburden to dumps 82,204 128,627 70,690 153,167 

Truck Dumping at Overburden Dumps 133,930 221,735 68,025 180,975 

FEL of coal trucks 64,012 93,684 83,677 172,827 

Dozers 17,655 15,994 19,069 24,774 

Graders 7,756 7,756 4,654 6,205 

Wind Erosion from Pits 70,284 82,881 38,400 37,932 

Wind Erosion from Overburden Stockpiles 107,971 107,971 107,971 107,971 

Processing 6,788 11,097 - - 

Truck Dumping at ROM 5,827 8,313 9,257 19,120 

Dozer - Coal at ROM (total) 17,978 17,978 17,978 17,978 

Coal Conveyors 172 128 128 128 

Conveyor Transfer Points 347 5,597 7,666 7,635 

Coal Processing 112 740 1,119 1,367 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 129-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Activity Year 1 PM10 Year 5 PM10 Year 15 PM10 Year 25 PM10 

Loading of Coal Stockpiles 8 90 116 115 

Misc Transfer Points 66 768 987 981 

Wind Erosion from Stockpiles 924 924 924 924 

Transport of Coal to ROM 10,463 20,574 30,975 82,089 

Transport of Rejects to Dumps 1,471 17,653 23,772 24,264 

Wind Erosion from Tailings Storage Facility 5,606 5,606 5,606 5,606 

Total (kg/a) 627,423 754,375 608,997 983,719 

Table 2-5 Change in PM10 inventory per activity (kg/annum) and expressed as a percentage change relative to 
original EIS PM10 inventory total (%) 

Activity Year 1 PM10 Year 5 PM10 Year 15 PM10 Year 25 PM10 

Disturbance and Rehabilitation - - - - 

Drilling and Blasting 
-5,963 

(-0.5%) 

-7,595 

(-0.5%) 

-3,149 

(-0.2%) 

-4,954 

(-0.3%) 

Dragline Operation - - 
-159,272 

(-12.4%) 

-171,725 

(-9.0%) 

FEL of Overburden into Trucks 
-10,987 

(-0.9%) 

-17,847 

(-1.2%) 

-5,295 

(-0.4%) 

-13,765 

(-0.7%) 

Transport of Overburden to dumps 
-33,221 

(-2.7%) 

-46,175 

(-3.0%) 

-21,002 

(-1.6%) 

-40,342 

(-2.1%) 

Truck Dumping at Overburden Dumps 
-133,931 

(-11.0%) 

-221,736 

(-14.5%) 

-68,026 

(-5.3%) 

-180,976 

(-9.5%) 

FEL of coal trucks - - - - 

Dozers 
-68,400 

(-5.6%) 

-50,938 

(-3.3%) 

-45,131 

(-3.5%) 

-48,987 

(-2.6%) 

Graders 
-235,480 

(-19.3%) 

-235,480 

(-15.4%) 

-141,288 

(-11.0%) 

-188,384 

(-9.9%) 

Wind Erosion from Pits - - - - 

Wind Erosion from Overburden Stockpiles - - - - 

Processing 
-551 

(-0.1%) 

-902 

(-0.1%) 
- - 

Truck Dumping at ROM 
-5,826 

(-0.5%) 

-8,312 

(0.5%) 

-9,258 

(-0.7%) 

-19,120 

(-1.0%) 

Dozer - Coal at ROM (total) 
-30,430 

(-2.5%) 

-30,430 

(-2.0%) 

-30,430 

(-2.4%) 

-30,430 

(-1.6%) 

Coal Conveyors - - - - 
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Activity Year 1 PM10 Year 5 PM10 Year 15 PM10 Year 25 PM10 

Conveyor Transfer Points 
-1,053 

(-0.1%) 

-24,720 

(-1.6%) 

-35,534 

(-2.8%) 

-35,434 

(-1.9%) 

Coal Processing 
-5,489 

(-0.5%) 

-36,285 

(-2.4%) 

-54,816 

(-4.3%) 

-67,008 

(-3.5%) 

Loading of Coal Stockpiles 
-670 

(-0.1%) 

-7,789 

(-0.5%) 

-10,010 

(-0.8%) 

-9,952 

(-0.5%) 

Misc Transfer Points 
-1,868 

(-0.2%) 

-21,697 

(-1.4%) 

-27,886 

(-2.2%) 

-27,724 

(-1.5%) 

Wind Erosion from Stockpiles 
-2,158 

(-0.2%) 

-2,158 

(-0.1%) 

-2,158 

(-0.2%) 

-2,158 

(-0.1%) 

Transport of Coal to ROM 
-4,229 

(-0.4%) 

-7,386 

(-0.5%) 

-9,203 

(-0.7%) 

-21,621 

(-1.1%) 

Transport of Rejects to Dumps 
-594 

(-0.1%) 

-6,337 

(-0.4%) 

-7,062 

(-0.6%) 

-6,391 

(-0.3%) 

Wind Erosion from Tailings Storage Facility 
-50,458 

(-4.1%) 

-50,458 

(-3.3%) 

-50,458 

(-3.9%) 

-50,458 

(-2.7%) 

Total change (kg/annum) 
-591,308 

(-48.5%) 

-776,245 

(-50.7%) 

-679,978 

(-52.8%) 

-919,429 

(-48.3%) 

The tables show that the total emissions generation from the mine is calculated to have been reduced relative to 

the EIS estimate across all years of the life of the mine and by up to 50.7% in year 5. This indicates that the 

estimates of dust at sensitive receptors had been significantly overestimated in the EIS. The revised predicted 

concentrations, which reflect the reduction in the emissions inventory, are reported in Volume 2, Appendix G, 

Section 4-1 of the SEIS. 

Comment - 12.X 

Section 13 

Table 13-4 provides a relative table for point sources of pollutants. The risks of those pollutants as a result of 

animal ingestion through contaminated pastures is not explained.  

Recommendation - 12.X 

Explain the potential distribution and stock grazing exclusion zones.  

Response - 12.X 

The scope of the air quality assessment is to assess dust deposition against the monthly dust deposition rate of 

Queensland DEHP with a view to protecting residential amenity by preventing nuisance. The impact of deposited 
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dust on ecology, including flora and fauna, is outside the scope of the DEHP objective and there are currently no 

deposited dust goals or standards defined for the protection of flora and fauna. However, research on dust 

impacts on vegetation for the Curragh North project (Doley, (2003) Effects of mineral dusts on vegetation a 

review of literature and model calculations), indicates that a precautionary threshold of 500mg/m2/day would be 

sufficient to protect flora and fauna. As the levels of dust impact on available grazing fodder from the Project 

operations is going to be within the range indicated above, a cattle health risk assessment has not been 

undertaken. It should also be noted that an  explanation of the risk of pollutants being ingestion by livestock from 

contaminated pastures is outside the Project‘s Terms of Reference. 

With reference to the prediction of deposited dust at sensitive receptors in Volume 2, Appendix G Section 4.1.4 

(Table 4-6) of the SEIS, dust deposition at the most proximate sensitive receptor to the Project (Forrester 

Homestead) is predicted to be 54% (75.3mg/m2/day) of the DEHP guideline. Of this 54%, only 5% 

(7.3mg/m2/day) is attributable to the Kevin‘s Corner Coal Mine Project. At all other receptors assessed in the 

study, less than 1% of total dust deposition is predicted to be produced by the Kevin‘s Corner Project. The 

highest dust deposition rate as a result of emissions from the Kevin‘s Corner Project at the sensitive receptors 

was predicted to be significantly below the 500 mg/m2/day threshold. 

The Project is committed to the dust control measures which are described in the draft EM Plan (Volume 2, 

Appendix T1) and those actions and guidelines imposed on the Project as license conditions. It is not anticipated 

that deposited dust will contaminate pastures and impact on the health of livestock through ingestion. 

2.12.14. Social Impact Management Plan 

Comment - 12.Y 

Section 29 

There does not appear to be any modelling done on the potential impacts of reduced long term rateable value of 

shire land i.e. rehabilitated mining land may have only 10% or 20% of the value for grazing post mining as what it 

has prior to mining. Therefore after mine closure the rateable value impacts to the Council will be forever.  

Recommendation - 12.Y 

Include rateable value as a component of impact assessment.  

Response - 12.Y 

It is not currently a TOR requirement to assess the potential impacts of reduced long term rateable value of shire 

land.  

A land use and soil impact assessment was conducted as part of the EIS, refer to volume 1 section 5 and 6. 

The Council charge both landowners and the mining company land rates for the same period at the same time, 

during the term of the mining tenure. Any potential devaluation (and therefore any potential loss after the mining 

activities cease in relation to the background land) would be offset. 
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Rates are controlled through the local councils and the State Government, accordingly it is not appropriate for a 

proponent to assess these.  

Comment - 12.Z 

Section 29 

The proponent identifies an industrial area within the mine complex for outside contractors to operate from. What 

does this mean for rates to council? Will this land use require development approval and is it consistent with the 

mining lease?  

Recommendation - 12.Z 

Proponent to supply additional information on these aspects.  

Response - 12.Z 

Industry set up in industrial area of the mining lease to service the mine will not require further approval, this use 

is consistent with the mining lease.  

It is not currently a TOR requirement to assess the council rates. Rates are controlled through the local councils 

and the State Government, accordingly it is not appropriate for a proponent to assess these.  

Comment - 12.AA 

Section 29 

Social impact study does not acknowledge the impact on the communities from where the FIFO worker 

originates.  

Recommendation - 12.AA 

Proponent should acknowledge possible impacts on those communities where FIFO workers originate and 

ensure appropriate mitigation strategies are implemented through the SIMP.  

Response - 12.AA 

At this stage of the Project development, it is difficult to accurately identify the locations of the FIFO source 

communities that HGPL will source its workforce. To some extent this will be dependent on project timing and the 

status of other projects. HGPL will continue to work with Skills Qld and other key stakeholders as workforce 

planning is further progressed. As part of the Workforce Management action plan, HGPL will also continue to 

liaise with DEEWR-funded FIFO Coordinators to source workers from areas around Queensland with high 

unemployment and employment capacity. 
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When FIFO locations are identified, there are provisions in the SIMP to monitor potential impacts on local and 

regional centres. While the impacts to local towns such as Alpha and Jericho are anticipated to be minor they will 

be monitored through the Housing and Accommodation Management Plan. 

The SIMP will include actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. availability, affordability) locally and 

regionally. Should triggers indicate an increase in the number of workers residing locally in Alpha or Jericho, 

HGPL will work with BRC to explore options to expand and develop areas identified for residential use.   

The SIMP also includes monitoring of sub-regional housing markets in order to identify vulnerable housing 

market segments and vulnerable locations, and establish targets and triggers for impact mitigation strategies.  

Recognising that impacts on housing and accommodation are likely to be cumulative, the plan will also provide 

for engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders and government agencies via 

forums such as the Galilee Basin Community Issues Forum. 

HGPL is committed to consulting key stakeholders such as the Department of Communities and Department of 

Housing and Public Works through the development of the SIMP and its Actions Plans. HGPL is also committed 

to working collaboratively with the Government in regional planning through planning forums and the proposed 

Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment Roundtable.  

Comment - 12.AB 

Section 29 

Local training and development areas need to be more apparent.  

Recommendation - 12.AB 

Proponent should develop a more comprehensive local training option to increase eligibility of locally based staff.  

Response - 12.AB 

Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL is developing a Workforce Management Plan.  The Workforce 

Management Plan will facilitate   opportunities to develop the skills of the local workforce and diversify 

employment. A Local Employment Policy will also be developed by HGPL to guide its recruitment and training 

options. HGPL will engage with DETE, TAFE, CQU and relevant registered training providers to develop a suite 

of training programs for delivery and/or private training providers.  

HGPL will work with Skills Queensland to identify gaps in the local community and to tap into opportunities, for 

example programs available for skilling workers to fill these gaps with key stakeholders such as the Department 

of Education Training and Employment.  

HGPL will develop and implement a Local Apprenticeship Program after mine operations commence which will 

target both the industry requirements and the wider communities‘ needs.  
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As part of the Local and Regional Business Development action plan, HGPL will also partner with key 

stakeholders to implement a Regional Capacity Building Program to provide general business management 

seminars and to up-skill local and regional businesses in key areas such as business start-up, financial planning, 

resource management, OH&S, environmental management, capability, financial stability and quality. 

2.12.15. General EIS 

Comment - 12.AC 

General Comments (Fisheries Queensland): 

It is considered the EIS provides sufficient information to support the proposal at this stage provided compliance 

with the below recommended conditions and consultation at the detail design stages of any components of the 

project that involve disturbances to a waterway or wetland. This would include marine plants disturbance and 

waterway crossings, diversions, or other waterway barrier works. 

Waterway Barrier Works applications and approvals under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 are not required 

within Mining Leases for projects authorised under the Mineral Resources Act 1989. Waterway Barrier Works 

applications and approvals are relevant outside the Mining Lease area but are not relevant within the Mining 

Lease. 

Any waterway barriers inside or outside of the Mining Lease do however have capacity to impact upon fish 

movement and waterway habitats with ramifications to the fisheries resources of the region. DEEDI regardless of 

the relevance of waterway barrier works applications or approvals, would seek a commitment of the proponent to 

provide for fish passage within any waterway works, stream crossings or waterway diversions and minimise and 

mitigate any impacts upon waterway habitats. 

The Fisheries Act 1994 requires that waterway barrier applications may only be approved following consideration 

of impacts of the works upon fisheries resources and fish habitats and must be refused if fish passage is not 

adequately accommodated (or not required). 

Please note many of the recommendations and recommended conditions are the same. These have however 

been left adjacent to the section of the EIS that generated them rather than providing a single coordinated 

comment on the complete volumes. 

Recommendation - 12.AC 

N/A 

Response - 12.AC 

The Proponent has met with Fisheries Queensland as part of the SEIS consultation process to discuss the 

Fisheries Act 1994 requirements on site. HGPL has agreed to voluntary compliance with the intent of the 

required DEHP guidelines and the Fisheries Act for the design of waterway diversions; levees; culvert or bed 

level crossings to be sympathetic to the requirements of fish movements within the mine lease area.  The 
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Proponent will comply with the requirements of the Fisheries Act and other relevant guidelines on any works 

interfering with watercourses outside of the mine lease area (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.9). 

2.12.16. Introduction  

Comment - 12.AD 

Section 1.10.1 Additional Approvals – Table 1-5 

This section does not identify all the relevant approvals that are required under the Fisheries Act 1994. The 

section makes no mention of requirements for development permits for operational works for Waterway Barrier 

Works or to remove, destroy or damage marine plants (if required).  

Recommendation - 12.AD 

It is recommended that the proponent be advised of the relevance of the Fisheries Act 1994 and Department of 

Employment, Economic Development and Innovation (Fisheries Queensland) as the relevant authority. 

Approvals required under the Fisheries Act 1994 for the Project will potentially include operational works 

approval for the removal, destruction or damage of marine plants (for Port infrastructure works), and operational 

works approval for the construction or raising of waterway barrier works, where these works are outside of the 

mining lease. 

Response - 12.AD 

The Kevin's Corner Project does not include any element requiring the removal, destruction or damage of marine 

plants. Port infrastructure works are being addressed separately. 

The Proponent has met with Fisheries Queensland as part of the SEIS consultation process to discuss the 

Fisheries Act requirements for the Project. HGPL has agreed to voluntary comply with the intent of the required 

DAFF guidelines and the Fisheries Act for the design of waterway diversions; levees; culvert or bed level 

crossings to be sympathetic to the requirements of fish movements. The Proponent will comply with the 

requirements of the Fisheries Act and other relevant guidelines on any works interfering with watercourses 

outside of the MLA (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.9). 

Refer Table 2-6 for operational works approvals for the construction or raising of waterway barrier works where 

those works are outside of the mining lease. 

Table 2-6 provides a summary of the statutory approvals required following receipt of the key Project approvals 

and replaces Table 1-5 – Other approvals to be obtained following key approvals and Table E2 – Future 

Approvals within the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. 
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Table 2-6 Approvals required following Key Approvals 

Item Legislation Relevant Approval Status 

Transport 

Open new roads and stock 

routes 

Sustainable Planning Act 2009 Reconfiguration of a Lot (ROL)  Off-tenure, location and details 

to be confirmed 

Close on-tenure roads and 

stock routes 

Land Act 1994 and Land 

Protection (Pest and Stock 

Route Management) Act 2002 

Temporary or permanent 

closure of roads and stock 

routes where required on-

tenure 

On-tenure, location and details 

to be confirmed 

Approval to make an alteration 

or improvement to a local 

government road 

Local Government Act 2009 Roadworks Off-tenure, locations and 

details to be determined 

Rail Infrastructure Sustainable Planning Act 2009 Material Change of Use (Rail) 

under former Jericho Shire 

Planning Scheme within 

Barcaldine Regional Council. 

Rail spur leading off-site. 

Location confirmed with 

indicative design provided. 

Subdivision of Land for Rail 

infrastructure 

Sustainable Planning Act 2009 Reconfiguring of a Lot (ROL) 

under former Jericho Shire 

Planning Scheme within 

Barcaldine Regional Council. 

Rail spur leading off-site 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Operational Works Sustainable Planning Act 2009 Roadwork, Filling and 

Excavation under former 

Jericho Shire Planning 

Scheme within Barcaldine 

Regional Council. 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Aerodrome Certification Civil Aviation Safety 

Regulations 1998  and Civil 

Aviation Regulations 1988 

Aerodrome Certificate (Airport 

Operations (Part 139 of the 

CASR 1998)) issued by the 

Civil Aviation Safety Authority 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Supporting Applications 

Approval for on-site sewerage 

treatment plant 

Plumbing and Drainage Act 

2002 

Approval for on-site sewerage 

treatment plant 

On-tenure, locations and 

details to be determined 

Approval for on-site water 

treatment plant 

Plumbing and Drainage Act 

2002 

Approval for on-site water 

treatment plant 

On-tenure, locations and 

details to be determined 

Hard Rock Quarry Sustainable Planning Act 2009 Material Change of Use under 

former Jericho Shire Planning 

Scheme within Barcaldine 

Regional Council. 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Subdivision of Land for Hard 

Rock Quarry 

Sustainable Planning Act 2009 Reconfiguring of a Lot (ROL) 

under former Jericho Shire 

Planning Scheme within 

Barcaldine Regional Council. 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Water 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 137-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Item Legislation Relevant Approval Status 

Licenses required for 

Hazardous Dams 

Environmental Protection Act 

1994 

Hazardous dam applications On-tenure,  locations and 

details to be confirmed 

Licenses required for 

Referable Dams 

Water Act 2000 Referable dam applications On-tenure,  locations and 

details to be confirmed 

Taking and interfering with 

water 

Water Act 2000 Water Licence to take and 

interfere with water 

On-tenure, locations and 

details to be confirmed 

Licensing for bores, taking 

water for groundwater 

monitoring, dewatering and 

compensatory water supply   

Water Act 2000 Taking and interfering with 

groundwater (Water 

Entitlement) 

On- and off-tenure as 

required, locations and details 

to be confirmed 

Riverine Protection Permit Water Act 2000 Riverine Protection Permit On- and off-tenure, locations 

and details to be determined 

Taking and Interfering with 

water (e.g. construction of a 

diversion channel or 

construction of groundwater 

bores) 

Sustainable Planning Act 2009 Development Permit for 

Operational Works for taking 

and interfering with water  

Off-tenure, locations and 

details to be confirmed 

 

Flora and Fauna 

Undermine a protected area 

(Cudmore Resource Reserve) 

Nature Conservation Act 1992 Interest in a Protected Area 

(Cudmore Resource Reserve) 

beneath section 34 of the NC 

Act. To be sought from 

DNPRSR. 

A Management Plan for 

Cudmore Resource Reserve 

which includes a Plan of 

Operations for the undermined 

area is currently being 

investigated. 

Clearing Permit of Least 

Concern Plants  

Nature Conservation Act 1992 Protected Plant Permit  Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Mapping of Assessable 

Remnant Vegetation. 

Vegetation Management Act 

1999 

Property Map of Assessable 

Vegetation (PMAV) 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Clearing Protected Plants Nature Conservation (Wildlife 

Management) Regulation 

2006 

Species Management 

Program (SPM) and/or 

Damage Mitigation Permit  

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Vegetation Offsets Vegetation Management Act 

1999 

Vegetation Offset 

investigations involving Bio-

condition surveys 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Clearing of Native Plants Vegetation Management Act 

1999 

Clearing of Native Vegetation 

and High Value Regrowth 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Clearing of Native Plants Vegetation Management Act 

1999 

Clearing of Regional 

Ecosystems 

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 

Clearing of Native Plants Vegetation Management Act 

1999 

Clearing of Essential Habitat 

Communities  

Location and details to be 

confirmed. 
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Item Legislation Relevant Approval Status 

Operational Works  - Clearing 

of Native Plants (Rail spur and 

access road) 

Vegetation Management Act 

1999 

Clearing of Native Vegetation 

and High Value Regrowth 

Clearing of Regional 

Ecosystems 

Clearing of Essential Habitat 

Communities 

Off-tenure location and details 

to be confirmed. 

2.12.17. Aquatic Ecology and Stygofauna 

Comment - 12.AE 

Section 10 & 11 

These sections identify and set out undertakings being made in relation to Aquatic Ecology and Surface Water 

as a part of the Mine and Rail infrastructure works.  

Recommendation - 12.AE 

It is recommended that the proponent commit to:  

Undertake waterway diversions; levee designs; culvert or bed level crossings; or rock armouring within the 

Mining Lease in manor consistent with the requirements of the Fisheries Act 1994;  

 adequately provide for fish passage;  

 and provide equal or enhanced habitat values and habitat complexity. 

It is recommended that the proponent consult with the Fisheries Queensland (DEEDI) during the detailed design 

stage for any and all: waterway diversions; levee designs; culvert or bed level crossings; rock armouring; or all 

and any other works within a waterway as defined under the Fisheries Act 1994 for both permanent and 

temporary works. 

It is recommended that the proponent commit to ensure the following outcomes: 

Diversions mimic the meandering of the low flow channel, the width and depth of the waterway and natural bed 

substrates to the greatest extent possible to promote fish passage and the replacement of lost habitat; the 

Project does not directly or indirectly increase water velocities within waterways or waterway diversions to a level 

that would prevent fish movement through the Project site; and the proponent obtains development approval for 

operational works that is the building or raising of waterway barrier works under the Fisheries Act 1994 including 

any and all: waterway diversions; levee designs; culvert or bed level crossings; rock armouring; or all and any 

other works within a waterway as defined under the Act for both permanent and temporary works which occur 

outside the Mining Lease. 

It is recommended that the proponent consult with the Fisheries Queensland (DEEDI) during the detailed design 

stage for any and all: waterway diversions; levee designs; culvert or bed level crossings; rock armouring; or all 
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and any other works within a waterway as defined under the Fisheries Act 1994 for both permanent and 

temporary works which occur outside the Mining Lease.  

Response - 12.AE 

The Proponent has met with Fisheries Queensland as part of the SEIS consultation process to discuss the 

Fisheries Act 1994 requirements on site. It was agreed that the waterway diversions; levee designs; culvert or 

bed level crossings will be designed to meet the intent of the required DEHP guidelines and will be sympathetic 

to the requirements of fish movements.  For works outside of the mining lease the Proponent will consult with the 

Department for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry to discuss any works interfering with watercourses outside of 

the mine lease area, and ensure compliance with all applicable legislative requirements. (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.9) 

2.12.18. Surface Water  

Comment - 12.AF 

Section 11.5 

This section outlines the protocols for undertaking ongoing monitoring of surface water quality and stream 

diversion performance.  

Recommendation - 12.AF 

It is recommendation that the proponent be advised that the Fisheries Queensland (DEEDI) be included as a 

relevant organisation for reporting purposes and for monitoring programs outlined in Volume 2, Appendix G.10 

and G.11.  

Response - 12.AF 

Noted. HGPL have had discussions with Fisheries Queensland (FQ) where they clarified that they did not 

request additional monitoring but to be kept abreast with results collected. HGPL have agreed to distribute a 

copy of these monitoring reports to the relevant personnel at FQ SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.9). 

2.12.19. Executive Summary 

Comment - 12.AG 

Section 00.0.7 

Employment numbers quoted throughout the EIS are in disagreement. For example, the Executive Summary 

document (at Section 0.7) states, ‗approximately 2,500 mine construction jobs will be created‘ however, the 
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workforce is later described (at Section 20.3.1.1) as a peak of 1,800 during construction. Inconsistent workforce 

numbers do not give a true indication of workforce required.  

Recommendation - 12.AG 

It is suggested that all documentation be revised and ensure consistent workforce numbers. It is acknowledged 

that workforce figures may not be firm at the early stages of project development, however, accurate workforce 

numbers and as much detail as possible is required to develop appropriate workforce strategies. This includes 

details of occupations required as the early identification of labour and skills needs will assist in the development 

of appropriate labour and skills supply strategies. It will also provide an understanding of where the workforce 

can be sourced. 

Discussion within these sections of the EIS should also include information about the types of occupations 

required, the identified labour pool in Queensland and nationally and the types of training courses that generate 

these employees (as well as the institutions that deliver the training, particularly those that may be prospective 

partners). 

Response - 12.AG 

HGPL have completed a workforce breakdown using the template provided by Skills Queensland. Meetings have 

been held with Skills Queensland during the development of the SIMP for inclusion in the SEIS (Volume 2, 

Appendix D, Table A-2).  This revised version will include this level of detail so that ongoing discussions can be 

had with  Skills Queensland and other relevant stakeholders identified in the SIMP (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

D) to progress workforce sourcing, and where appropriate address regional training capacity issues for  the 

Project. 

Comment - 12.AH 

Section 0.11.19 

The Executive Summary refers to a regional study that confirmed Isaac Regional Council and the Central 

Highlands Regional Council will be positively affected by the proposed project due to increased employment and 

business opportunities.  

Recommendation - 12.AH 

Further details regarding this study or more information about the findings are required to make an informed 

assessment of these claims. 

It is also helpful to identify where employees are likely to be sourced from. While Section 20 identifies that 95% 

of the construction workforce will be brought to site using FIFO arrangements, there is no mention of the possible 

source locations for employees as a percentage. Therefore, what percentage of the project‘s workforce is 

expected to be local residents, regional residents, Queensland residents, national residents or international 

residents under specific visa arrangements? Are all employees expected to be sourced from Australia? 
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Response - 12.AH 

Regional benefits resulting from the Project are likely to be economic in nature.  

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan (WMP) in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. With this breakdown, HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be 

sourced over the life of the Project. Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL will develop an employment strategy 

identifying potential FIFO locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment 

and training. These actions will be reflected in the Workforce Management Plan supporting the SIMP. 

The workforce planning will assist in determining those regional centres likely to benefit from the flow on effects 

of the Project. The WMP will include a preferred employment hierarchy giving preference to, in order, local area 

residents, regional area residents, other Queensland residents, and other Australian residents with the lowest 

preference for overseas residents. The need for any international workers will be determined following the 

completion of the WMP. 

2.12.20. Social 

Comment - 12.AI 

Section 20.3 

Section 20.3.1.1 states that, ‗95% of employees will be FiFo/DiDo, with the majority to be sourced from South-

East Queensland‘ (there is also a brief mention of employees originating from regional hubs like Central and 

North Queensland).  

Essentially, there is no discussion around the specific percentage of employees to be sourced from each 

location, or strategies around how resourcing 95% of the labour from South East Queensland could be 

undertaken without major disruptions to the existing workforce.  

Recommendation - 12.AI 

While supply of labour and skills in the local area is limited, more work is required to identify the potential area 

that will be targeted to source the FIFO/DIDO workforce and the impacts associated with undertaking large 

resourcing campaigns (and subsequent recruitment) in particular regions. 

In line with the objectives of the Work for Queensland initiative, the approach should include strategies for 

sourcing FIFO/DIDO labour forces from areas experiencing high unemployment and/or where maximum regional 

benefits will be delivered. In addition, strategies that incorporate lower-skilled employees and those outside the 

labour market, either on the project or in an indirect industry, will be viewed as ―best practice‖.  

Ongoing work through the Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) process and the development of action plans 

should maximise the opportunities for local versus non-local labour and minimise the impacts of FiFo/DiDo 

arrangements. 
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This issues has been raise above as the EIS does not mention sourcing employees from the international labour 

pool as a recruitment strategy. The proponent is asked to confirm whether or not skilled migration is likely to be 

required. 

Response - 12.AI 

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL will identify different skill sets for 

workers to be sourced over the life of the Project. HGPL will develop an employment strategy identifying potential 

FIFO locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment and training, including 

those of indigenous peoples. These actions will be reflected in the Workforce Management Plan.  

Actions to be completed as part of the Plan also include establishing a hierarchy of employment with local 

employment preferred, and a Local Employment Policy for both HGPL and its contractors. 

The need for international labour has yet to be determined. If required, a single Enterprise Management 

Agreement will be investigated for international workers. 

HGPL will continue to consult with key stakeholders as the Action Plans and the SIMP are finalised. 

Comment - 12.AJ 

Section 20.4.1.6 

The ‗Impacts and Mitigation‘ section states that there ―are opportunities for shared training in the community‖, 

however there is no information about the type/s of opportunities and who they would be shared with.  

Recommendation - 12.AJ 

Provide more detail about the opportunities, including who might be involved, what types of education/training 

would be involved, what types of occupations would be targeted and whether or not preliminary discussions have 

occurred.  

Response - 12.AJ 

The Local and Regional Business Development action plan in the SIMP references the need to partner with key 

stakeholders such as local government, Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP) 

and ICN to introduce regional capacity building program to facilitate training. 

In addition, workforce planning will facilitate assessment of training requirements and opportunities at a local and 

regional level.  

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL will identify different skill sets for 

workers to be sourced over the life of the Project. HGPL will develop an employment strategy identifying potential 
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FIFO locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment and training, these 

actions will be reflected in the Workforce Management Plan. 

To date HGPL has met with DATSIMA, Skills Queensland, Indigenous Employment Strategy and Policy, 

Indigenous Initiatives, and the Office for Women to ensure an equal opportunity for involvement in the Project. 

HGPL will continue to consult Skills Queensland and other key stakeholders as the Action Plans and the SIMP 

are finalised. 

Comment - 12.AK 

Section 20.4.2.6 

Identifies the potential for an increased requirement for childcare facilities but does not address/state options for 

the mitigation of this impact.  

Recommendation - 12.AK 

Identify a mitigation strategy and note who will be engaged to deliver this strategy. Alternatively, note that a 

mitigation strategy will be developed (identify timeframe) and provide a general statement about what the 

strategy might look like. It is noted that there may be a skills/labour issue for the childcare sector as well which 

may need to be addressed.  

Response - 12.AK 

HGPL will use a Fly In/Fly Out operation for the Project as accommodating the Kevin‘s Corner workforce locally 

is not feasible given the lack of infrastructure services (telecommunications, water etc) and the distances 

between the local towns and Kevin‘s Corner (beyond those considered safe for drive in/drive out operations).  

It is anticipated the impacts on local services and infrastructure in towns such as Alpha will be minimal. Social 

impacts are proposed to be managed via the SIMP and supporting Action Plans. In particular actions to monitor 

impacts on childcare services will be included as part of the Community Services and Infrastructure plan with 

specific triggers to highlight potential impact. Once reached, the triggers will initiate development of a strategy to 

support mitigation of negative impacts and maximisation of any benefits. This may include actions relating to use 

of the Hancock Community Development Fund administered by BRC. 

The inclusion of community service and social infrastructure criteria within the Community Development Fund 

guidelines will enable HGPL and BRC to assess the future need for a childcare centre to be developed. 

Regional impacts on social services such as childcare are a cumulative issue to be addressed by HGPL as well 

other mining operations in the region.  The Community Services and Infrastructure Plan developed to support the 

SIMP will reflect HGPL‘s commitment to engagement with other industry stakeholders and government agencies 

via forums such as the Kevin‘s Corner Consultative Committee and the proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative 

Social Impact Assessment Roundtable in addressing cumulative social impacts.  

 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 144-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Comment - 12.AL 

Section 20.5.1.6 

Identifies the potential for an increased requirement for childcare facilities but does not address/state options for 

the mitigation of this impact.  

Recommendation - 12.AL 

Whilst this section contains more information about the potential strategies (encouraging mining personnel‘s 

spouses to potentially address the shortage), there needs to be greater linkage between the mitigation strategies 

across the local government jurisdictions. A holistic strategy that can be applied to, and customised for each 

location is preferred above a series of different strategies applied to each area.  

Response - 12.AL 

HGPL has met with the Barcaldine Kindergarten Committee President to discuss their planning towards a long 

day care centre. At this stage HGPL has provided 'in principle support' for the kindergarten expansion. HGPL 

acknowledges that future expansion of the kindergarten to long day care would provide vital infrastructure to 

supporting local workforce. HGPL have committed to work collaboratively with the kindergarten as it progresses 

closer towards FID. 

Regional impacts on social services such as childcare are a cumulative issue to be addressed by HGPL as well 

other mining operations in the region.  The Community Services and Infrastructure Plan developed to support the 

SIMP will reflect HGPL‘s commitment to engagement with other industry stakeholders and government agencies 

via forums such as the Kevin‘s Corner Consultative Committee and the Proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative 

Social Impact Assessment Roundtable in addressing cumulative social impacts. 

The inclusion of community service and social infrastructure criteria within the Community Development Fund 

guidelines will enable HGPL and BRC to assess the future need for a childcare centre to be developed. 

Comment - 12.AM 

Section 20.5.1.7 

The ‗Impacts and Mitigation‘ section states that employees are likely to transition to the mining sector when the 

Alpha Coal Project (Hancock‘s other project in the Galilee Basin) commences construction, and implies that this 

project (as it is subsequent to the Alpha Coal Project) will therefore have little impact on employment in the local 

surroundings.  

Recommendation - 12.AM 

It is suggested that this section further discuss the impact of competing employment demands as a result of 

other projects located in the Galilee Basin. It is likely that these parallel construction/operation schedules will 

have a great impact on the availability of skilled workers.  
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The final paragraph (at page 20-42) states that spouses who move into the area with their partners (mining 

employees) are ―highly likely‖ to have skill-sets that are in high-demand and will therefore be able to fill the 

identified gaps. However, the list of ―identified gaps‖ has not been included in this section of the EIS or referred 

to. There is also not enough evidence to support the statement that the likelihood of the incoming skill-sets 

matching the identified gaps is ‗high‘, especially as recruitment is not yet underway and the number of 

employees with suitably skilled partners is unknown. In addition, EII and Skills Queensland query how the 

average age range of employees can be identified at this stage. 

This recognises that some staff may wish to move to the local area – what strategies will the proponent employ 

to ease the local housing pressures that will result from the relocation of staff to the area. 

Response - 12.AM 

Workforce planning is continuing and will facilitate assessment of employment and training gaps, requirements 

and opportunities at a local and regional level. 

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL will identify different skill sets for 

workers to be sourced over the life of the Project. HGPL will develop an employment strategy identifying potential 

FIFO locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment and training, These 

actions will be reflected in the Workforce Management Plan and will include a Local Employment Policy, equal 

employment opportunity policies and a Local Apprenticeship Program. Opportunities will be identified to fill jobs 

through training and apprenticeships. 

In addition, the Housing and Accommodation Management Plan will reflect actions to support the 

accommodation requirements of workers. This Plan will include actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. 

availability, affordability) locally. Should triggers indicate an increase in the number of workers residing locally in 

Alpha, HGPL will work with BRC to explore options to expand and develop areas identified for residential use.    

HGPL will continue to consult key stakeholders as the Action Plans and the SIMP are finalised. 

HGPL recognises the housing and accommodation, and workforce requirements, as potential cumulative issues 

to be addressed by HGPL as well other mining operations in the region.  The Action Plans will reflect HGPL‘s 

commitment to engagement with other industry stakeholders and government agencies via forums such as the 

proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment Roundtable. 

2.12.21. Economics  

Comment - 12.AN 

Section 23.3.1 

The section outlines the indirect and direct employment figures for the project but does not provide evidence 

about how these figures were calculated or the types of occupations that will be required.  
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Recommendation - 12.AN 

Provide more evidence to support these claims. Tables 23-4 and 23-4 contain no background information. If 

calculations are elsewhere in the document then this section should refer the reader to this information.  

Response - 12.AN 

Detailed discussion of the methodology and assumptions used to estimate employment and economic impacts is 

contained in sections 5.1.2 and 5.1.3 of the Economic technical report. This report is presented as Appendix V of 

the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. Estimates of workforce numbers by occupational groupings which were the basis of the 

above mentioned economics assessments are presented in Section 6 of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS Social Impact 

Assessment (Volume 2 Appendix T). The Project resource scheduling has and is used as a first principles means 

of assessing work force requirements. These numbers have now been refined and are included in the SEIS 

Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). The anticipated mine workforce during 

the construction phase expected to peak at 1,800 people, with approximately half on site at any time. The 

operational workforce is estimated to be 1,600 people per year for the Life of Mine (LOM), scheduled across a 30 

year span. The Project will also create flow-on (indirect) employment opportunities for the region. 

The estimated total number of construction personnel at the peak of the 9 year construction program is in Year 3 

(Table 2-7). These are approximate numbers as the exact numbers are likely to change, but within the 

anticipated range for the final workforce. 

Table 2-7 Construction Workforce Numbers 

Personnel Data Summary Construction year – 9 year construction period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Construction workforce total (persons) 1000 1500 1800 1500 1000 750 500 250 250 

Comment - 12.AO 

Section 23.3.2 

This section does not provide enough information to make an informed decision about its validity.  

Recommendation - 12.AO 

The proponent should provide more information about the types of direct/indirect occupations to be generated by 

this project. The location of the indirect opportunities should also be identified. Tables 23-7 and 23-8 contain no 

background information.  

Response - 12.AO 

Detailed discussion of the methodology and assumptions used to estimate employment and economic impacts is 

contained in Appendix V of the EIS in sections 5.1.2 and 5.1.3 of the Economic technical report.  
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HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Section A.2). Working with Skills Queensland, 

HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be sourced over the life of the Project (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix D, Table A-3, Table A-4).  

Comment - 12.AP 

Section 23.3.6 

―Training and Skills Development mitigation strategies‖ section only refers to the 10% and 20% policies.  

Recommendation - 12.AP 

Other training and skills-development strategies should be referred to here. Specific strategies should be 

developed in consultation and in partnership with the range of stakeholders. This could include: 

 Working with DEEDI (including the local regional office) to encourage local up-skilling of local people 

(through programs such as Skilling Queenslanders for Work).  

 Working with local Job Services Australia (JSA) to source local labour. 

 Working with Skills Queensland and DEEDI to develop skills and labour supply strategies including 

through the Work for Queensland initiative. 

 Working with local councils as important sources of trades skills in local areas; 

 Development of indigenous strategies in partnership with DEEDI and DEEWR. 

There is no detail of consultations that have occurred and no mention of skills-sets required or where skills 

shortages may overlap with, or be covered by, the available workforce. These aspects are important inputs into 

workforce planning and development.  

Response - 12.AP 

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. With this breakdown, HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be 

sourced over the life of the Project (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Section A.2). HGPL will develop an 

employment strategy identifying potential FIFO locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant 

strategies for recruitment and training, including those of indigenous peoples, in consultation with Skills 

Queensland and DATSIMA. These actions will be reflected in the Workforce Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix D, Section D.4.2).  

Actions to be completed as part of the Plan include: 

 establishing a hierarchy of employment with local employment preferred; 

 a Local Employment Policy for both HGPL and its contractors; 

 Implementation of a Local Apprenticeship Program in the BRC area; 

 Continued liaison with Skills Queensland, DEEDI, DEEWAR, DETE and other local agencies to identify 

needs and opportunities; 
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 Development of an Indigenous Participation Plan in consultation with an Indigenous Liaison Committee. 

To date HGPL has met with DATSIMA, Skills Queensland, Indigenous Employment Strategy and Policy, 

Indigenous Initiatives, and the Office for Women to ensure an equal opportunity for involvement in the Project. 

HGPL will continue to consult with these stakeholders as the SIMP is finalised. 

2.12.22. Social Impact Management Plan  

Comment - 12.AQ 

Section 29.1.2.1 

The SIMP states that an Indigenous Participation Plan will be developed, however the SIMP does not outline 

what actions will be included in the Indigenous Participation Plan.  

Recommendation - 12.AQ 

DEEDI suggests that the Indigenous Participation Plan includes: 

 Indigenous cultural awareness training.  

 demonstration of support for Indigenous events, celebrations and awards; 

 local, regional and state recruitment strategies, processes and systems that are culturally sensitive to 

the recruitment of Indigenous people; 

 tailored information provisions to Indigenous people relating to job opportunities available; 

 set minimum targets for employment of Indigenous people across the state during all stages of the 

project; 

 development of retention processes and procedures that represent the lifecycle of employment; 

 development of an Indigenous mentoring program; 

 development of an up-skilling program for new and existing Indigenous employees; 

 setting out how Indigenous businesses will be included in the proponent's supply chain, including for 

example by accessing advice from DEEDI's Indigenous Enterprise Development Officer network, and 

databases such as the Industry Capability Network (ICN) and Digedi; 

 embedding the Indigenous Participation Plan into all operations area; 

 the creation of a pathway between Indigenous school students and work; 

 how the proponent will build a quality relationship with the local Indigenous community; 

 how the plan links with pre-existing arrangements e.g. Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUA), 

Australian Employment Covenant (AEC) commitments, Queensland Resource Council (QRC) 

Indigenous Action Plans, Australian Indigenous Minority Supplier Council (AIMSC), Reconciliation 

Action Plan (RAP) ; and 

 a requirement that all sub-contractors have an Indigenous employment strategy. 
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Response - 12.AQ 

Indigenous participation is addressed throughout the SIMP, with actions focused in the Workforce Management 

Plan and the Regional Business Development Plan. Specifically, HGPL have identified actions in partnership 

with other key stakeholders to develop opportunities for training and employment, specifically apprenticeships 

and traineeships, and business development and contracting for indigenous people.  

HGPL are committed to embedding indigenous involvement in its formal consultative committee process for the 

Project. This is demonstrated by its commitment in the SIMP to ongoing involvement in the Barcaldine 

Negotiation Table. HGPL believe that early and ongoing involvement with Indigenous groups, over and above 

formal agreements negotiated by the Project, will ensure that Project opportunities for workforce participation and 

business development are maximised. This early working relationship will also assist in identifying potential 

barriers, so that appropriate strategies to overcome these can be developed in partnership with key 

stakeholders. 

HGPL have also identified the need for an Indigenous Liaison Officer for the Project and this role will be identified 

in the Community and Stakeholder Management Plan. 

Comment - 12.AR 

Section 29, Table 29-4 

Within this section ―Increased training opportunities‖, the proponent has suggested undertaking a community 

survey to identify what training opportunities should be offered to local residents. 

With regard to the Potential Impact: Potential loss of staff to mine (at page 29-47) the potential loss of staff to 

mines is not linked to training. 

Recommendation - 12.AR 

It is suggested that this section also take the training needs (or, expected training needs) of prospective 

employees into consideration. Discussion should include information about the types of occupations required, the 

identified labour pool in Queensland and nationally and the types of courses that generate these employees (as 

well as the institutions that deliver the training, particularly those that may be prospective partners). 

If staff are usurped into the mining industry, the proponent could work with local employees to train other 

members of the community to backfill local roles. This should be reflected more clearly. A ―Potential Indicator‖ for 

this potential impact could be: number of local people retrained/up-skilled to back-fill gaps left by employees 

transitioning onto mines. 

Response - 12.AR 

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. With this breakdown, HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be 

sourced over the life of the Project. HGPL will develop an employment strategy identifying potential FIFO 
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locations, training deficiencies at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment and training, including those 

of indigenous peoples, in consultation with Skills Queensland and DATSIMA. These actions will be reflected in 

the Workforce Management Plan.  

Actions to be completed as part of the Plan also include establishing a hierarchy of employment with local 

employment preferred, and a Local Employment Policy for both HGPL and its contractors. HGPL will create 

opportunities to backfill jobs through training, where employment gaps are created by the Project. 

Comment - 12.AS 

Section 29-6 (including Table 29-6) 

No Indigenous representative/s have been identified in the Community and Stakeholder engagement strategies 

section.  

Recommendation - 12.AS 

To ensure that the commitments to the Traditional Owners and other local Indigenous people are implemented 

appropriately, it is recommended that an Indigenous Liaison Officer be appointed to facilitate culturally 

appropriate, inclusive and transparent engagement processes. It may be considered preferable for this to be a 

separate process from the broader community engagement processes, however the issue needs to be 

addressed and an appropriate Indigenous representative identified. 

EII understand that an ILUA has been negotiated and it would be appropriate for a representative from that 

arrangement to be included here. 

All Indigenous representatives should be referred to in the stakeholder consultation list. 

Response - 12.AS 

The CHMP was developed in consultation with Indigenous peoples. Consultation with area residents, review of 

census data and discussions with BRC indicated that separate consultation with the Indigenous population was 

not necessary as there is a high level of integration in the community. 

HGPL have also identified the need for an Indigenous Liaison Officer for the Project and this role will be identified 

in both the Indigenous Participation Plan and the Community and Stakeholder Management Plan for the Project. 
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 Capricorn Conservation Council Inc 2.13.

2.13.1. Executive Summary 

Comment - 13.A 

Section 0.7 

The final paragraph of this section states that the potential environmental impacts will be avoided if the project 

does not proceed, but then goes on to state that coal measures elsewhere in the world would be developed 

instead and that this may not be undertaken within the principles of ecological sustainable development (ESD). 

It is hypocritical of the proponent to state this when they themselves should be implementing principles of ESD 

for their own project, which when one considers these principles, can clearly see that the scope 3 Greenhouse 

Gas emissions alone from this project at a global level (that would contribute approximately 2,140 Mt of carbon 

dioxide over the 30 year life of the mine) would not align with the principles of ESD.  

Recommendation - 13.A 

This statement does not and should not give the proponent the justification for undertaking coal mining on a 

massive scale in Central Queensland that will have climate change impacts and subsequent social, 

environmental and economic impacts on the globe associated with the burning of their coal product.  

Response - 13.A 

Noted.  

Comment - 13.B 

Section 0.9 

The stakeholders identified by the proponent do not include community or individual stakeholders interested in 

conservation, environment, land management and catchment management.  

Recommendation - 13.B 

Consultation must be improved to include environmental, conservation and agricultural community groups and 

organisations prior to the Supplementary EIS being produced or a decision being made on the EIS (approved or 

not approved). This consultation must include local and regional land management organisations (such as 

Landcare), catchment management and/or Natural Resource Management organisations, Conservation and 

Environment Groups. 

CCC requests to be included in this consultation and strongly encourages for the Mackay Conservation Group to 

be included also.  
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Response - 13.B 

HGPL acknowledges the valuable input of local and regional community and environmental groups in 

development of the Kevin‘s Corner.  

Consultation on the Project to date has been well publicised and accessible (via media, advertising, website, free 

call phone number and email) and will continue to be as the SEIS process progresses. 

HGPL is committed to the consultation process and will liaise with the Capricorn Conservation Council and other 

interested groups as the Project progresses. HGPL encourages other community organisations to register for 

more information on the Project and request consultation meetings with HGPL in an ongoing manner. 

Consultation actions will be reflected in the Community and Stakeholder Engagement Plan developed to support 

the SIMP (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Section D.6). 

2.13.2. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change  

Comment - 13.C 

Section 14 

Total Greenhouse Gas emissions of project are not considered. 

An EIS should include an assessment of all adverse impacts from the project including indirect impacts such as 

from greenhouse gas emissions. 

The sole purpose of the project is the production of thermal coal for use in electricity generation. There is 

currently no commercially viable method of producing electricity from thermal coal without generating 

greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore the greenhouse gas emissions from the burning of the product coal are an 

inevitable consequence of the mining activity and the EIS should have included an assessment of the impacts of 

the use of the coal proposed to be produced by the project. 

The EIS failed to include such an assessment and therefore does not allow the full environmental impacts of the 

project to be considered. 

The burning of the proposed 30 Mt of product coal each year would result in emissions of approximately 71 Mt of 

carbon dioxide each year and approximately 2,140 Mt of carbon dioxide over the 30 year life of the mine. 

To help understand the scale of these emissions, the annual emissions would be equivalent to: 

 over 12% of Australia‘s annual emissions; 

 almost twice New Zealand‘s annual emissions; 

 the annual emissions of over 4 million Queensland households; 

 taking at least 13 million cars off the road; and 

 over $1.6 billion worth of emissions trading permits annually. 
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The 2,140 Mt of emissions over the life of the mine are also a significant part of the world‘s budget of 643,000 Mt 

of carbon dioxide emissions if we are to have a reasonable chance of keeping global warming below the 

internationally agreed threshold of 2oC warming above pre-industrial levels. 

The massive quantity of emissions from the use of the product coal over the life of the mine will significantly 

increase the adverse impacts of global warming and ocean acidification. Australia is particularly vulnerable to 

these impacts being the driest inhabited continent with a high coastal population and containing iconic 

ecosystems at or near their thermal threshold (including the Great Barrier Reef and Wet Tropics World Heritage 

Areas). As carbon dioxide continues to enhance global warming for thousands of years, the climate impacts of 

the proposed project will be irreversible on human timescales. These impacts constitute an unacceptable 

adverse environmental impact of the project and warrant refusal. 

Recommendation - 13.C 

The impacts described in this submission (in the issues described in the column to the left in relation to this 

section of the EIS), constitute an unacceptable adverse environmental impact of the project and warrant refusal. 

If the Coordinator General lacks sufficient information of the impacts to warrant refusal, the proponent should be 

requested to provide supplementary assessments of: 

 all the indirect emission likely to result from the transport and use of the product coal; 

 the likely effect of the total emissions from the project, including the transport and use of product coal, 

on climate change and ocean acidification; 

 the impacts on Queensland‘s environment from contribution of the project to climate change and ocean 

acidification; and 

 the impacts on matters of national environmental significance from contribution of the project to climate 

change and ocean acidification.  

Response - 13.C 

The EIS and SEIS concern the environmental impacts of the activities that are being applied for, which excludes 

the burning of product coal by its end user.  Emissions from the burning of coal (Scope 3) are not attributed to 

the Project under internationally accepted carbon accounting principles and are outside the scope of the Terms 

of Reference (TOR). This principle has recently been confirmed in the Queensland Land Court (Xstrata Coal 

Queensland v. Friends of the Earth).   

The direct emissions from the Project (Scope 1) and indirect emissions from the purchase of electricity (Scope 2) 

are outlined in Volume 1, Section 14 of the EIS.  Scope 1 and 2 emissions from the Project are considered to be 

negligible in the context of global emissions and would have no significant impact on climate change. 

 

 

 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 154-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

2.13.3. Economics 

Comment - 13.D 

Section 23 (and Appendix V) 

There are significant failings in the Economic assessment provided in section 23 of the EIS and Appendix V – 

Economics (Appendix V contains the Final Report on the Kevin‘s Corner Economic Impact Study). These failings 

include, but are not limited to, the lack of a cost-benefit analysis and the inappropriate use of input-output 

analysis, which renders the assessment to be inappropriate for decision making in the EIS assessment process. 

Capricorn Conservation Council Inc. (CCC) refers to the Attached report, ―Review of Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project 

Economics‖, prepared by Economists at Large Pty Ltd for CCC. This review forms part of our submission on the 

Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project EIS and it describes the issues and suggested solutions for Section 23 and 

Appendix V of the EIS. I ask that this report be considered in its entirety as part of our submission. 

The following is a direct extract from the Executive Summary of the ―Review of Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project 

Economics‖: 

Section 23: Economics is not an appropriate document for decision making purposes. To understand if the 

project serves the best interests of Queensland or the local community, cost benefit analysis must be 

undertaken. The method of input-output analysis is inappropriate for decision making purposes, as is made clear 

by treasuries and similar departments throughout Australia, including Queensland. The figures presented as 

benefits and costs (the value of coal and the value of habitat and agricultural production) are highly misleading. 

The input-output analysis presented does not use appropriate inter-industry coefficients. These are vital to 

understanding if the analysis is accurate or not. If the analysis is not based on empirically-derived coefficients 

relevant to the local region, the impacts will be overstated. The use of overstated impacts from input-output 

analysis to justify projects was a key reason the ABS stopped publishing tables of I-O coefficients. Particular 

problems relate to I-O‘s inability to account for resource constraints, price changes and the challenges of small 

regions. 

The following is a direct extract from the Introduction section of the attached report ―Review of Kevin‘s Corner 

Coal Project Economics‖. There are a number of very significant issues in the economic assessment, which, 

without being addressed, would render the assessment unsuitable to contribute to decision-making. These 

issues are: 

 Lack of cost-benefit analysis. 

 Inappropriate use of input-output analysis 

We believe that these issues need to be clarified and adjustments made to the economic assessment of the 

project to ensure a decision is made in line with the Queensland public interest. Doing so would not only allow for 

the best outcome in relation to this project, but could serve as a guide for other projects in the area and 

nationally. This is occurring at a time when the mining industry is perceived as lacking a ―social licence to 

operate‖ in farming areas. Conflicts between farming communities and coal and coal seam gas developments 

are making headlines regularly, with farmers and the broader community losing confidence that such 
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developments are in the community‘s best interests. Robust and transparent assessment of this project could 

help to address this issue.  

Recommendation - 13.D 

The Economic Impact Study and assessment provided in Section 23 and Appendix V of the EIS are 

inappropriate and do not provide for appropriate decision making purposes required for the EIS assessment 

process. A proper cost-benefit analysis must be undertaken/implemented by the proponent; the Input-Output 

Analysis (I-O Analysis) provided is inappropriate. The Coordinator General must request a reviewed Economic 

Impact Assessment that includes a cost-benefit analysis from the proponent, using inter-industry coefficients. I 

ask that the Coordinator General considers the attached report (―Review of Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project 

Economics‖), including its conclusions, recommendations and statements, in its entirety. I refer you to the 

Attached report (―Review of Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project Economics‖) and the section titled ‗Lack of Cost-Benefit 

Analysis‘, which details the need and requirements under the EIS in the first few paragraphs. I draw to your 

attention the following conclusive summary from the ―Review of Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project Economics‖, which 

highlights key points and issues: 

Conclusion: Section 23: Economics is not an appropriate document for decision making purposes. To 

understand if the project serves the best interests of Queensland or the local community, cost benefit analysis 

must be undertaken.  

Response - 13.D 

The Economic Impact Study and assessment provided in Section 23 and Appendix V of the EIS comply with the 

Terms of Reference for the Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project as determined by the Coordinator General. The Terms of 

Reference for the Kevin's Corner Coal Project does not require a cost benefit analysis be undertaken at this point 

of the Project. HGPL consider the level of assessment meets the requirements of the prescribed Terms of 

Reference for the Project and provides enough information for an appropriate economic assessment to be 

undertaken.  
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 Private Submitter 14  2.14.

2.14.1. Groundwater 

Comment - 14.A 

We have 6 bores equipped with submersible pumps to water our homesteads, 7500 head of cattle and 50 

horses. The monetry value put on our cattle & horses would equate to approximately 6.7 million dollars. These 

animals rely soley on this underground water resource to sustain them. Our water storage facilities have a 

maximum of 4 days without pumping. Therefore underground water availability is crucial to our livestock survival. 

The information provided in the bore survey report (Section M2) contains insufficient data and is unacceptable 

when completing a document such as the EIS in such an important issue. 

In Section N2 Bore Survey report it has our water referred to as Turkeys Nest Bore with a standing water level as 

"Not Available" (headworks preventing access). I offered to assist in moving headworks so sufficient data could 

be collected. Obviously the offer was not accepted. Water Quality Observations were also listed as "Not 

Available". In the comments section it makes mention of our back-up bore (Turkey Nest Bore 2) which is being 

used by Hancock Coal but it has not been given its own listing which it should have. The Turkey Nest Bore & 

Turkey Nest Bore 2 may have already been affected from the numerous exploration holes in the immediate area 

not being grouted. Turkey Nest Bore's Standing Water Level has dropped from 5m to 7m. Currently water bore 2 

has dropped its production from 6.25 L/sec to 1.12 L/sec and SWL has dropped 1.5m. This drop in production 

has meant that we can no longer consider it a back-up bore for our livestock. 

Our water bore listed as New Lookout Bore is given a standing water level and Water Quality Observations as 

'Not Available'. In the Approx. Usage it states that "Wendouree" plans to double this bores output, this is a 

neighbouring property located 25km to the south. 

Our water bore listed as Walleroo has been commented as No Longer in existence. This is incorrect as although 

we are not currently pumping from it, it is hooked up in case of an emergency (bore failure elsewhere). 

Our water bore listed as Simplex has not been given a Standing Water Level. 

I suggest from the number of mistakes and lack of information gathered in the Bore survey report and the 

impacts that have already occurred the modelling for impact due to mine dewatering be questionable at best.  

Recommendation - 14.A 

A better understanding of the underground water production bores and aquifers has to be found through more 

research and testing. 

The proponents 'make good agreements' to install new bores at greater depth if "found to be responsible" is 

totally unacceptable, stock have 4 days of water supply before they perish. An alternative water supply of similar 

supply and quality must be in place before any dewatering or water harvesting for construction purposes occurs 

in and around the mining lease area.  
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Response - 14.A 

Predictive groundwater modelling has allowed for the identification of zone of dewatering impacts associated with 

mining operations proposed at Kevin's Corner. All at-risk bores will be revisited to obtain accurate pre-mining 

hydrogeological data for use in the make-good agreements. SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Figure 10-15 presents 

the predicted drawdown and recorded bores. Table 10-12 provides a summary of the at-risk bores related to the 

predicted Kevin‘s Corner only 1 m drawdown cone. 

Ongoing monitoring and refinement of groundwater model (using monitoring and dewatering data) estimates will 

allow for assessment of dewatering of resources and allowing for implementation of alternative water supplies 

prior to any reduction / loss of supply. 

As part of the development of the make-good agreements for each potentially affected groundwater user a 

comprehensive groundwater assessment of the individual at risk bores will be undertaken. This assessment will 

occur before the commencement of mining activities and will inform the make-good commitment of the baseline 

conditions prior to mining commencing. The factors considered when developing the make-good commitment are 

presented in the EM Plan Section T.3.4.8, Volume 2, Appendix T1. 

2.14.2. Air Quality 

Comment - 14.B 

Appendix O 

The location of the Receptor 1 is beside (15 meters) a cattle lane way where thousands of cattle traverse 

accessing the main Forrester Cattle Yards. The information gathered may be skewed when such events 

(mustering) occur and are not indicative of surrounding areas.  

Recommendation - 14.B 

Move Teom unit away from high impact area or account for such high readings when mustering occurs so that a 

baseline data is set using an average that gives a true reflection of the whole impact area.  

Response - 14.B 

A description of the monitoring currently being undertaken at the Forrester TEOM is provided in Volume 2, 

Appendix G, Section 2-3 of the SEIS. This includes a description of the way the datasets collected at the all the 

TEOMS in the monitoring network are managed, quality controlled and reported to ensure the data are 

representative of background concentrations in the area. 
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2.14.3. Transport  

Comment - 14.C 

Appendix R.  

It is clear by the project layout fig 2-2 that the Degulla Road Diversion terminates at the Northern Overburden 

Stockpile, therefore it will be used by mine traffic which creates safety concerns for the public and local traffic.  

Recommendation - 14.C 

Seal the Degulla Road Diversion to the northern overburden stockpile intersection.  

Response - 14.C 

Degulla Road diversion is a public road and does not form part of the mining lease and is therefore not within the 

control of HGPL. HGPL undertakes to create a Road Use Management Plan in order to manage the risks and 

impacts of transport related issues, as well as consult with the Department of Main Roads and Barcaldine 

Regional Council with regard to a Road Maintenance Program and rehabilitation agreement. Degulla Road 

upgrades and construction will be completed to required standards and design guidelines as stipulated by the 

DTMR. This includes maintaining responsibility for all works associated with the closure of Degulla Road. The 

final design of the road will be discussed with the local landholders and the regional council who will jointly 

assess the right outcomes for community safety (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.17).  

2.14.4. Landscape Character  

Comment - 14.D 

Section 7 

Photo Sheet 1 figure 7-4 photo locations K1, K2 and K3 all have references to directions (North South) and 

names of roads are incorrect giving a false perception of visual impact for the Forrester House which has a direct 

line of sight to the majority of the mine infrastructure. e.g. K1 is actually facing directly East not South.  

Recommendation - 14.D 

Visual impact study to be revisited and correct data obtained.  

Response - 14.D 

Figure 2-8 has been amended for inclusion in the SEIS. 
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The EIS landscape character assessment indicated that upper portions of the two temporary out of pit 

emplacement areas (stockpiles up to 60 m high), as well as other mine infrastructure, would be visible from the 

Forrester Homestead (EIS Figure 7-14 Visual Assessment Forrester Homestead). Figure 2-9 illustrates a partial 

level of visibility toward infrastructure elements within the mine from the Homestead, with visibility largely 

restricted toward upper portions of proposed mine infrastructure by a low undulating landform extending south of 

the Homestead. Figure 2-9 shows visible onsite landscapes along selected lines of sight. Areas that are shaded 

green along the axis of lines of sight will be visible from Forrester Homestead and areas that are shaded red will 

not.  

The Homestead is located approximately 6.4 km to the north of the stockpiles and in excess of 9.4 km from other 

mine infrastructure (refer Figure 2-9). 
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Distance is a key factor in visibility (and resultant visual impact), and although potentially visible at these 

distances, the visual magnitude of the stockpiles and infrastructure would be low. Views toward the upper 

portions of the stockpiles and other mine infrastructure would be viewed in the context of a more extensive 

available field of view and would only form (and occupy) a small portion of that view. Whilst portions of the 

stockpiles would be visible for part of the Project life, their visibility following rehabilitation would be expected to 

decrease and result in a negligible level of visual impact from a very small number of surrounding view locations. 

Subsequent to the preparation of the landscape character EIS assessment, a cross section between the 

Forrester Homestead and the proposed north east stockpile has been prepared in order to illustrate the potential 

influence of distance and landform (refer Figure 2-10).  
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This cross-section clearly illustrates that both distance as well as a low undulating landform will block significant 

views toward the stockpiles, as well as more distant views south toward proposed mine infrastructure. 

2.14.5. Air Quality 

Comment - 14.E 

Appendix O 

Moisture content conceptual model overburden. The data is the conceptual model based on the findings within 

the Alpha Coal test pit were found during a prolonged and above average wet season the data may not reflect 

average or below average rainfall events should\when they occur.  

Recommendation - 14.E 

Modelling for air quality in regards to soil moisture content should be submitted based on average and below 

average rainfall events, with mitigation measures to suit. This information would give better understanding of the 

air quality surrounding the project under normal conditions and allow people in the affected area to better 

determine how they may be impacted.  

Response - 14.E 

A sensitivity analysis of the emissions inventories has been undertaken with worst case moisture contents across 

the site for overburden and product moisture coal content. The impact on the total inventory is presented in 

Section 3.3 of Volume 2 Appendix G of the SEIS.  

Overburden moisture content 

The sensitivity of predicted PM10 generation to a change in overburden moisture content from a modelled value 

of 11.9% (year 15) / 10.9% (year 25) to 8.1% (worst case for all years) for year 15 and year 25 are demonstrated 

in Table 2-8. 

Table 2-8 Sensitivity of PM10 generation to overburden moisture content 

Year Source 

PM10 generation (kg) at moisture 

content (%) 

% difference 
11.9% (yr 15) 

10.9% (yr 25) 

8.1% 

(all years) 

15 

Dragline 108,839 122,152 +12% 

FEL of Overburden into Trucks 923 1,582 +71% 

Dozers 19,069 32,675 +71% 

Total inventory (1 year) 750,285 793,219 +6% 

25 Dragline 122,717 134,419 +10% 
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Year Source 

PM10 generation (kg) at moisture 

content (%) 

% difference 
11.9% (yr 15) 

10.9% (yr 25) 

8.1% 

(all years) 

FEL of Overburden into Trucks 2,778 4,210 +52% 

Dozers 24,774 37,541 +52% 

Total inventory (1 year) 1,172,103 1,221,927 +4% 

An increase in PM10 generation would be predicted from all relevant sources with lower overburden moisture 

content.  In year 15, the use of the dragline, FEL, and dozers would be expected to increase PM10 generation by 

12% and 71% respectively, for a lower moisture content (8.1%).  In year 25, a lower moisture content is predicted 

to result in a 10% (dragline) and 52% (FEL and dozers) increase.  However, a reduction in overburden moisture 

is predicted to result in a relatively low increase in total PM10 generation, with a 6% increase in year 15 and 4% in 

year 25.   

If the overburden moisture content has been under estimated then there is the potential for more PM10 

generation than has been represented in the modelling assessment. However, Table 2-9 of SEIS Appendix G 

(below) shows that at all receptors (excluding receptor 1) no more than 5 µg/m3 is predicted to be produced by 

the mine (at receptor 8). 

Table 2-9 Approvals required following Key Approvals 

Receptor 
Year 5 Year 25 

Project Total 1 % of EPP (Air) Project Total 1 % of EPP (Air) 

1 26 53 106% 11 38 77% 

2 2 29 59% 2 29 58% 

3 1 28 57% 1 28 57% 

4 1 28 57% 2 29 58% 

6 1 28 56% 1 28 55% 

8 5 32 64% 9 36 72% 

9 4 31 62% 6 33 65% 

10 1 28 55% 1 28 56% 

11 1 28 55% 1 28 56% 

13 4 31 62% 6 33 65% 

Project Goal 50 100% 50 100% 

A 6% increase in the total inventory is highly unlikely to cause an additional 18 µg/m3 at this peak receptor which 

would cause a new exceedence in addition to that predicted at receptor 1. 
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Product moisture content 

The sensitivity of predicted PM10 generation to the change in product moisture content for year 15 and year 25 

are presented in Table 2-10. 

Table 2-10 Sensitivity of PM10 generation to product moisture content 

Year Source 

PM10 generation (kg) at moisture content (%) 

% difference In-situ coal moisture 14%, ROM 

coal moisture 14%, Product coal 

moisture 17.3% 

In-situ coal moisture 5.9%, ROM 

coal moisture 6.9%, Product coal 

moisture 6.9% 

15 

Dozer hours - Coal at 

ROM 
17,978 48,408 +169% 

Loading stockpiles 116 203 +75% 

Misc Transfer Points 

(Conveyors) 
7,666 22,020 +187% 

Misc Transfer Points 

(Coal handling) 
987 2,887 +193% 

Total inventory 750,285 797,057 +6% 

25 

Dozer hours - Coal at 

ROM 
17,978 48,408 +169% 

Loading stockpiles 115 201 +75% 

Misc Transfer Points 

(Conveyors) 
7,635 21,928 +179% 

Misc Transfer Points 

(Coal handling) 
981 2,871 +193% 

Total inventory 1,172,103 1,218,803 +4% 

The lower moisture contents are representative of the air dried figures, which are considered conservative values 

and thus represent worst case moisture conditions.  The updated inventory moisture contents provide ‗as 

received‘ figures based on CSIRO testing (product) and the ACARP study (ROM), considered to provide a more 

realistic representation of the coal moisture content at source.  The ‗as received‘ values and air dried values 

correspond to those presented in Figure 5.6.31 of the ‗Resource Estimate & Geological Report‘ undertaken by 

Salva Resources (May 2010).  Furthermore, the laboratory analyses used in classifying these moisture content 

values were undertaken in accordance with the JORC Code (2004). This ensures that consistency is maintained 

through all coal testing procedures. 

It is evident from Table 2-10 that sources of PM10 specific to the handling of product coal would be predicted to 

generate relatively more PM10 in both year 15 and year 25, given a lower moisture content.  The total PM10 

generated from all activities is predicted to be higher by 6% (year 15) and 4% (year 25), using the highly 

conservative moisture contents. The sampling data indicate that it is unlikely that such additional dust will be 

generated. 
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Additionally the correlation of the site information from the Alpha Coal Test pit and the exploration work 

undertaken over a wider ranging period of time is well matched. The moisture content information from site data 

were found to be consistent with the observed moisture content from the Alpha Coal test pit (Volume 2, Appendix 

G, Section 3-1-1 of the SEIS).  In addition, the near surface layer of sandy clay within the Tertiary weathered 

strata (see Figure 2-11) is prevalent throughout the site, which acts as an aquiclude preventing the transmission 

of water.  As such, low seasonal variation in moisture content below this upper layer would be expected. 

Therefore, the amount of groundwater can be considered to be independent of surface conditions. 

Figure 2-11 Annotated photograph depicting main geological units within Alpha Coal test pit 2 

 

  

                                                           

2 Hancock Prospecting Pty ltd (February 2012) ‘Summary of Groundwater level Data: Alpha Test Pit’ (Draft); JBT Consulting 
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 Private Submitter 15 2.15.

2.15.1. Terrestrial Ecology 

Comment - 15.A 

Although provisions have been made for controlling pests and weeds inside the mining lease, Landholders 

adjacent or downstream from the project are at increased risk of weed infestations. During the current mining 

development phase of the project, Parthen weed has already been introduced evasive woody weed. 

The proposed mine has a life in excess of thirty years, in that time the possibility of exotic weeds being 

introduced to the immediate and downstream (weed seed travelling on water) is highly likely. Exploration in the 

1970's brought Lantana to the Alpha Coal and Kevin's Corner project areas. Since then it has been up to the 

land holders in this area to provide the necessary means to combat this introduced evasive woody weed.  

Recommendation - 15.A 

Provisions must be made for land holders in the affected area's (adjacent and downstream to the lease) to 

access funding set aside for the purpose of combating the increase of introduced pests and weeds 

An agreement outlining a Pests and weeds control plan between the landholders affected and Hancock Coal 

should be in place before the mining lease is granted.  

Response - 15.A 

The Project will monitor and control potential pests and weeds on site as outlined in the Pest and Weed 

Management Plan presented in Volume 2, Appendix T4.02 of this SEIS. It has been produced in accordance with 

the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 and aligned with Local Government feral 

animal control programs as set out in the Local Government Area Pest Management Plans. HGPL will consult 

with relevant local government officers and state government regional officers on the plan as required.  

HGPL has discussed the Pest and Weed Management Plan with the landholders. As the Project progress the 

plan will be updated to include the following and further discussed with the landholders: 

 Confirmation of the  weed and pest species found on site; 

 Selection of herbicides and pesticides to meet the Meat and Livestock Association (MLA) requirements; 

 Establish a notification procedure to the local landholders/graziers to provide details on areas, which 

have been sprayed to ensure livestock, do not consume feedstock from these areas in accordance with 

MLA requirements.  

Landholders will be consulted if any chemicals will be used which are on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park list 

are used which could trigger their reporting requirements.  

If required, further private consultation with potentially affected landholders will be undertaken and will address 

such impacts from weeds and pests. 
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2.15.2. Air Quality 

Comment - 15.B 

Provision for land holder compensation in areas affected by Dust pollution. 

Under circumstances where the project isn‘t able to control excessive dust pollution created by open cut coal 

extraction (micron levels exceed 50 micron), fodder available to stock may become unpalatable. This will impact 

on the land holders in the area ability to sustain their animals‘ health.  

Recommendation - 15.B 

N/A 

Response - 15.B 

The scope of the air quality assessment is to assess dust deposition against the monthly dust deposition rate of 

Queensland DEHP with a view to protecting residential amenity by preventing nuisance. The impact of deposited 

dust on ecology, including flora and fauna, is outside the scope of the DEHP objective and there are currently no 

deposited dust goals or standards defined for the protection of flora and fauna. However, research on dust 

impacts on vegetation for the Curragh North project (Doley, (2003) Effects of mineral dusts on vegetation a 

review of literature and model calculations), indicates that a precautionary threshold of 500mg/m2/day would be 

sufficient to protect flora and fauna. 

With reference to the prediction of deposited dust at sensitive receptors in Volume 2, Appendix G Section 4.1.4 

(Table 4-6) of the SEIS, dust deposition at the most proximate sensitive receptor to the Project (Forrester 

Homestead) is predicted to be 54% (75.3mg/m2/day) of the DEHP guideline. Of this 54%, only 5% 

(7.3mg/m2/day) is attributable to the Kevin‘s Corner Coal Mine Project. At all other receptors assessed in the 

study, less than 1% of total dust deposition is predicted to be produced by the Kevin‘s Corner Project. The 

highest dust deposition rate as a result of emissions from the Kevin‘s Corner Project at the sensitive receptors 

was predicted to be significantly below the 500 mg/m2/day threshold. 

The project is committed to the dust control measures which are described in the draft EM Plan (Volume 2, 

Appendix M1) and those actions and guidelines imposed on the Project as license conditions. It is not anticipated 

that deposited dust will make cattle fodder unpalatable and impact on the health of livestock. 

Comment - 15.C 

Monitoring site locations and information gathered from these sites should be available to the land holders giving 

them added insight into actual micron levels on their property. This will help those affected to manage their stock 

according to availability of uncontaminated fodder.  
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Recommendation - 15.C 

N/A 

Response - 15.C 

The Project is committed to the dust control measures which are described in the draft EM Plan (Volume 2, 

Appendix T1, T.3.3.10) and those actions and guidelines imposed on the Project as license conditions. It is not 

anticipated that deposited dust will contaminate cattle fodder and influence the management of livestock. 

Furthermore, HGPL is happy for all relevant data submitted to DEHP as a requirement of the EA conditions to be 

made publicly available (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C). 

Comment - 15.D 

Where stock numbers have to be reduced because of contaminated fodder, landholders should be fairly 

compensated for their loss.  

Recommendation - 15.D 

N/A 

Response - 15.D 

Private consultation with potentially affected landholders will be undertaken. These negotiations will commence 

prior to construction/operation and will be confidential between HGPL and each key stakeholder. 

2.15.3. Project Description  

Comment - 15.E 

Because of mining activity, current access roads into and adjoining the mining lease have become impassable 

impacting on land holders in the area ability to access livestock markets, Health services and provisions. 

Shire roads used for the development of the Alpha Coal project are unsealed and have been damaged to the 

point where they have become impassable at times. On several occasions because of heavy vehicles operating 

in wet conditions land holders have been unable to transport livestock in or out of the area. Previous to the 

mining activity, land holders using these unsealed roads would confer as to road condition and ability to carry 

livestock in wet conditions. If neighbours thought damage could occur creating access difficulties, transportation 

of livestock or goods would be put off until such a time safe cartage without road damage could be achieved. 

Unfortunately contractors undergoing works for Hancock Coal do not engage in this process. 

Roads should be sealed so that land holders (rate payers) in the affected area are not disadvantaged because of 

excess use of the shire roads in unfavourable conditions.  
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Recommendation - 15.E 

N/A 

Response - 15.E 

HGPL undertakes to create a Road Use Management Plan in order to manage the risks and impacts of transport 

related issues, as well as consult with the Department of Main Roads and Barcaldine Regional Council with 

regard to a Road Maintenance Program and rehabilitation agreement.  The final design of the road will be 

discussed with the local landholders and the regional council, who will jointly assess the right outcomes for 

community safety.  

HGPL will also contribute towards the development and maintenance of State and Local roads in accordance 

with the Infrastructure Agreements. Prior to commencement of construction, HGPL will enter into an 

infrastructure agreement with the State and Barcaldine Regional Council which will cover the maintenance and 

upgrades of Roads in proportion with proposed traffic generated from mine related traffic (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.17 of the SEIS).  

The condition of the regional roads has been considered as part of the Pavement Impact Assessment under the 

GARID requirements. Refer to Section 5 of Volume 2, Appendix J Road Impact Assessment (RIA) of this SEIS. 

The road network to be utilised by Project vehicles has been confirmed and agreed with DTMR and BRC during 

the consultation phase of the RIA. Roads recommended for upgrading are discussed in Section 5.4 of the above 

mentioned RIA. 

2.15.4. Groundwater  

Comment - 15.F 

Forrester grazing Co currently waters 5800 head of stock from four bores three located inside the mining lease 

application area and two outside the mining lease application area. The two outside the lease lie in the 

drawdown affected Zone. 

The Standing water level of two of the bores located within the mining lease despite four consecutive above 

average rainfall events have lowered. One of these bores capacities has been decreased from 5000ghp to 

1000ghp. There is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the large amount of unsealed exploration holes in the 

immediate area have contributed to the lowering of the water table but a resource that has been sustainable for 

the previous 25 years in the last six months seems to be diminishing. 

In the EIS the proponent states a trigger value of five meters of water table lowering before action is taken. I feel 

that supply or recharge rate should be taken into account also and a trigger value set. Furthermore I believe 

current exploration activities have already affected the underground water table and the most important issue is 

the welfare of the thousands of stock that rely on this precious resource for survival. If a stock bore for whatever 

reason fails due to dewatering or excessive drilling thousands of stock will perish in a matter of days. By the time 

a replacement bore is developed, different configured pumps are ordered, power and water lines rerouted I fear 

will be too late.  
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Recommendation - 15.F 

A backup supply of the same quality and quantity of water must be installed to the affected bores in the 

drawdown area before any dewatering occurs. Ensuring the welfare of thousands of animals currently relying on 

the underground water.  

Response - 15.F 

Groundwater monitoring for the past two years do not indicate dewatering or recharge as a result of exploration 

activities or recharge. 

A report has been compiled on the Alpha Coal Test Pit dewatering, which includes dewatering impacts. This is 

included in Volume 2, Appendix L, Groundwater Modelling Report, Appendix C. 

Predictive groundwater modelling allowed for assessing sustainability of alternative groundwater supplies for 

make-good water (sub-E sands).  

Alternative supplies will be considered and discussed with individual landowners. The make-good agreements 

will ensure alternative water supplies are made available prior to the loss of water resources. 
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 Nebo Community Development Group Inc. 2.16.

2.16.1. Transport 

Comment - 16.A 

Section 17.6.1 

Detailed Safe Driver Behaviour and Fatigue Management Protocols… 

No mention of HV Fatigue Management legislation and compliance with ―Chain of Responsibility‖ in the Supply 

chain  

Recommendation - 16.A 

What is the Chain of Responsibility? 

Under these new laws, everyone in the supply chain, not just the driver, will have responsibilities to prevent driver 

fatigue and ensure drivers are able to comply with the legal work/rest hours. If your actions, inactions or 

demands cause or contribute to road safety breaches then you can be held legally accountable. Authorities can 

investigate along the supply chain and up and down the corporate chain of command. See Queensland 

Government. Transport and Main Roads web site, Fatigue Management. We suggest the proponent explains 

how they will comply. 

Response - 16.A 

It is acknowledged that safe driver behaviour and fatigue management protocols are important to establish prior 

to the construction phase commencing. However, this is a detailed safety item and is more appropriately 

addressed in the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP). As such, it is a recommended outcome of the RIA as 

outlined in section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS. 

Comment - 16.B 

Section 17.6.5 

RAAG in conjunction with TMR, have identified there are insufficient HV Rest Areas for Heavy Vehicle and Over 

Dimensional Vehicles to stop and rest in the Bowen Basin  

Recommendation - 16.B 

It appears insufficient investigation has taken place if there are suitable HV and ODV Rest Areas available, we 

ask the proponent and URS to engage with RAAG with our Rest Area Project 
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A Master Plan has been prepared in conjunction with TMR, with extensive research into sites, also using criteria 

from ―Guidelines for Rest Areas in Qld. 

RAAG is happy to supply more information on HV Fatigue Management Legislation if required, and keen to make 

a presentation with RASP Master Plan.  

Response - 16.B 

Route options have been selected based on the higher order state controlled road (SCR) network. Consideration 

will be given to the Rest Area and Stopping Place (RASP) Master Plan information during the preparation of the 

Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) - see Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS.  

Comment - 16.C 

Section 17.6.8 

RAAG in conjunction with TMR, have identified there are insufficient HV Rest Areas for Heavy Vehicle and Over 

Dimensional Vehicles to stop and rest in the Bowen Basin  

Recommendation - 16.C 

The Master Plan details sites, Flow charts, MOU outlines, major stakeholders, the project already has achieved 

goals in rest areas being constructed, and has created top of mind need with Regional Councils, TMR, and many 

other Mining Companies  

Response - 16.C 

Route options have been selected based on the higher order SCR network. Consideration will be given to the 

RASP Master Plan  information during the preparation of the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) - see Section 

8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS. 

Comment - 16.D 

Section 17.7.4 

RUMP Vol 2 appendix R Do not reflect the issues of fatigue Management with Fuel Truck delivery drivers. The 

quantity of fuel to be delivered along the Peak Downs Highway appears to be grossly understated  

Recommendation - 16.D 

The quantity of fuel to be delivered needs to be clearly stated, so that fatigue management plans can be 

formulated, taking into account the mix of dangerous goods in Rest Areas that are dual/multi use  

Response - 16.D 
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The vehicle generation rates have been estimated based on the logistics assumptions generated by the Project 

team. The RUMP will describe the types of dangerous goods to be transported (by classification), their use and 

purpose, and an estimate of the quantities of dangerous goods to be transported. In addition, management and 

mitigation measures will be outlined and protocols will be defined for fatigue management. Other items such as 

vehicle and driver licensing, vehicle placarding, handling and storage, incident management requirements will 

also be addressed. The RUMP will be completed prior to construction in order to manage the risks and impacts 

of any transport related issues (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix J, Section 8.1.4). Further information is discussed in 

the Road Impact Assessment Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS. 

Comment - 16.E 

Appendix R 

Peak Downs Highway ―The Peak Downs Highway is suitable as a transport route for Kevin‘s Corner Project 

[Mine]  

The statement does not point out there are some major safety and infrastructure bottle neck problems. 

Insufficient information is listed, that the Eton Range is frequently closed to crashes and traction problems, up to 

30 times per year, often several hours duration, in addition, several times daily due to Over Dimensional 

Vehicles, with forecasts the current number to double by 2014.  

It needs to be recognised the range straddles two land plates, the current structure has major strength problems, 

recognised with cracking apparent, drilling has revealed material integrity deficiency, 12% grade is unacceptable 

for 57k fuel tankers in wet weather [3 months of the year] Numerous examples of fuel tankers losing traction, and 

sliding backwards down the roadway, coming to a rest jack knifed. 

The escape lane is on the opposite side to a double line corner, the range has had over 80 serious crashes in 10 

years with four fatalities. 

No mention this range currently has over 2 Billion litres of fuel passing over it annually, the economic impact on 

Kevin‘s Corner Project, and the national economy will be enormous, if the range is closed for any length of time. 

Fatigue Management Plans for HV Drivers are severely impacted when held up by road closures on the Eton 

Range.  

Recommendation - 16.E 

The range is approx. 33 kms from Mackay, not 75kms as stated, correct distance to be stated in document,  

During 2011, a drilling program only, not minor alignment changes is planned in conjunction with a design 

evaluation being conducted with joint State and Federal funding  

Support and Pressure is needed from the Mining Industry on Federal Govt. for the funding of the realignment of 

Eton Range.  
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Response - 16.E 

Information within the RIA (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix J) is based on information provided during the stakeholder 

consultation. In particular, the recommended routes have been confirmed and agreed by DTMR. Further 

consideration to these issues will take place during preparation of the RUMP as recommended in Section 8.1.4 

of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS. The incorrect reference to Eton Range location has been removed from the 

revised RIA. 

Comment - 16.F 

Appendix R 

―Peak Downs Highway is suitable as a transport route.......‖ 

We note mention approx. 40% of Construction Equipment will be freighted through Mackay 

Some mention is made of Walkerston, but not the identified Walkerston Bypass that has already had extensive 

Planning studies completed. 

The clear issue is safety, 2+ Billion litres of fuel annually, now, and huge increases due to Kevin‘s Corner and the 

Alpha Project are not acceptable in a closely confined roadway at Walkerston, with two large primary schools 

within two metres of the roadway, plus shopping centres, roadside fuel sales, pubs with doorways 2 metres from 

the carriageway,  

Recommendation - 16.F 

A serious risk assessment needs to be done before using this route for fuel and freight to Kevin‘s Corner Project. 

Serious Pressure needs to be applied to State and Federal Government for the funding of the Walkerston 

Bypass, with contribution from stakeholders.  

Response - 16.F 

Vehicle management and safety issues will be considered in the Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) - see 

Section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS for a draft outline of the RUMP document. All references to 

the Walkerston Bypass have been removed from the report. 

Comment - 16.G 

Appendix R 

Peak Downs Highway is suitable as a transport route............... 

No mention there are serious safety concerns on this very busy road train route, for example, I counted 15 road 

trains [triples] travelling in one direction, past Coppabella, in one hour on three separate days in Nov 2011. 
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No passing lanes Nebo to Clermont, with road trains limited to 90kph, but on hills down to 40kph, causing long 

lines of light traffic, following, extremely frustrated, thus causing erratic dangerous, very, very high speed 

overtaking manoeuvres, e.g. Triple fatality Gregory Highway 2/12/11 overtaking truck. 

No mention of Crash Statistics on this Highway, they must be considered, and crash causal factors  

Recommendation - 16.G 

This road must urgently have overtaking lanes added every 10 kilometres 

Response - 16.G 

Further consideration of driver behaviour is a component of the RUMP as recommended by Section 8.1.4 of 

Volume 2, Appendix J of the SEIS. Updated crash data has also been attained from DTMR and analysed to 

include the Capricorn Highway between Rockhampton and Duaringa. This analysis can be found in Section 3.3 

of the RIA. 
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 Private Submitter 17  2.17.

2.17.1. Surface Water 

Comment - 17.A 

11.3.1 

The document states, "the Belyando/Suttor catchment produces unreliable streamflow, contributing 

comparatively less to the overall discharge from the Burdekin basin than other sub catchments in the basin.."  

Recommendation - 17.A 

Whilst not disputing the latter part of this observation, the former which deals with regularity and reliability has no 

qualification or justification. To the pastoral enterprises which utilize water and flood out from the Belyando 

catchment in the immediate area of the proposed mining area there is a long pattern of reliability in both 

environmental flows and flows which can be utilized for pastoral production. The throwaway line underscores the 

significance of the water courses to the immediate area. Since 1898 the Belyando River 19 km north of the 

mining area (the junction of sandy creek and the Belyando River) has not exceeded 9 months between runs 

(based on weather recordings and diary entries from the property on which this occurs, Surbiton Station which 

has been in single ownership since 1919). I would infer a degree of reliability from this "anecdotal evidence".  

Response - 17.A 

The Proponent acknowledges that the statement ―the Belyando/Suttor catchment produces unreliable 

streamflow‖ is possibly a poor choice of words. What is considered to be unreliable will vary on different 

perspectives and it is acknowledged that existing pastoral and/or agricultural practices may well have adapted to 

the arid climate and ephemeral flow to the point that although flow is highly variable it may not necessarily be 

―unreliable‖. 

The hydrology is better characterised as highly ephemeral with flow periods closely linked to rainfall periods 

which are quite variable in the semi-arid climate of the region. This was discussed with the submitter and 

adequately explained. 

Comment - 17.B 

11.3.2.1 

"evaporation is always in excess of rainfall"  

Recommendation - 17.B 

Figure 11-3 indicates that in two months (January and February) mean rainfall exceeds evaporation.  
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Response - 17.B 

It is acknowledged that Figure 11-3 is potentially a little confusing with different scales on the axis for rainfall and 

evaporation. This figure was discussed with the submitter and adequately explained. 

Comment - 17.C 

11.3.3.1 

Extreme flood events are listed as nominally 1:100 AEP and larger. Earlier work carried out by Hancock for the 

Alpha Coal Rail Line has identified that the 2008 flood event was best described as a 1:75 event. It was most 

certainly an extreme flood event and perhaps the flood hydrology work for this EIS may need to be updated to 

reflect this.  

Recommendation - 17.C 

I concur and strongly support the further statement "conservatism is important given the significant to extreme 

consequences that could occur in the event of failure of the projects flood protection works."  

Response - 17.C 

While the Alpha Coal Rail Line studies identified that the 2008 flood event was large there is a lack of stream 

gauge data for this event specifically in the Sandy Creek catchment and it is not possible to reliably state a 

precise probability for this event. Nonetheless it is acknowledged and considered that the 2008 flood event was a 

large flood. 

It is also acknowledged and needs to be carefully understood that the public understanding and professional 

understanding of flood magnitudes may differ. It is often interpreted that large floods observed in people‘s 

lifetimes are commonly called ‗extreme floods‘.  However in a strict technical sense (as defined by Australian 

Rainfall and Runoff which is the preeminent flood estimation guide for Australia) floods up to 1 in 100 AEP are 

actually large floods, floods between 1 in 100 AEP and 1 in 2000 AEP are rare floods, and greater floods beyond 

the 1:2000 AEP event are extreme floods. 

Comment - 17.D 

11.3.4.3 

Re point 6: Where has it been demonstrated that the listed creeks are only "beginning" to carry more than 

before?  

Recommendation - 17.D 

N/A 
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Response - 17.D 

Assessment of the MLA creek sediment regimes was described in EIS Volume 2, Appendix M1 (Geomorphology 

Technical Report). In many of the naturally sandy-bottomed creeks it was noted that on the channel banks and 

islands within the channels, sediment was beginning to build up around tree trunks, covering the surface roots 

and engulfing clumps of grass. This suggested that a few tens of centimetres of sediment had accumulated in 

these places. This evidence is consistent with a relatively recent influx of sediment to the watercourses. The 

significance of this observation is that the potential effects of the proposed mine on sediment loads in the 

watercourses, and any mitigation measures that may be required, needs to be considered in the light of the 

possibility that sediment load in these streams is currently already increasing without the proposed mining 

activity. It would be appropriate to monitor the sediment supply and transport processes more closely prior to the 

commencement of mining, and thereafter through the mine life (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.11). 

Comment - 17.E 

11.3.5.2 

The section which deals with the estimation of sediment transport capacities and critical bed shear stresses is 

vague and deals with mild observations only. By the documents admission no samples were taken and there is 

reference to, "indications for" and "observations of".  

Recommendation - 17.E 

Given that there will be several in stream diversions I was hoping for a more detailed assessment of the 

characteristics which will be most affected, sediment content and amount and shear stress of those particles and 

the stream bank areas. Appears to be very much desk top orientated. (assumptions).  

Response - 17.E 

There will only be one constructed diversion channel from Little Sandy Creek into Middle Creek. The constructed 

diversion channel will also intercept Rocky Creek and divert this into Middle Creek. 

Sampling of stream sediments was not possible due to access and disturbance constraints for the EIS. The 

studies were based on desktop analysis and supported by site observations from field inspections. This does not 

detract from the relevance of the EIS hydraulic and geomorphology studies because conclusions can still be 

drawn from changes in streampower (better measure than shear stress) and also comparison to guidelines. 

In summary the studies found and recommended the following: 

Sediment transport in Sandy Creek is naturally occurring albeit temporarily elevated as a result of past land 

clearing. Sediment transport will continue through construction, operation, and beyond mine closure. The Project 

is located high in the headwaters of the broader Belyando River catchment where sediment and runoff 

generation naturally occur. 
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The Project may impact sediment transport and bank erosion in tributaries in several ways and some of these 

may offset each other. The net effect on Sandy Creek may change sediment transport rates in Sandy Creek but 

the Kevin‘s Corner Project is unlikely to cause bank erosion of Sandy Creek because Sandy Creek will be 

retained intact (i.e. no diversions or subsidence of Sandy Creek).  The only foreseeable potential cause of bank 

erosion in Sandy Creek would occur if there was a significant reduction in sediment delivered to Sandy Creek to 

the point where creek flow could erode banks to regain sediment, or where streampower increases significantly 

as a result of floodplain constriction from the Project levees. These impacts are not expected to occur. (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.11) 

Comment - 17.F 

11.3.7.2 

This section (along with other sections in this volume) claims that the historical widespread clearing caused the 

sediment mobilization in waterways. This claims appears very easy to make yet there is no real baseline 

established prior to the "widespread clearing" occurring to substantiate this and since earlier sections identified 

that there was no analysis or samples collected of sediment it would appear unreasonable to assert that they 

have only been mobilized in recent times.  

Recommendation - 17.F 

Sections of the catchment have been blade ploughed (which has clear and demonstrable benefits in preventing 

water runoff, increasing ground cover and overall protection against gully formation and all manner of erosions) 

and the widespread clearing which is alleged to have occurred has in most cases been followed up by pasture 

improvements and increased ground cover. DNRM GRASSCheck sites which were established as a part of the 

desert uplands Bio Region survey work, have shown this as recently as 2002, 2003 and 2004 ground cover has 

improved in both areas of cleared and uncleared land.  

Response - 17.F 

The EIS Geomorphology Technical Report (Volume 2, Appendix M1) documented tree clearing in the MLA. It is 

well established that in the Burdekin Basin, in which the Kevin‘s Corner MLA occurs, tree clearing has generally 

resulted in increased delivery of sediment to watercourses. It is likely that similar effects will have occurred in the 

Kevin‘s Corner MLA, and this is borne out by both ground-based and helicopter-based observations of sites of 

land degradation and sediment contribution directly to watercourses. Coupled with observations of channel 

sediment engulfing the lower trunks of trees, this is suggestive that these processes are of relatively recent origin 

(ie the last few decades). It is acknowledged that this understanding has in part been extrapolated from 

knowledge obtained elsewhere in the Burdekin Basin, and within the Kevin‘s Corner MLA the precise linkages 

between land cover and changing sediment loads in streams have not been established. Part of the challenge in 

determining these linkages is the delay of years or sometimes decades between the land cover changes and the 

arrival of the sediment in the watercourses.   

However, these observations and interpretations should be considered in context. Firstly, some of the 

watercourses quite naturally carry a significant sand load, and separating the natural sand load from any land 
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cover change induced sand load would be very difficult. For example, Sandy Creek and Greentree Creek clearly 

have always carried a significant natural sand sediment load. Secondly, the exact cause of the sediment load in 

the watercourses is to some extent not material to development of effective means to control any adverse effects 

that may arise from this sediment load. The sediment in the channels, and the possibility that this could be 

increasing, is what it is, and for the Kevin‘s Corner Project it is only important that the processes are effectively 

documented, monitored and assessed so that appropriate mitigation measures can be developed should they be 

required (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.11). That some of the channel sand load may have resulted 

from past land cover changes is immaterial when considering efforts to manage this environment sustainably in 

the future with both mining and grazing land uses.  

In this regard, the improved groundcover documented in the DNRM Grass Check sites on Surbiton Station is 

noted. If these sites are characteristic of the rest of the MLA, this increase in ground cover should be contributing 

to a reduction of sediment delivery to watercourses by sheetwash processes.  There may be possibilities for 

synergies to be identified between the grazing and mining activities whereby further improvements in 

environmental outcomes are achieved.  

Comment - 17.G 

Appendix M 

Recommendation - 17.G 

Appendix M also refers in great detail to the negative effect that land clearing has had on sediment flow/removal. 

Whilst detailed photos have been used to establish when the clearing took place, there has been no attempt to 

demonstrate the correlation to stream aggradation or erosion. The reverse could be argued, that the increased 

ground cover has slowed the rate of erosion. The appendix also identifies that the bulk of the clearing occurs on 

the lower or gentler sloped areas of the MLA.  

Response - 17.G 

The comment correctly notes that the history of land clearance has not been directly correlated with the history of 

sediment movement in the water courses. While the latter information was not available, it is reasonable to 

expect that the pattern of land cover change and its effects on watercourse sediment transport will be similar to 

elsewhere in the Burdekin Basin to the north and the Bowen Basin to the south.  

Comment 17G suggests that the aggradation in the channels could have recently slowed. Our field observations 

described above in Response 17D relating to comment 17D are not consistent with any recent slowing of bed 

aggradation in the watercourses. This aggregation of sediment in the site watercourses is likely to be coming 

from a combination of natural and manmade sources. The act of clearing and then pasture improvement may at 

certain stages reduce the sedimentation process and in others increase it. 

It is important that the nature of sand sediment transport in the watercourses is well understood as this will need 

to be managed sustainably during and after the mine life. The sediment load in the watercourses is what it is, 

and whether or not land cover changes have exacerbated or ameliorated this is not directly relevant to the need 
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for sustainable management. Therefore further investigation of the characteristics of sediment sources is 

warranted in order to establish where the watercourse sediment is coming from, how much is being delivered, 

how fast it is being transported through the system, and what effects arise downstream of the MLA. This would 

then inform the development of the design of the detailed monitoring program that will be carried out during the 

mine life as identified in the EIS Geomorphology Technical Report. This monitoring data will provide the 

necessary basis for adaptive management of the stream sediment loads during the mine life (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.11). Issues that may arise would be either aggradation due to over-supply, or bed 

degradation and bank erosion due to under-supply of sediment. This could occur generally along channels, at 

specific sites where stream power is high or low, or at tributary junctions, and it could contribute to channel 

migration and loss of flood carrying capacity. These effects would occur relatively slowly so would be readily 

detected by effective monitoring, and can be mitigated by channel maintenance to either mechanically remove 

excess sediment, or limiting channel erosion with timber pile fields. 

Comment - 17.H 

The diversion concepts that are referred would appear unavoidable, if open cut mining is to occur and MIA's are 

to be suitably developed. However the reports admit that this will place an increased flow rate in the diversion 

channels and in the streams which will carry the diverted water. 

Recommendation - 17.H 

This has the potential to incense sedimentary content in flood out water downstream of the MLA and alter both 

the flow rate and the flood plain characteristics of Sandy Creek. This would need to be addressed and land 

holder input sort to ensure protection of valuable pasture north of the project and indeed land retention in the 

event of increased erosion.  

Response - 17.H 

Surface water modelling indicates that the diversion will not affect either the flow rate or the floodplain 

characteristics within Sandy Creek (EIS Volume 1, Section 11.4.7). The diversion will change the flow regime in 

the tributaries of Sandy Creek but will not change the combined flow from these tributaries into Sandy Creek. 

Under existing conditions flows from Little Sandy Creek discharge into Rocky Creek prior to joining Well Creek 

before it discharges into Sandy Creek. The diversion will divert the flows from Little Sandy Creek and Rocky 

Creek into Middle Creek prior to its junction with Well Creek (EIS Volume 2, Appendix M1, Sections 3.3, 6.2, 6.3). 

Nonetheless, the Proponent acknowledges the downstream landholders are important stakeholders if changes to 

downstream waterways and floodplains are at risk. The Proponent will consult with the landholder as part of the 

development of the on-going comprehensive geomorphological baseline monitoring and associated life of mine 

and mine closure adaptive management plan for the waterways (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.11). 
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2.17.2. Land Use and Tenure  

Comment - 17.I 

Land Use  

Recommendation - 17.I 

There needs to be recognition also of best Practice land use methods which are currently in effect in the area 

and the region generally with respect to retaining ground cover and minimizing erosion, not simply to take the 

popular but uninformed view that land clearing has resulted solely in land degradation and increased erosion. 

Failure to do so would be inaccurate and could hinder the mine planning stages or result in catastrophic failure of 

design, both short and long term.  

Response - 17.I 

The proponent acknowledges that there are examples throughout the region of best practice land use 

management being implemented on a farm scale basis by individual land holders and represented on a wider 

scale by industry bodies. 

Since 2010, industry body Agforce, in conjunction with DNRM, the Fitzroy Basin Association Inc and an 

appointed Landholder Reference Group, consisting of grazing business from the Fitzroy, Burdekin and Burnett 

Mary Catchments, have been developing a voluntary Best Management Practice (BMP) program for the cattle 

grazing industry. The Grazing BMP is an industry driven initiative to assist graziers in identifying improvements to 

farm management practices which can assist in improving the longer term viability and profitability of their farm 

activities (Agforce, 2012). 

The program is intended to support the grazing industry through: 

 Exemplifying and demonstrating upstanding land stewardship to the wider community; 

 Fostering engagement and understanding of best management practices for the grazing industry; 

 Developing an industry scorecard on the types of practices being utilised and their associated 

implications; 

 Compiling and collating data on management techniques and practice change; and 

 Monitoring research and development take up (Agforce, 2012). 

Investigations into DNRM and DEHP resources identified that there are a number of state and Commonwealth 

government lead initiatives being adopted throughout Central Queensland and surrounding areas. 

One such example is the Edge Network Grazing Land Management (GLM) package for the Mackay Whitsunday 

region, which was developed collaboratively between the Queensland Wetlands Program, DNRM and the Meat 

and Livestock Association. The package integrates management of wetlands into sustainable management of 

grazing in a whole of catchment context. Other examples include: 

 Farm Management System Initiatives between DNRM and the Queensland Farmers Federation; and 
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 Sustainable Grazing System initiatives lead by Land and Water Australia (Commonwealth). 

Whilst farm specific examples have not been sourced for those lands underlying ML 70425, the abovementioned 

initiatives and programs provide an indication of industry wide best practice land use management which is being 

utilised within the Belyando/Burdekin Catchments of Central Western Queensland. 

2.17.3. Groundwater  

Comment - 17.J 

There has been no substantial survey work conducted on Surbiton Station (which is covered by the MLA) to 

establish a base line for currently operational bore hole capacity. 

Recommendation - 17.J 

The EIS indicates that some bores may be affected and that make good arrangements would be needed, 

however with no individual baseline data, verifying a change in supply would be nigh impossible for landholders. 

This concern has been repeatedly conveyed to representatives of Hancock Coal yet no response has yet been 

received.  

Response - 17.J 

Predictive groundwater modelling has allowed for the identification of groundwater resources that may be 

impacted by mine dewatering associated with the Kevin's Corner Project. The at-risk bores within the predicted 

drawdown cone will be revisited to obtain all groundwater data for use in make-good water supply agreements 

prior to commencement of mining activities. 

Bores within the Joe Joe Formation or older geological units to the east, underlying Surbiton, are not predicted to 

be impacted by dewatering, as target groundwater units for dewatering (Bandanna Formation and Colinlea 

Sandstone) do not exist to the east of the Joe Joe Formation outcrop. 

The predicted cumulative drawdown for Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner were included on a map of neighbouring 

properties (Figure 2-12 below) to illustrate the drawdown contours, for the target D seam, restricted by geological 

and hydrogeological constraints. The location and outcrop of the Joe Joe Formation which limits groundwater 

drawdown prevents impacts on units to the east (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L). 

The Joe Joe Formation sediments intersected during drilling were recognised to be hydraulically tight and to 

have very low groundwater potential. This contact was then included in the predictive modelling, which included 

low aquifer properties in the Joe Joe Formation (as recognised from drilling). Drawdown in the overlying adjacent 

younger Colinlea Sandstone (as a result of mine dewatering) extends to the east until it reaches this negligible 

groundwater flow formation. This is recognised in the drawdown cones projected in the predictive modelling 

(Figure 2-12b), which extend to the Colinlea Sandstone / Joe Joe Formation contact.  
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Figure 2-12 Kevin's Corner and Alpha Coal Cumulative Groundwater Layer 7 Drawdown 
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Figure 2-12b Drawdown Predictions constrained by Joe Joe Formation aquitard 
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Comment - 17.K 

The is also reference to change in SWL of 5 meters. What impact will this have? I am aware that this request is 

vague but time to study the documents was very limited.  

Recommendation - 17.K 

N/A 

Response - 17.K 

The majority of groundwater resources utilised within the Kevin's Corner area are associated with the confined 

fractured rock aquifers of the Colinlea Sandstone unit and overlying Bandanna Formation. A reduction of 

groundwater levels by between 5m and 7 m in a fractured rock aquifer can result in decreased bore yields (due 

to loss of available drawdown above pump intakes) or dewatering of fractures / more permeable zones, resulting 

in decreased groundwater supply.  

Drawdown predictions of 1 m contours were used for identifying at-risk bores. Drawdown predictions of 5 m were 

considered where material impact on neighbouring bores would occur (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L). 

The Joe Joe Formation sediments intersected during drilling were recognised to be hydraulically tight and to 

have very low groundwater potential. This contact was then included in the predictive modelling, which included 

low aquifer properties in the Joe Joe Formation (as recognised from drilling). Drawdown in the overlying adjacent 

younger Colinlea Sandstone (as a result of mine dewatering) extends to the east until it reaches this negligible 

groundwater flow formation. This is recognised in the drawdown cones projected in the predictive modelling 

(Figure 2-13), which extend to the Colinlea Sandstone / Joe Joe Formation contact. 

2.17.4. Social 

Comment - 17.L 

Consultation and advise to our business has been very limited, especially before the EIS was released for public 

comment. The MLA covers approximately 9000 acres of our pastoral holding, yet still to this day there has been 

no communication regarding the diminution in value to our property that exists simply by virtue of being covered 

by a MLA, let alone that which now exists upon release of these detailed mining plans and the 

structures/processes that will be followed to provide adequate compensation in recognition of this.  

Recommendation - 17.L 

N/A 

Response - 17.L 

HGPL acknowledges the need for consultation with landholders impacted by the Kevin‘s Corner Project.  
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Private consultation with potentially affected landholders will be undertaken and will address topics such as make 

good arrangements, stock route realignments and compensation.   

Comment - 17.M 

The restriction on our business model and the limiting of equity trading options which this has forced on Surbiton 

Station has been, in our opinion, unfair and potentially devastating in the fluid state which rural property markets 

can operate. Whilst we are aware that the proponent has no guarantee of future mining, millions of dollars are 

being spent to ensure that it remains a goal or possibility, yet our business is forced to stagnate while the 

processes are resolved.  

Recommendation - 17.M 

N/A 

Response - 17.M 

Consultation regarding specific impacts on pastoral properties will be investigated during consultation with 

landholders.  

HGPL is in the process of developing a package of information including details regarding resumption, make 

good agreements, stock route realignments and compensation for consultation with landholders. Consultation 

with landholders will be undertaken prior to submission of the SEIS to the Coordinator General. 

2.17.5. General EIS  

Comment - 17.N 

In the early stages of the project, several issues occurred with respect to access and notification of entry to the 

property. Whilst these would appear to have ceased recently, one should also note that the volume of work on 

site has also eased. It needs to be noted that Hancock have not always operated in good faith with respects to 

good neighbour type decisions or with respecting our rights under the various pieces of legislation which cover 

work on site, entry to site and notification of intention to enter. We have accommodated almost all requests, yet 

still remain disappointed with the cavalier attitude taken at times to respecting property owners and graziers 

rights.  

Recommendation - 17.N 

N/A 
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Response - 17.N 

HGPL have met with landowners and made commitments in relation to a number of matters, including access. 

Refer to SIMP Section D.7 – Landholders (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

Noted. HGPL is in consultation with landholders to continue to  develop the access policy for future requests. 

This policy will ensure that all requests to access stakeholder properties in the future are undertaken as per the 

relevant guidelines.  

Comment - 17.O 

The above concerns have been noted to protect our interests and to highlight areas that we question inside the 

document. Others may exist but given the timeframe and resources available to a business of our scale, these 

are all that have been currently identified and reported. Should further queries arise we will continue to convey 

these directly to the proponent and advise the Co-Ordinator General of both the concern and the feedback from 

the proponent.  

Recommendation - 17.O 

N/A 

Response - 17.O 

HGPL have met with landowners and made commitments in relation to a number of matters including access and 

make good agreements. Refer to SIMP Section D.7 – Landholders (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

Noted. Private consultation with potentially affected landholders will be undertaken and will address such topics 

as make good agreements. These negotiations will commence prior to construction and will be confidential 

between HGPL and each key stakeholder. 
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 Queensland Health, Environmental Health Branch 2.18.

2.18.1. Air Quality 

Comment - 18.A 

Section 13 and Appendix O 

Queensland Health is concerned that both the modelled PM10 and PM2.5 ―cumulative‖ air emissions from the 

proposed Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha coal mines substantially exceed the Environmental Protection (Air) Policy 

2008 (EPP(Air)), PM10 and PM2.5 goals. The assessment uses the 5th highest modelled 24hr average 

concentrations for PM10, as the EPP (Air) allows 5 exceedences of the PM10 - 50 ug/m3 goal, which includes 

exceedences from both natural and anthropogenic sources. PM10. 

The 5th highest exceedences of the goal were modelled at 400% in year 5 and a 660% in year 25 of the mine 

(Table 5-6 pg 42, Appendix O). It is noted by Queensland Health that the modelling encapsulated the proposed 

mitigation measures as described by the NPI manual. The proponent has however not provided any information 

in relation to predicted frequency or number of exceedences at the sensitive receptors.PM2.5. 

Queensland Health is also concerned that the PM2.5 levels at the identified sensitive receptors may also exceed 

the health and well-being goals identified in the EPP (Air). It is noted that the PM2.5 concentration was estimated 

by assuming that 20% of the PM10 concentration was PM2.5. However, the predicted cumulative concentrations 

for both annual and 24 hour average concentrations are substantially above the prescribed goals. Table 5-7 (pg 

45, Appendix O) identifies that the cumulative 24 hour average PM2.5 exceeds the goals by as much as 286% 

within Year 5 and 303% within Year 25. The PM2.5 annual average in Table 5-8 (pg 48, Appendix O) is also 

shown to exceed the EPP (Air) PM2.5 goal. The exceedences above the EPP (Air) in Year five is shown as 

125% and 188% within Year 25. Queensland Health also noted that no assessment was conducted in relation to 

air emissions from blasting (other than blasting being incorporated into the particulate matter assessment). 

Queensland Health is concerned that the proponent has not assessed the increase in risk to human health at the 

surrounding sensitive receivers of respiratory illnesses and symptoms due to exceedences of the air quality 

goals.  

Recommendation - 18.A 

The proponent should provide further assessment and clarification in relation to; 

 The air quality modelling and the proposed mitigation strategies to ensure the average concentrations 

for 24-hour PM10 and PM2.5 air quality goals are achieved at all sensitive receptors. 

 An assessment of the impact of other air emissions such as NO2, should be incorporated. 

Note: If the proponent is unable to procure all near-by sensitive receiving sites as proposed in the EIS, a 

management system must be implemented that demonstrates compliance with the EPP (Air), (PM10 and PM2.5 

goals) to mitigate adverse human health effects.  
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Response - 18.A 

Since completion of the EIS, the source emissions inventory has been revised due to the availability of updated 

datasets, adoption of revised dust mitigation methods and adjustments to the EIS model which are collectively 

known as the ‗Model Refinements.‘ The Model Refinements are described in more detail Volume 2, Appendix G, 

Section 1-1 of the SEIS. As a result of the Model Refinements, all predicted concentrations reported in the EIS 

have been updated, which include those from the Kevin‘s Corner Project alone and those from the Kevin‘s 

Corner and Alpha Coal Mines in combination . These updated results are reported in Volume 2, Appendix G, 

Section 4-1 of the SEIS and include frequency of exceedence day plots which were not included in the EIS. The 

cumulative impact results can be summarise as follows: 

PM10 (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4-2-1) 

For the 24-hour averaging period, in year 5 exceedences are predicted at Receptor 1 (106% of the Project goal) 

for 13 days in the year. For cumulative impacts, in year 5 the 5th highest exceedences are predicted at Receptors 

1 (149% of the Project goal), 8 (154% of the Project goal), 9 (214% of the Project goal), 13 (110% of the Project 

goal) and 14 (180% of the Project goal). Exceedences at these receptors will occur for no more than 64 days in 

the year. This indicates that the Alpha Coal Mine Project will provide a greater contribution to the cumulative 

impacts than Kevin‘s Corner. 

PM2.5 (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4-2-2) 

No exceedences are predicted for the 24-hour average or annual averaging period. 

The impact of blasting emissions (CO, NO2 and SO2) has been assessed qualitatively in the SEIS using a 

screening dispersion model (Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4.1.5). The modelling shows that it is highly unlikely 

that emissions from blasting will have adverse impacts upon human health at sensitive receptors in proximity to 

the Kevin‘s Corner Coal mining lease. Table 4.1 of the Department of Employment, Economic Development and 

Innovation (DEEDI) Queensland Guidance Note 20 v3 (QGN 20 v3), indicates the length of potential exclusion 

distance downwind with several different wind conditions covering daytime stability classes. The table indicates 

that the largest blasts (fume category 5) with an initial plume of 500 ppm would require a downwind exclusion 

distance of 5,000 m to maintain a short term exposure limit (STEL) concentration of 5 ppm under worst case 

dispersion conditions. 

The SEIS report includes a number of best practice management techniques which will be adhered to by HGPL 

in accordance with QGN 20 v3. 

All mitigation strategies required to minimise and manage emissions from the Project are described in an 

updated draft Environmental Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix T1) which will be subject to approval by 

DEHP. 
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2.18.2. Noise and Vibration  

Comment - 18.B 

Section 15 and Appendix P 

Rail Noise 

Although it is recognised that the Environmental Protection Act 1994 exempts noise from rail infrastructure 

(schedule 1, part 1, section 1) it is recommended that the noise criteria specified within the World Health 

Organisation‘s Guidelines for Community Noise (available at http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/1999/a68672.pdf) and 

the enHealth Council‘s The health effects of environmental noise – other than hearing loss (available at 

www.nphp.gov.au/enhealth/council/pubs/pdf/noise.pdf) be adopted. This identifies a level of 45 dB(A) LAMax as 

the recommended sleep disturbance criteria. The proponent does not appear to have assessed the impacts of 

rail noise within S15.4.9 on the surrounding sensitive receivers, including the accommodation village.  

Recommendation - 18.B 

Rail Noise 

The proponent should ensure that all sensitive receptors affected by rail noise have been appropriately assessed 

against the relevant sleep disturbance criteria and that adequate mitigation measures are undertaken to ensure 

the health and well-being of occupants is maintained. It is important that the proponent confirms that any 

proposed noise attenuation measures will mitigate any adverse effect on human health. It is noted that the 

proponent has identified within Table G.15 that accommodation village buildings will be acoustically designed to 

meet the Environmental Protection Policy (Noise) 2008 noise criteria, however the impact from the proposed rail 

line must also be taken into account.  

Response - 18.B 

Rail noise has been assessed in accordance with the Queensland Rail 'Code of Practice - Railway Noise 

Management' (CoP) and full compliance with the CoP criteria has been predicted. 

The EIS notes that the predicted LAmax noise levels at some sensitive receptor locations are high enough to 

potentially give rise to sleep disturbance based on the recommendation of the WHO, 1999 and the EPP (Noise), 

2008. Notwithstanding this, updated noise predictions of the Kevin‘s Corner rail spur usage indicated compliance 

with the WHO Guidelines and the EPP (Noise) noise criteria, at all sensitive receptors. 

It is noted that further rail noise reduction could be achieved through a combination of the following measures:  

 Applying effective track and track/wheel engineering techniques to reduce noise, i.e. vibration isolated 

track sections; continuously welded rail wherever feasible; track friction reduction devices (rubber or 

electronic grease dispensers); 

 Train speed controls in some sections of the alignment where sensitive receptors are in close proximity 

and/or use of barriers in those sections of the alignment; and, 
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 Treating sensitive receptors' dwellings to reduce external noise intrusion. 

Section 2 of the Revised Noise and Vibration Assessment Report (Volume 2, Appendix H) presents a 

supplementary updated Rail Noise Assessment and Section 3.1 presents a discussion of the results.  

2.18.3. Health and Safety 

Comment - 18.C 

Section 22 

Queensland Health believes that the Health and Safety component of the EIS needs to provide further details 

relating to the following aspects; 

 The projects potential to generate and harbour disease vectors, particularly considering the generation 

and manipulation of watercourses and the development of an on-site landfill site. Table 22-2 identifies 

that a Pest Management Plan will only be developed if needed. QH believes that a plan should be 

developed. No definitive commitment was made to do so within Appendix G. 

 The proponent has identified that food services will be provided onsite to the workers. However the 

proponent has not committed within Appendix G to food services complying with the Food Act 2006. 

 The proponent has identified that recycle water will be treated to ―Class C‖ standard. The water may 

then be re-used for purposes such as irrigation and dust suppression. More information is needed to 

establish whether human health is adequately protected from any proposed recycled water usage. 

Queensland Health is concerned that there may be an increase risk to the health and well-being of workers and 

residents in the surrounding area from the transmission of communicable diseases. The risk of the spread of 

communicable diseases such as (but not limited to) dengue, measles and hepatitis A increases with a fly–in fly-

out (FIFO) workforce which may be sourced internationally or from other areas within Australia, and be housed in 

the worker‘s accommodation village. The proponent has not considered this risk within Tables 22-2 or 22-3. The 

proponent has not provided any details regarding any proposed control mechanisms to mitigate the potential 

spread of communicable diseases within the accommodation camps and nearby areas.  

Recommendation - 18.C 

Queensland Health recommends that the; 

 Proponent commits to the development of a Pest Management Plan, which incorporates a ―mosquito 

management plan‖ for the entire site and in particular areas where it is intending to pond significant 

volumes of water and the proposed landfill site. Reference should be made to Queensland Health‘s; 

―Guidelines to minimise mosquito and biting midge problems in new development areas. 

 Proponent must commit to attaining all relevant licenses and food safety requirements outlined within 

the Food Act 2006, administered by Local Government, within Appendix G. 

 Queensland Health recommends that any waters proposed to be reused on site (including effluent from 

onsite sewerage treatment plants and rain water captured within tanks), complies with the Australian 
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Guidelines for Water Recycling - managing health and environmental risks (Phase 1) (2006. This 

guideline was released by the National Environmental Protection Council and provides guidance on 

water quality and management planning for recycled water. This document can be located at 

http://www.nepc.gov.au /taxonomy/term/39.  

Response - 18.C 

HGPL as part of the SEIS has developed a Pest and Weed Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

T4.02). The Pest and Weed Management Plan will be implemented on-site to reduce the risk to human health.  

Prior to the commissioning of the accommodation village all relevant licenses and food safety requirements 

outlined within the Food Act 2006 will be adhered to.  

Onsite re-cycled water will be treated to ―Class C‖ as per the Queensland Water Recycling Guidelines and the 

Australian Guidelines for Water Recycling - managing health and environmental risks (Phase 1) (2006). The 

stated mitigation measures in these two guidelines will be adopted onsite where required to ensure that human 

health is protected.  

In the interests of the company to keep a healthy workforce, all measurements to notify any communicable 

disease will be met, as well as potentially offering flu inoculations. 

2.18.4. Social Impact Management Plan  

Comment - 18.D 

Section 29 

A draft social impact management plan (SIMP) was identified in the Terms of Reference (ToR) as a requirement 

but is not provided in the EIS. Section 29 only outlines a process to produce a SIMP. Section 20 of the EIS does 

identify some SIA findings and the following points are made with reference to these and the ―impending‖ SIMP: 

1. The EIS notes that 5.1% of people in IRC were in the most disadvantaged quintile. The SIMP should 

include strategies to ensure this group gets access to training and jobs related to the project. Cultural 

integration of international workers should also be considered. 

2. The EIS concludes that it is not expected that the Project will have significant impacts on health and 

wellbeing but then notes some key potential impacts to consider are:  

 The stresses on employees and their families due to FIFO/DIDO/BIBO arrangements; 

 Changes in the incidences of substance abuse (alcohol and drugs); 

 Changes in the incidences of crime and deviant behaviour, including domestic violence; and 

 Changes in the rates of gambling and other forms of problem gaming. 

This range of impacts would seem to be significant and will require prevention strategies in the SIMP. The 

provision of social infrastructure and services (e.g. emergency services) will also need addressing as distance 

alone will not prevent an increase in demand. 
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3. The EIS states that impacts associated with industry and business are deemed to be positive. Such an 

assumption is unlikely to be true. A common negative impact for local industry and business is loss of 

employees to the mines. Strategies to address this impact will need to be part of the SIMP.  

Recommendation - 18.D 

The proponent, as specified within the ToR for the EIS, is required to develop a SIMP. No specific strategies are 

proposed by the project‘s proponent to effectively manage the project's social impacts. These strategies should 

have been outlined as part of an established SIMP and included in Volume 2, Appendix G - ―List of Proponents 

Commitments‖. The SIMP strategies should include, but not be limited to strategies associated to the impact on 

local industry and addressing how the increase in telecommunication infrastructure to the mine can be made to 

benefit the local community. The SIMP should also address and how risks to road safety due to mining related 

traffic will be reduced.  

Response - 18.D 

The SIMP will manage, and where necessary mitigate or enhance, the identified key social impacts.  Action 

Plans have been developed to address broad issue areas identified through the impact assessment process, and 

as listed in Table 3.3 of the SIMP. 

The five Action Plans are as follows: 

 Action Plan 1: Housing and Accommodation Management Plan; 

 Action Plan 2: Workforce Management Plan; 

 Action Plan 3: Local and Regional Business Development Plan; 

 Action Plan 4: Community Services and Infrastructure Plan; and 

 Action Plan 5: Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan.  

Each SIMP Action Plan follows the same structure, which has been developed in consideration of fulfilling the 

requirements detailed in the Guidelines to preparing a Social Impact Management Plan (September 2010). The 

Action Plans have been designed to provide a transparent approach to managing the potential social impacts of 

the Project, and are suitable for public distribution. They identify relevant stakeholders and clearly allocate 

responsibility for all actions.  

The SIMP Action Plans will be updated with additional tasks, information and timing as engagement activities are 

undertaken to finalise the Action Plans.  The Actions Plans will then provide the basis for development of the 

Monitoring, Reporting and Review Program as outlined in Section D.5 of the SIMP. 

An important step in finalising the SIMP Action Plans will be agreeing on suitable quantification of Targets and 

Key Performance Measures. Where possible, quantification of such measures has already been included within 

this current revision of the Action Plans. Finalisation will require consultation between HGPL, key 

stakeholders/Project partners, and the SIA Unit of the Office of the Coordinator General. The allocation of 

responsibilities (such as provision of data and information) to key stakeholders needs to be finalised. Through 

this process, the Action Plans (including the supporting plans and policies) will be further developed and refined 
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to ensure the final product is not only comprehensive with respect to managing key potential impacts, but is also 

actionable and measureable.  

Comment - 18.E 

Sections 2, 20, 22, 29 

Managing impact on health services for transient/fly in-fly out populations. Queensland Health service planning 

identifies that the greatest demands for health services from mining communities relate to injuries, Alcohol, 

Tobacco and Other Drugs Services, Mental Health and sexual health services, some emergency and GP 

services. The impacts relating to provision of these services will occur at Emerald Hospital. Major trauma or 

injuries will be transferred out to Townsville and Brisbane Hospitals. 

Currently the township of Alpha has an ageing and declining population of less than 1000 people. Kevin‘s Corner 

Project will accommodate the accommodation village within the Project boundary. The workforce is anticipated to 

be predominantly fly-in, fly-out due to the location and distances to population centres capable of 

accommodating such a large workforce. It is therefore unlikely that the projected mining population will have any 

significant impact on the projected population or health service requirements at Alpha. 

Once the Abbott Point terminal and rail line has been established, increased demands for health services are 

likely to occur at Bowen Hospital due to the projected population growth associated with current and future 

mining operations. 

In 2010 Queensland Health recognised the need for the development of a health service plan for the Basins‘ 

region to ensure Queensland Health is well placed to respond to rapidly emerging community needs. 

Infrastructure solutions are currently being investigated at Bowen, Moranbah, Gladstone and Dalby hospitals as 

projected health service planning requirements dictate.  

Recommendation - 18.E 

Planning Branch recommend that further detailed advice be sought from the Central West Health Service District 

as required.  

Response - 18.E 

HGPL are currently engaging with Queensland Health to determine health care options that will support both the 

FIFO workforce and assist with current healthcare shortfalls in Alpha. HGPL will continue to engage with 

Queensland Health in the development of the SIMP Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan taking into account 

their Health Services Plan for Galilee Basin communities.  

HGPL will also address in the SIMP emergency management planning for patient care to ensure that patients 

are directed to appropriate regional centre depending on medical condition. 
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 Department of Environment and Heritage Protection 2.19.

All DEHP comments and responses can be found in Volume 1, Section 3 of this SEIS. 
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 Department of Local Government and Planning, Regional 2.20.
Services Division 

2.20.1. General EIS 

Comment - 20.A 

There are inconsistencies between the online EIS version available at 

http://kevinscornereis.hancockcoal.com.au/ and the version provided to DLGP Central Region office in CD format 

received 27 October 2011.  

Recommendation - 20.A 

Format error  

Response - 20.A 

Noted. 

2.20.2. Executive Summary  

Comment - 20.B 

Section 0.11.19 - Social  

Alpha town is flood prone to the eastern side of the urban area and not to the west as stated in 0.11.19 (page 0-

23 of 26) 

Recommendation - 20.B 

Factual error  

Response - 20.B 

Noted.  

2.20.3. Social  

Comment - 20.C 

Section 20.3 - Workforce Profile 
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Anakie is outside the 100km radius of the mine site, contrary to the statement on page 20-15 of 51  

Recommendation - 20.C 

Factual error  

Response - 20.C 

Noted and amended. 

2.20.4. Social Impact Management Plan  

Comment - 20.D 

Section 29.2.4.2 - Local Study Area  

The EIS states that Council released 10 lots in 2010 and has 20 more lots to release in future. Note that of these 

20 a further 10 were released in the second quarter of 2011. The EIS should be updated accordingly.  

Recommendation - 20.D 

Factual error  

Response - 20.D 

Noted and amended  

2.20.5. Executive Summary 

Comment - 20.E 

Section 0.11.19 Social 

Issue 1: Social Impacts on Alpha  

Comment: This section of the EIS contains conflicting statements that the, ―…mining activities will contribute to 

the local economy whilst being sufficiently removed from the community of Alpha … to prevent an unmanageable 

population boom. The Project is far enough away from Alpha not to have direct impacts 

Recommendation - 20.E 

Recommendation 1: That in a supplementary EIS this statement should be explained. For example, how can the 

Project contribute to the economy but have no direct impacts.  
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Response - 20.E 

It is anticipated the social impacts on the town of Alpha will be minimal given the distance to Kevin‘s Corner and 

the Fly In/Fly Out nature of operations. Although minimal, the level of social impacts on Alpha are proposed to be 

managed via the SIMP and supporting Action Plans. Monitoring actions will be included in all plans with locally 

specific triggers to highlight potential impact. Once reached, the triggers will initiate further action to support 

mitigation of negative impacts and maximisation of any benefits.  

The regional catchments for the Project workforce and health districts are shown in the SIMP (refer Figure 2.3) 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

The mine will contribute to the local economy through a Local Industry Participation Plan and other key actions 

outlined in the SIMP Local and Regional Business Development action plan, including a ―buy local‖ program. 

2.20.6. Land Use and Tenure  

Comment - 20.F 

Section 6.6.3.1 Impacts on Surrounding Homesteads and Agricultural Pursuits  

Issue 2: Impact on Sensitive Receptors 

Identifies that some homesteads are located within 5km (one 2.51km) of the mine, however there does not 

appear to have been any assessment of the impacts nor mitigation measures identified for these homesteads 

Recommendation - 20.F 

Recommendation 2: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to assess the impacts of the Project 

on surrounding sensitive receptors, including any mitigation measures.  

Response - 20.F 

Section 6.8 of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS identified and mapped surrounding homesteads and nearby sensitive 

receptors and potential impacts. The potential impacts on amenity currently experienced by nearby residents 

was expressed in the EIS as the potential effects of dust, noise and light spillage caused as well as changes to 

access, surface water and groundwater resources. This was addressed as the effects of the proposed 

development on nearby residents. The Kevin‘s Corner EIS included a number of proposed mitigation methods 

that are to be adopted to ameliorate these potential impacts. Comments are provided below of the additional 

effects on amenity due to changes as a result of loss of habitat and the potential impacts of increased traffic and 

operation of machinery during mine establishment and operation. These additional amenity issues are addressed 

in the revised EMP for the Project (Appendix T1 of the Kevin‘s Corner SEIS). 

The mine operation and construction of associated infrastructure will require land clearing and the loss of flora 

and fauna habitat, including areas of bushland/grassland and increased hardstand, open spaces and disturbed 

areas, both within the ML and the required off-tenure infrastructure corridors. Some of this land clearing will occur 
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on lands within several kilometres of adjoining residents and as such, has the potential to impact land values 

both on and off the ML. The extent of which is dictated by separation distance. 

Increased traffic, operation of machinery and the carrying out of other activities which are required for 

construction and operation of the mine also has the potential to impact on the amenity of adjoining landowners, 

as a result of potential acoustic, visual and atmospheric impacts due to: 

 Increased light and heavy vehicle activity and aircraft movements; 

 Increased safety hazard resulting from increases in traffic volume; 

 Dust and noise emissions resulting from material transport; 

 Temporary obstruction of other land uses; and 

 Potential on-farm infrastructure damage. 

Part of the increased vehicle activity will be due to the proposal to house up to 2500 people within the mining 

lease area in an accommodation village.  This will create increases in light and heavy vehicle movements within 

the Mining Lease both for material transport to the Project area and the moving of workers round the Mining 

Lease and a may result in a reduction in the overall amenity afforded to the immediate area surrounding the 

accommodation village and transport routes to and from the village. 

The establishment of the mine will preclude other land uses from establishing in the mining lease area over its 

lifetime. 

The Kevin‘s Corner EIS proposed a variety of management and operational techniques including methods for 

ameliorating the abovementioned impacts on surrounding homesteads and sensitive receptors. 

Techniques are expected to include, amongst others: 

 Dust suppression and particulate matter suppression; 

 Acoustic attenuation devices; and 

 Vehicle operation guidelines and transport procedures. 

Consultation has been undertaken to identify any special property management measures required for the 

properties that comprise the mining lease area, including weed or disease management provisions, quarantine 

provisions and certified area provisions. Modifications may need to be made to farm operations and 

management plans to accommodate the introduced activities.  

Comment - 20.G 

Section 6.6.4.5 - Impacts upon Residential, Rural and Industrial Land Uses and Zoning and Section 6.6.4.6 - 

Changes to Residential, Rural and Industrial Land Uses and Zoning Mitigation Methods 

Issue 3: Impacts upon Land Use and Zoning and Barcaldine Regional Council 

The EIS states, the Project ―may result in unplanned and sporadic development in areas surrounding Alpha 

Township and along Clermont-Alpha Road toward the Project area.‖ The mitigation section identifies studies and 

possible amendments to statutory planning instruments to facilitate growth.  
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The time taken and associated cost of undertaking studies and amendments to statutory planning instruments is 

considerable for a rural local government. Furthermore, reviewing the statutory planning instruments only 

provides options for how growth could be managed. Consideration needs to be given to how the growth is to be 

managed including the delivery of the necessary infrastructure and the cost implications on the community.  

Recommendation - 20.G 

Recommendation 3: That the supplementary EIS considers mechanisms to support Barcaldine Regional Council 

in preparing amendments to the planning scheme.  

Response - 20.G 

The proponent is currently liaising with BRC and the SDIP to ensure that assistance can be provided to both 

parties in reviewing and amending planning instruments which may be influenced by the project. The proponent 

has agreed to assist BRC and SDIP in this process where appropriate and possible. For further details on the 

assistance HGPL is prepared to provide to BRC and SDIP please refer to Appendix D of the Kevin‘s Corner 

SEIS. 

It must be reinforced that industrial land and residential accommodation will be established within ML 70425 for 

activities directly required by the proposed operations. The provisioning of these land uses within the mining 

lease area will service the requirements of the mine for industrial and residential land supply and as such, the 

need for the residential and industrial land supply assessment in the surrounding and broader areas is not seen 

as a direct requirement for the Project.  

Comment - 20.H 

Section 6.6.4.5 - Impacts upon Residential, Rural and Industrial Land Uses and Zoning Section 6.6.4.6 - 

Changes to Residential, Rural and Industrial Land Uses and Zoning  

Mitigation Methods Issue 4: Impacts on Urban Centres.  

The only urban centre with potential impacts identified is Alpha. There is no mention in this section on the 

potential impacts on land use and zoning on other urban settlements in the area and on the supply line for the 

mine including Clermont, Barcaldine, Jericho, Moranbah, Mackay, Emerald, Rockhampton, etc. 

Recommendation - 20.H 

Recommendation 4: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to understand the relationship 

between the Project and its impacts on residential and industrial land supply in the Alpha, Clermont, Mackay, 

Bowen, Rockhampton, Emerald and greater Central Queensland areas. This should clearly articulate where 

service industries will be located, how much land is available for these industries in these locations, and include 

strategies to ensure this land is developed as needed.  
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Response - 20.H 

Volume 1, Section 6.6.3.5 of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS detailed the envisaged impacts to Residential, Rural and 

Industrial Land Uses and Zoning which are likely to occur as a direct result of the Project. The economic impact 

assessment assessed the flow on effects of the Project to these further afield centres. The impacts of the Project 

and other proposed mining operations within the Galilee Basin are addressed within the Cumulative Impacts 

Assessment within Appendix O of the Kevin‘s Corner SEIS. 

This position has been adopted as industrial land and residential accommodation will be established within ML 

70425 for activities directly required by the proposed operations. It is considered that the establishment of these 

land uses within the mining lease area will service the direct requirements of the mine for industrial and 

residential land supply and as such, the need for the residential and industrial land supply assessment in the 

surrounding and broader areas is not seen as a direct requirement for the Project. It is acknowledged that the 

Project may indirectly place upward pressures on residential and industrial land supply in the immediate and 

boarder areas. 

Potential impacts on other communities have been addressed through the preparation of the economic impact 

assessment, undertaken as part of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. The results of economic impact assessment are 

contained in Volume 2, Appendix V of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. The assessment examined the availability of 

accommodation, housing and industrial land within the Aramac, Barcaldine and Jericho Statistical Local Areas. 

The economic impact assessment also identified the Central West Statistical Division and the whole of 

Queensland as areas of interest for economic comparison. 

In the SIMP (refer Section 4 - Action Plans) there is an acknowledgement that the Project‘s direct and indirect 

workforce has the potential to impact the housing markets in Alpha and other communities in the sub-region if 

they choose to reside in the sub-region. This action plan promotes three key strategies that address the Kevin‘s 

Corner workforce accommodation village and the potential local and sub-regional housing market impacts. 

 Provide an accommodation village capable of accommodating 100% of the Project workforce during 

their rostered period, and within 10kms of the mine; 

 Identify the accommodation intention of the Project‘s workers at the time of recruitment, at the issuing of 

contracts, and throughout their employment, and respond to these intentions in negotiation with the 

workforce, Councils, the State Government and housing providers; and 

 Identify housing market targets and triggers and work with the Councils, the State Government, 

proponents of other resource projects, the communities, and housing developers and providers, to 

monitor the housing markets and develop mitigation strategies in response to unacceptable local and 

sub-regional housing market impacts. 

Comment - 20.I 

Section 6.10.2.3 - Sustainable Futures Framework for Queensland Mining Towns 

Issue 5: Sustainable Futures Framework for Queensland Mining Towns 
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The EIS identifies that, ―The Proponent is working closely with the Barcaldine Regional Council to ensure the 

needs of the local community are met through the provision of housing and infrastructure developments in the 

region.‖ The impacts of the Project is potentially larger that the Barcaldine Regional Council area. The 

assessment should include the other urban settlements which are to be the supply hubs for materials and 

services during construction and operation of the Project, such as Clermont, Moranbah, Mackay, Emerald, 

Rockhampton, etc. Refer to 17.3.4 which identifies Mackay as the major origin for equipment and materials for 

both the construction and operation, followed by Rockhampton. 

Recommendation - 20.I 

Recommendation 5: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to include a detailed analysis on the 

potential impacts on the residential and industrial land supply and affordability on surrounding towns and supply 

towns.  

Response - 20.I 

Volume 1, Section 6.6.3.5 of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS detailed the envisaged impacts to residential, rural and 

industrial land uses and land zonings which are likely to occur as a direct result of the Project. The assessment is 

based on the proposal to locate required industrial land and residential accommodation within ML 70425 for 

activities directly required by the proposed operations. It is considered that the establishment of these land uses 

within the mining lease area will service the direct requirements of the mine for industrial and residential land 

supply. 

The SIMP, provided within Appendix D of the Kevin‘s Corner SEIS, provides an assessment of the indirect 

impacts of the Project. The SIMP identifies that the project is likely to result in impacts on housing stock and 

affordability and on local business due to the reduced availability of labour. Given the location of the project, the 

focus of the SIMP is the Barcaldine Regional Council area, however consideration has been given to potential 

sub-regional impacts of the project. Section 2.7 and Figure 2.3 describe the regional catchments and area of 

influence.  

The potential for regional impacts is encapsulated throughout the SIMP and detailed (where relevant) in the 

Action Plans, for example: 

 The Housing and Accommodation Management Plan includes a section on Sub-regional housing 

market which addresses the need to monitor and mitigate potential sub-regional housing impacts; 

 The Workforce Management Plan includes sections on Workforce Sourcing – Regional and regional 

workforce development strategy. These provide actions focusing on consultation with government 

departments and training providers to examine and address long-term and regional employment gaps; 

and 

 The Local and Regional Business Development Plan focuses on increasing the local and regional 

business revenue as a result of Project-related expenditure and maximising potential business 

opportunities within the region. It includes development and implementation of a Regional Capacity 

Building Program. 
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An economic impact assessment was also undertaken as part of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. The results of which 

are contained within Volume 2, Appendix V of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. The economic impact assessment 

examined the availability of accommodation and housing within the Aramac, Barcaldine and Jericho Statistical 

Local Areas. The economic impact assessment also identified the Central West Statistical Division and the whole 

of Queensland as areas of interest for economic comparison.  

2.20.7. Transport 

Comment - 20.J 

Road Network Performance 

Section 17.5.1 Road Links Assessment  

Issue 6: Road Links Assessment 

The EIS does not include data on the Peak Downs Highway despite 17.2.1.1 identifying it as ―suitable for use as 

a transport route‖. This is required as Mackay is identified in 17.3.4 as the major origin for equipment and 

materials for both the construction and operation of the Project 

Recommendation - 20.J 

Recommendation 6: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to expand the assessment of the 

road performance to include the Peak Downs Highway  

Response - 20.J 

Road network performance has been assessed on routes where the increase in traffic was estimated to be 5% or 

greater in accordance with DTMR's Guidelines for the Assessment of Road Impacts of Developments (GARID). 

This threshold was not exceeded on this route. Refer Section 6.1 Volume 2, Appendix J of the RIA. The road 

network to be assessed has been confirmed and agreed with DTMR. Peak Downs Highway did not exceed this 

threshold - +0.5% during construction phase and +3.5% during the operational phase. 

2.20.8. Social  

Comment - 20.K 

Section 20.1 - Overview of the Project 

Issue 7: Bus-in, Bus-out 

The EIS states, ―The Project will also have drive-in, drive-out (DIDO) opportunities for some local residents, and 

bus-in, bus-out (BIBO) opportunities from key regional centres.‖  
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Recommendation - 20.K 

Recommendation 7: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to address the impacts of BIBO in 

addition to DIDO  

Response - 20.K 

From a traffic and transport perspective there is no intention to accommodate drivers in regional communities. 

Incidental use of local accommodation or services by drivers may occur but is likely to be a very low and not of a 

degree to warrant assessment.  

HGPL has determined that a Fly In/Fly Out operation is best suited to the Kevin‘s Corner Project given the small 

population numbers in local towns such as Alpha. Additionally, accommodating the workforce locally is not 

feasible given the lack of infrastructure services (telecommunications, water etc.) available.  

The distances between the local towns and Kevin‘s Corner are also beyond those considered safe for Drive 

In/Drive Out operations.  

Bus In/Bus Out arrangements will be investigated should workforce planning and monitoring suggest enough 

demand from regional towns. Monitoring actions will be reflected in the Housing and Accommodation 

Management Plan and Workforce Management Plan. 

To support the SIMP, a Fit for Work - Fatigue Management Procedure (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D, Section 

D.4.6) has been prepared by HGPL which includes provisions for an induction, and ongoing education program, 

for all employees and personnel attending site. This procedure details roles and responsibilities with respect to 

managing fatigue risk. This education will give employees the knowledge and ability to manage their own fitness 

for work. 

The education program will be on-going and flexible. The education program will respond to fatigue related 

trends identified through procedure reviews and audits, and will integrate outcomes of consultation with 

stakeholder (i.e. Queensland Police Service), to ensure it remains effective. 

All staff (including contractors) will participate in training to recognise symptoms and behaviours associated with 

the effects of fatigue including support mechanisms and the application of this procedure. 

Comment - 20.L 

Section 20.1 - Overview of the Project 

Issue 8: Regional Study Area 

The EIS states, ―The regional study area includes Isaac Regional Council (closest community to the mine is 

Clermont), and Central Highlands Regional Council (closest service centre to the mine is Emerald). The local 

study area includes Barcaldine Regional Council, with the closest community to the mine being Alpha. Regional 

centres include communities like Brisbane, Rockhampton, Mackay, Townsville and Cairns; however, the exact 

regional centres to be used have not been determined for the Project at this stage.‖ Section 17.3.4 of the EIS 
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‗Traffic Generation of Project‘ identifies Mackay and Rockhampton as being the primary origins for equipment 

and materials. The regional study area ignores that fact that Mackay is identified in 17.3.4 as the major origin for 

equipment and materials for both the construction and operation, closely followed by Rockhampton. Therefore it 

is considered that the potential area of influence is far greater and includes the supply line for equipment and 

materials to the service centres including (Mackay and Rockhampton). 

Recommendation - 20.L 

Recommendation 8: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to address the social impacts of the 

Project on regional centres, including Mackay and Rockhampton.  

Response - 20.L 

The movement of materials and its impact on the regional centres and the road network will be addressed in the 

Revised Road Impact Assessment (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix J). 

The Transport Management Plan (TMP) and Road Use Management Plan (RUMP) are referred to in the SIMP 

(refer Section 4.5 - Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan). 

Comment - 20.M 

Section 20.3.1.2 Operations Issue 9: BIBO Operations 

The EIS states, ―The BIBO service is anticipated to collect personnel from designated pick-up points in selected 

towns and regional centres.‖ Traffic and parking associated with BIBO has the potential to cause congestion at 

the pickup points. Details on traffic and parking management at the designated pick-up points could not be 

located in the EIS or SIA 

Recommendation - 20.M 

Recommendation 9: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to detail the management strategies 

for designated BIBO pick-up points.  

Response - 20.M 

HGPL has determined that a Fly In/Fly Out operation is best suited to the Kevin‘s Corner Project given the small 

population numbers in local towns such as Alpha.  

Bus In/Bus Out arrangements, including impacts at pick up points, will be investigated should workforce planning 

and monitoring suggest enough demand from regional towns. Monitoring actions will be reflected in the Housing 

and Accommodation Management Plan and Workforce Management Plan.  
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Comment - 20.N 

Section 20.4.1.4 - Housing and Accommodation  

Issue 10: Housing and Accommodation 

The Draft Mackay, Isaac and Whitsunday Regional Plan supports locational and housing choice for employees in 

the region. 

Recommendation - 20.N 

Recommendation 10: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to detail how housing choice is 

provided to employees  

Response - 20.N 

HGPL will use a Fly In/Fly Out operation for the Project as accommodating the Kevin‘s Corner workforce locally 

is not feasible given the lack of infrastructure services (telecommunications, water etc) and the distances 

between the local towns and Kevin‘s Corner (beyond those considered safe for drive in/drive out operations).  

The Housing and Accommodation Management Plan will reflect actions to support the accommodation 

requirements of workers.  

The Plan will also include actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. availability, affordability) locally and 

regionally. Should triggers indicate an increase in the number of workers residing locally, HGPL will work with 

BRC to explore options to expand and develop areas identified for residential use.    

Recognising that impacts on housing and accommodation are likely to be cumulative, the plan will also provide 

for engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders and government agencies via 

forums such as the proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment Roundtable.  

Comment - 20.O 

Section 20.4.2.1 - History and Settlement  

Issue 11: History and Settlement  

The EIS under the heading ‗Impacts and Mitigation‘ it is identified that ―Emerald is perfectly positioned to 

capitalise on the development of the Galilee Basin and become a larger mining service centre. This impact has 

been assessed as high, and will be supported by enhancement activities focussed on maximising local business 

and employment activities.‖ However the mitigation (enhancement) actives have not been identified. 

Recommendation - 20.O 

Recommendation 11: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to detail the mitigation activities.  
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Response - 20.O 

The Action Plans developed to support the SIMP will consider opportunities for business development regionally. 

In particular the Local Industry Participation Plan will encourage regional development where possible, and seek 

to facilitate use and development of local products and services as part of Kevin‘s Corner operations.  

Furthermore workforce planning will assist in identifying potential FIFO locations and subsequently guide impact 

mitigation for regional communities. 

Recognising that the benefits and impacts to regional communities such as Emerald are likely to be cumulative, 

the Action Plans will provide for HGPL engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders 

and government agencies via forums such as the proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment 

Roundtable.  

Comment - 20.P 

Section 20.5 Local Study Area  

Issue 12: Local Study Area 

The EIS states, ―The overview of the local study area presents key baseline data, potential impacts and 

mitigation for Alpha and the Barcaldine Regional Council (BRC) area.‖ The only settlement that is discussed in 

this section is Alpha. There does not appear to be any assessment of the other communities with the Barcaldine 

Regional Council.  

Recommendation - 20.P 

Recommendation 12: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to acknowledge the other 

communities in the BRC area, analysis the impacts of the Project on them and any mitigation strategies.  

Response - 20.P 

Based on projected traffic movements and access to the mine site, HGPL has identified that the assessment of 

other towns within the BRC area is not warranted. For example, Clermont, while in proximity to the mine site, is 

not serviceable given current road conditions. 

Furthermore workforce planning will assist in identifying potential employment locations. Should workforce 

planning identify significant numbers of workers originating from towns in the BRC area (other than Alpha), HGPL 

will review the SIMP and action plans to ensure appropriate mitigation measures are in place.  
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Comment - 20.Q 

Section 20.5.1.2 Demographics  

Issue 13: Alpha 

The EIS states that, ―It has also been assumed that the Alpha Coal Project mitigation strategies and actions have 

been successful in removing some of the factors that currently limit population growth in Alpha such as poor 

electricity and water supplies as well as the lack of a sewerage system.‖  

Recommendation - 20.Q 

Recommendation 13: All relevant mitigation strategies that have been attributed to the Alpha Coal Project are to 

be included as conditions for this Project.  

Response - 20.Q 

HGPL recognises that the benefits and impacts to local infrastructure services such as water and electricity are 

cumulative.  

HGPL is committed to preparing a cumulative impacts report which will deal with social, and other impacts. The 

report will be progressively reviewed based on the current conditions existing in the Galilee Basin to monitor and 

mitigate the cumulative impacts. 

HGPL is currently consulting with state government agencies, BRC, other proponents and services providers to 

determine how best to mitigate service issues equitably.  

Consultation on these and other cumulative social impacts are likely to be ongoing. HGPL is committed to the 

engagement process and participation in the proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment 

Roundtable.  

2.20.9. Social Impact Management Plan 

Comment - 20.R 

Social Impact Management Plan 29.0 and Appendix X Issue 14: Investment coordination. 

Given the number of proposed projects in the vicinity of Alpha, there is potential that investment and delivery of 

infrastructure and community facilities and services will be inefficient and inequitable. Formal dialogue between 

each of the proponents in the Galilee Basin is one mechanism to ensure shared investment in services occurs. 

Recommendation - 20.R 

Recommendation 14: That the supplementary EIS considers mechanisms to support shared investment in 

services by Galilee Basin proponents.  
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Response - 20.R 

HGPL will investigate opportunities to work with other proponents in the Galilee Basin to identify issues in 

relation to community services and infrastructure.   

The Hancock Community Development Fund will be established as a joint initiative with the Alpha Coal project to 

support the SIMP – Galilee Cumulative Impact Social Round Table and reflect HGPL‘s commitment to the 

delivery of community services and infrastructure in the region. HGPL will work with BRC to identify community 

needs and priorities. 

2.20.10. General EIS  

Comment - 20.S 

Issue 15: Regions of Impact 

The impact of the Project (construction and operations) on regional accommodation and supply (equipment and 

materials) service centres is not acknowledged, analysed or mitigation strategies identified (if necessary) 

throughout the EIS. These areas include Moranbah, Mackay and Rockhampton (refer to Traffic Generation of 

Project 17.3.4). 

Recommendation - 20.S 

Recommendation 15: That further work is undertaken in a supplementary EIS to establish the impacts (i.e. 

accommodation, supply services) on other centres in the area and supply lines.  

Response - 20.S 

HGPL will participate in the Galilee Basin CSIA Roundtable which is likely to be convened by the Queensland 

Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP) for involvement in high-level cumulative 

social impact and opportunity discussions. Representatives of Engineering, Procurement and Construction 

Management (EPCM) organisations engaged by HGPL may be required to meet with and participate in the 

Galilee Basin CSIA Roundtable meetings so that they remain cognisant of issues of concern to the community 

and government stakeholders (refer to SIMP Section 6.2). 

HGPL consider further assessment is not required. There is no intention to accommodate drivers in regional 

communities. Incidental use of local accommodation or services by drivers may occur but is likely to be a very 

low and not of a degree to warrant assessment.  
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2.20.11. Introduction 

Comment - 20.T 

Sections 1.7.7.1 Energy and Project Description; 2.6.9 Energy and Social; 20.5.1.11 Primary Infrastructure and 

Access; and 6.10.2.1 Central West Regional Plan. 

The EIS refers to the Galilee Transmission Project (Powerlink) as the means by which it is proposed to ensure 

the provision of power to the site. 

The EIS further states that ―The availability of electricity, water and sewerage in Alpha are limiting factors for 

population growth. However, this potential positive impact has been ranked as low, as it has been assumed that 

the Proponent will have already discussed infrastructure opportunities for local economic and community 

development with council, as a part of the Alpha Coal Project.‖ 

In order to address the Central West Regional Plan the EIS states that ―The project requires access to a number 

of infrastructure services that are being developed for the Projects, which the community can gain access to‖. 

Recommendation - 20.T 

That work is undertaken in cooperation with Powerlink, Ergon and Barcaldine Regional Council in order to 

assess the possibility of extending the proposed power supply to the region to Alpha town. List the specific 

actions being undertaken in order to supply the community of Alpha with access to an improved power supply in 

the Supplementary EIS.  

Response - 20.T 

Discussions with utility providers are ongoing for both water and power provision to the site. Through the 

electricity requirements of the site, increased power capabilities will be introduced into the region. The extension 

of the power supply beyond the site requirements would need to be a future discussion between interested 

parties.   

2.20.12. General EIS 

Comment - 20.U 

Sections: Introduction 1.7.7.5; Raw Water and Social 20.5.1.11; Primary Infrastructure and Access; and 6.10.2.1 

Central West Regional Plan.  

The EIS states that ―the Proponent has entered into supply arrangements with Sunwater in order to secure 

reticulated water for the project.‖ 

In order to address the Central West Regional Plan the EIS states that ―The project requires access to a number 

of infrastructure services that are being developed for the Projects, which the community can gain access to 
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supply to the region to Alpha town. List the specific actions being undertaken in order to supply the community of 

Alpha with access to an improved power supply in the Supplementary EIS.  

Recommendation - 20.U 

That work is undertaken in cooperation with Sunwater and Barcaldine Regional Council in order to assess the 

possibility of extending the proposed water supply to the region to Alpha town. List the specific actions being 

undertaken in order to assess the viability of providing the community of Alpha with an improved water supply in 

the Supplementary EIS.  

Response - 20.U 

Discussions with utility providers are ongoing for both water and power provision to the site. Through the water 

requirements of the site, increased water capabilities will be introduced into the region. The extension of the 

water supply beyond the site requirements would need to be a future discussion between interested parties.   

2.20.13. Land Use and Tenure 

Comment - 20.V 

Section 6.10.2.1 - Central West Regional Plan Issue 18 

Assessment of the proposal against the statutory Central West Regional Plan 

Comment: The EIS includes a table in which the proposal is assessed against some of the objectives of the 

Central West Regional Plan. Some of the desired regional outcomes have not been addressed. A more 

comprehensive assessment is required. 

Recommendation - 20.V 

Recommendation 18: That the Supplementary EIS discusses the following issues in regards to the Central West 

Regional Plan Strong Communities 

 how the proponent proposes to contribute to the Social Justice and Safety objective  

 how the proponent proposes to contribute to the Advancing the Region objective 

Urban Development  

 how the proponent proposes to contribute to the Urban structure and settlement objective  

 how the proponent proposes to contribute to the Housing mix, Affordability and Design objective 

 how the proponent proposes to contribute to the Disaster Management objective 

Infrastructure 

 how the proponent proposes to contribute to the Water Supply objective in regards to the community 

 how the proponent proposes to contribute to the Energy, Information and Technology objective in 

regards to the community 
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Response - 20.V 

Table 2-11 contains a revised assessment of the Project against all desired regional outcomes of the Central 

West Regional Plan.  

Table 2-11 Supplement to the Central West Regional Plan Assessment 

Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

Natural environment - Ecological values and biodiversity 

 To protect, manage and 
enhance the extent, 
diversity, condition and 
connectivity of the region‘s 
natural areas, in order to 
maintain ecological integrity 
and processes to reverse 
biodiversity decline and to 
increase resilience to the 
expected impacts of climate 
change. 

Ecological assessments have been conducted for the 

Project.  

Methodologies for the rehabilitation / re-vegetation will use 

the most appropriate species for the landscape elements. 

Such methodologies will include habitat matching of 

species to ensure rehabilitation success. 

Clearing of vegetation will be minimised where possible to 

maintain habitat connectivity and provide a movement 

corridor for small, terrestrial fauna species. 

Pest and weed control strategy to address threat of pests 

and diseases will be developed. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 9, Section 

10, Section 26 and Section 28. 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix K, 

Appendix L and Appendix M 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix F and 

Appendix T4.02 

Natural environment - Watercourses and wetlands 

 To manage the region‘s 
river systems, groundwater, 
wetlands and water 
resources for sustainable 
use and the protection of 
dependent ecosystems and 
water quality, in a changing 
environment. 

Extensive surface and ground water quality monitoring 

and modelling has been undertaken during the EIS and 

further assessment has been carried out for the SEIS. 

Surface and groundwater resources that are influenced by 

the Project will be managed in accordance with the 

requirements of the legislative framework and are detailed 

in the EMP.  

EIS - Volume 1, Section 11 and 

Section 12 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix G and 

Appendix Q 

Natural environment - Atmosphere and greenhouse gas emissions 

 To manage the potential 
impact of climate change 
and develop a regional 
approach to minimise 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

The EIS provides a detailed greenhouse gas emissions 

inventory, emissions calculations and abatement strategy.  

The EIS also undertook a climate change impact 

assessment which predicted envisaged impacts and 

measures to ameliorate those impacts.  

EIS - Volume 1, Section 14 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix F and 

Appendix G 

Natural environment - Air and acoustic environment protection 

 Development is located and 
managed to maintain or 
enhance the air and 
acoustic environment, to 
support the health and 
wellbeing of the community 
and natural environment. 

The Project is located away from urban areas in a 

predominantly rural setting. Detailed acoustic and air 

quality impact assessment has assessed existing 

environmental values, likely impacts and ways of 

managing those impacts.  

EIS - Volume 1, Section 13 and 

Section 15 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix H 

Natural resources - Land and natural resource use and management 

 To develop and manage 
land and natural resources 
for present and future uses 
across the region. 

The Project will be developed in accordance with 

legislative requirements. 

The coal resource will be mined as part of the Project. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2, Section 

4, Section 5 and Section 26 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix I 
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Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

 To adopt a coordinated, 
regional approach to 
sustainable management of 
the region‘s natural 
resources. 

 

Post mine rehabilitation efforts will attempt to return 

disturbed areas to as close as practicable to their pre-

mining land use suitability. 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix T4.09 

Natural resources - Water management 

 To develop and manage 
water for present and future 
uses in an equitable 
manner. 

The Project has undertaken extensive analysis of water 

availability. A proposed water management strategy will 

address sustainable use of water resources while 

maintaining environmental values. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 11 and 

Section 12 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix M and 

Appendix N 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix L and 

Appendix Q 

Natural resources - Pest management 

 To manage animals and 
plants that are known pests, 
to protect present and 
future land use and 
economic opportunities. 

Pest and weed control strategy to address threat of pests 

and diseases will be developed. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 9, Section 

10, Section 26 and Section 28 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix L1 and 

Appendix W 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix T4.02 

Strong communities - Regional lifestyle 

 To enhance the liveability, 
character and safety of the 
region through planned 
development. 

 To promote the region as a 
distinct economic, cultural 
and social entity that 
reflects the image of the 
region as a custodian of 
Australian history. 

 To ensure the region 
continues to be respected 
and has an easily 
recognised image, while 
maintaining existing local 
identities. 

The Project will be developed in accordance with 

legislative requirements. 

The Project was declared a ‗State Significant‘ project 

under the State Development and Public Works 

Organisation Act 1971 (Qld) (SDPWO Act) by the Co-

ordinator General (CoG). 

Economic, social and cultural heritage assessments were 

conducted as part of the EIS, appropriate management 

plans will be developed and implemented for the Project. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 1, Section 

18, Section 19, Section 20 and 

Section 23 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

Strong communities - Social justice and safety 

 To meet the current and 
future needs of regional 
communities through 
coordinated and timely 
planning and provision of 
social services and 
facilities. 

The Proponent has developed a Social Impact 

Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the position of 

the Project in regards to the delivery and provisioning of 

social services and facilities, amongst other things.  

The SIMP also details how the Project aims to assist the 

local area and wider region with respect to delivering 

needs in line with community expectations. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 20 and 

Section 21 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

 

Strong communities - Cultural values 

 The Central West‘s unique 
identity and cultural heritage 

Aboriginal and non-Indigenous Cultural Heritage values EIS - Volume 1, Section 1, Section 
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Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

values are identified, protected 
and maintained. 

for the area and wider region have been identified in the 

EIS. Ways of enhancing and protecting these values have 

also been detailed within the EIS. 

18 and Section 19 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

Strong communities - Leadership, networks and coordination 

 To share and exchange 
resources between 
government and non-
government agencies to 
enhance opportunities for 
extending services to 
communities. 

The Project will be developed in accordance with 

legislative requirements. 

The Proponent is working with Government Agencies 

(State and Local), local business, other projects within the 

region and the community. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 1 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix T 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

 

Strong communities - Indigenous cultural heritage 

 To recognise Aboriginal 
people‘s association with 
the environment and ensure 
Aboriginal cultural heritage 
is managed in an 
appropriate and sensitive 
manner. 

Indigenous cultural heritage assessment has been 

conducted for the Project. 

A Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) has been 

developed and Indigenous Land Use Agreements 

reached. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 18 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

 

Strong communities - Sport and recreation 

 To meet the current and 
future needs of regional 
communities through 
coordinated and timely 
planning and provision of 
sport and recreation 
facilities. 

The Proponent has developed a Social Impact 

Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the position of 

the Project in regards to the delivery and provisioning of 

social services and facilities, amongst other things.  

The SIMP also details how the Project aims to assist the 

local area and wider region with respect to delivering 

needs in line with community expectations. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 20 and 

Section 21 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

 

Strong communities - Community involvement and capacity building 

 To recognise and support 
the contribution and value 
of community organisations. 

The Proponent has developed a Social Impact 

Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the position of 

the Project in regards to the delivery and provisioning of 

social services and facilities, amongst other things.  

The SIMP also details how the Project aims to assist the 

local area and wider region with respect to delivering 

needs in line with community expectations. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 20 and 

Section 21 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

 

Strong communities - Advancing the region 

 To develop the capacity of 
local communities to 
advance the region 

The Proponent has developed a Social Impact 

Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the position of 

the Project in regards to the delivery and provisioning of 

social services and facilities, amongst other things.  

The SIMP also details how the Project aims to assist the 

local area and wider region with respect to delivering 

needs in line with community expectations.   

A Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) is currently 

under development and will detail how local businesses 

and industry will be involved in the construction and 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 20 and 

Section 21 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D 
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Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

operation of the Project. 

Strong communities - Promoting health and wellbeing 

 To plan and coordinate the 
effective provision of 
community infrastructure to 
enhance lifestyle, health 
and education. 

The Proponent of the Project has developed a Social 

Impact Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the 

position of the Project in regards to the delivery and 

provisioning of social services and facilities, amongst 

other things.  

The SIMP also details how the Project aims to assist the 

local area and wider region with respect to delivering 

needs in line with community expectations. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 20 and 

Section 21 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D  

Urban Development - Urban structure and settlement 

 To support regional growth, 
particularly within locations 
that can be efficiently 
serviced by infrastructure 
and are the logical 
extension of existing 
centres to ensure a 
continued high level of 
amenity. 

 To provide opportunities for 
the sustainable 
development of urban 
centres with timely and 
appropriate infrastructure. 

The Project is isolated from existing urban settlements. 

Due to the separation distances between the Project and 

urban areas, direct impacts to amenity are not expected.  

The Proponent has developed a Social Impact 

Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the position of 

the Project in regards to the delivery and provisioning of 

social services and facilities, amongst other things. 

Ongoing consultation between HGPL and the relevant 

services providers for the region will continue and will 

include discussions regarding capabilities for provision of 

services. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 6, Section 

20 and Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix T 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D 

Urban Development - Urban character and form 

 To plan and design urban 
centres that encompass 
modern urban design 
strategies. 

The Project is not expected to directly influence the urban 

form of surrounding towns and centres.  

 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 6. 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix T 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D 

Urban Development - Housing mix, affordability and design 

 To provide for a variety and 
mix of dwelling types, sizes 
and tenures to meet diverse 
community needs, and 
achieve housing choice and 
affordability in rural 
communities. 

The Project is to rely entirely on FIFO arrangements for 

staff movements and will utilise an accommodation village 

on the mining lease to house staff employed by the 

Project.  

The Proponent has developed a Social Impact 

Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the position of 

the Project in regards to the delivery and provisioning of 

off-tenure housing and accommodation options. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 1, Section 

6, Section 20 and Section 23. 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix T 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D 

 

Urban Development - Disaster management 

 To prepare, review and 
exercise emergency and 
disaster management plans 
to cover the response and 
recovery of hazards likely to 
affect the region. 

The Project will implement a Safety Management System 

to ensure potential risks are minimised and appropriate 

mitigation measures and controls are implemented.  An 

Emergency Management Plan will also be implemented to 

manage onsite emergencies and ensure appropriate 

resources are available for the onsite emergency 

response team. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 24 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix U 
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Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

In addition, the on-site emergency services for mine 

operations that can be diverted to nearby civilian 

emergency uses should the need arise during a disaster 

or emergency. 

Economic development - Land availability 

 To ensure land is available 
to meet the requirements of 
the region‘s existing and 
future businesses and 
industries. 

The Project is expected to enhance the settlement 

patterns of Alpha upon completion of construction and will 

reinforce the viability of the area through job creation and 

associated settlement during the operation of the Project.  

EIS - Volume 1, Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix V 

 

Economic development - Business and industry 

 To maximise sustainability 
of business and industry, in 
order to develop the growth 
of small enterprises 
throughout the region, 
thereby increasing wealth 
and employment 
opportunities for local 
residents. 

The Project provides significant employment and regional 

economic development opportunities for a range of local 

businesses to provide services to the Project. 

A Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) is currently 

under development and will detail how local businesses 

and industry will be involved in the construction and 

operation of the Project. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix V 

 

Economic development - Regional economy 

 To develop a diverse 
regional economy that is 
responsive to challenging 
and changing economic 
and political environments. 

The Project will support long term economic growth in the 

region and provides an opportunity for diversification of 

the regional economy. 

A Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) is currently 

under development and will detail how local businesses 

and industry will be involved in the construction and 

operation of the Project. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix V 

 

Economic development - Agriculture 

 To maintain and expand a 
sustainable agricultural 
industry and diversify 
opportunities through 
agribusiness ventures. 

The Project will preclude agricultural activities from 

occurring on areas of mine activity.  

Agricultural activities can recommence after the cessation 

of mining activities.  

EIS - Volume 1, Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix V 

 

Economic development - Tourism 

 To recognise and develop 
the region as a distinctive 
and sustainable tourist 
destination that offers a 
diverse range of tourism 
opportunities and unique 
experiences that continue 
to attract visitors. 

The Project is not expected to contribute or detract from 

regional tourism.  

Tourist attractions nearby to the Project will be protected 

and enhanced through management techniques.  

Access to Cudmore National Park will be improved and 

upgraded as part of the construction of the Project.  

EIS - Volume 1, Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix V 

 

Economic development - Knowledge and technology   

 Develop the region‘s 
capability to maximise the 
transfer of technology, 
knowledge and innovation 

The Project will support long term education and training 

opportunities in the region and provides opportunities to 

new technologies to the area. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix V 

 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 220-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

to commercial applications. A Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) is currently 

under development and will detail how local businesses 

and industry will be involved in the construction and 

operation of the Project. 

 

Economic development - Innovation and marketing 

 To improve and integrate 
marketing and promotional 
activities, market 
development and access, 
as well as developing 
industry partnerships. 

The Proponent has developed a Social Impact 

Management Plan (SIMP) which contains the position of 

the Project in regards to the delivery and provisioning of 

integrating the Project into the social fabric of the region. 

A Local Industry Participation Plan (LIPP) is currently 

under development and will detail how local businesses 

and industry will be involved in the construction and 

operation of the Project. 

The Project incorporates public consultation activities to 

promote community and stakeholder awareness which will 

assist in the communication and identification of potential 

synergies between the Project and local economic 

activities. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 21 and 

Section 23 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix V and 

Appendix Y 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix D 

 

Economic development - Employment, labour force and skills 

 To establish, attract and 
retain a skilled workforce to 
strengthen economic 
opportunities and the social 
fabric of the region, and to 
improve regional business 
performance. 

The Project will promote skilled workforce migration into 

the region and promote up skilling of the existing 

workforce.  

EIS - Volume 1, Section 20 and 

Section 23. 

EIS - Volume 2, Appendix T and 

Appendix V. 

 

Economic development - Education and training 

 To maximise job creation 
and employment diversity 
associated with economic 
activity development. 

The Project will support long term economic growth in the 

region and provide through this economic development 

job creation and diversification of the regional economy. 

The Project is expected to provide educational incentives 

for the Project through apprenticeships and traineeships, 

as well as general skills development. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 20 and 

Section 23. 

EIS - Volume 5, Appendix T and 

Appendix V. 

 

Economic development - Energy and mineral resource development 

 To actively pursue the 
opportunity to develop gas, 
mineral and shale oil 
extraction industries in local 
communities, for the benefit 
of the region. 

The proposed Project will develop a known and valued 

mineral resource. The Mine will have a long life bringing 

benefit to the region over the long term. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 and 

Section 4 

Infrastructure - planning and coordination 

 To provide physical and 
social infrastructure that 
supports sustainable 
economic growth, and 
effectively meets the future 

The Project requires access to a number of infrastructure 

services that are being developed in the region for the 

Projects, which the community can gain access to. 

Ongoing consultation between HGPL and the relevant 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 
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Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

needs of the community in 
a timely, cost-effective and 
coordinated manner. 

services providers for the region will continue and will 

include discussions regarding capabilities for provision of 

services. 

 

 

Infrastructure - Water supply and management 

 To provide future water 
infrastructure in a cost-
efficient, timely and 
environmentally, culturally 
and socially acceptable 
manner, to meet industry 
and community needs. 

 To meet the needs of the 
community, industry, 
agriculture and environment 
on an equitable and 
sustainable basis, while 
also addressing climate 
change impacts. 

The Project requires access to a number of infrastructure 

services that are being developed in the region for the 

Projects, which the community can gain access to.  The 

infrastructure provision will include extensions to the Sun 

Water infrastructure network. 

Ongoing consultation between HGPL and the relevant 

services providers for the region will continue and will 

include discussions regarding capabilities for provision of 

services. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 

Infrastructure - Waste management 

 To develop an integrated 
approach to waste 
management, recycling and 
reuse within the region to 
meet desired community 
health and environmental 
outcomes. 

The Project is proposing to use proven management 

techniques for mine waste management. There will be a 

landfill within MLA 70425, reuse and recycling will also be 

objectives of the Project.  

The principal objective of the waste management strategy 

is to minimise impacts on land resources, water quality, 

and air quality, and to manage waste in a manner that 

avoids any direct or indirect impacts on the environment 

or health of people working at the mine and the 

community.  

The main strategies that will be adopted include waste 

minimisation (including waste segregation for re-use or 

recycling), cleaner production and ensuring remaining 

wastes are disposed safely at appropriate facilities. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 16 

Infrastructure - Energy, information and technology 

 To meet the region‘s energy 
and telecommunications 
requirements in a 
sustainable and timely 
manner. 

The Project will see the connectivity of energy and 

telecommunication to the region which the community can 

gain access to.  

Ongoing consultation between HGPL and the relevant 

services providers for the region will continue and will 

include discussions regarding capabilities for provision of 

services. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 

Infrastructure - Transport networks 

 To provide integrated 
transport services and 
facilities to meet the 

Transport networks to the Region will be enhanced 

through the development of the Project.  

The Project will significantly upgrade the local road 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 and 

Section 17 
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Regional Objective Compatibility Assessment Location where addressed in EIS 

economic, social, health 
and environmental needs of 
the region. 

 To improve the services, 
safety, efficiency and 
patronage of public 
transport systems. 

network surrounding the Project area and contribute to 

improvements to the state controlled road network. 

Ongoing consultation between HGPL and the relevant 

services providers for the region will continue and will 

include discussions regarding capabilities for provision of 

services. 

EIS – Volume 2, Appendix R 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix J 

Infrastructure - Roads and highways 

 To ensure the region‘s road 
network meets the needs of 
residents and visitors and 
the transportation of goods, 
products and services. 

The Project will significantly upgrade the local road 

network surrounding the Project area and contribute to 

improvements to the state controlled road network. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 and 

Section 17 

EIS – Volume 2, Appendix R 

SEIS – Volume 2, Appendix J 

Infrastructure - Railways 

 To make rail available for 
inter-regional and intra-
regional freight and 
livestock movement, where 
appropriate. 

The Project further reinforces the Alpha – Abbot Point 

Railway as an efficient mode of transport infrastructure 

linking the Central West to the east coast and will promote 

economic opportunities between the Central West and the 

Mackay, Isaac and Whitsunday Region. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 

Infrastructure - Airports and air services 

 To optimise the use and 
safety of existing and future 
airports in the region for 
freight and passenger 
movement. 

Due to the remoteness of the site and the large numbers 

of both construction and operational workforce required 

for the Project, a fly-in fly-out (FIFO) operation is required.  

As such an on-site airport is proposed. 

There will be limited public access to the facility however 

the airport will be made available for the evacuation of 

those in need in the event of a local emergency such as 

flooding, or by special arrangement with the local land-

holders. 

EIS - Volume 1, Section 2 

2.20.14. Social 

Comment - 20.W 

Sections 20.3.1.2 Workforce Profile – Operations and Social Impact Management Plan 29.2.4.2 

Local Study Area Issue 19: Workers Accommodation 

Comment: The EIS states that only people within a 100 km radius of the mine site will be able to drive to and 

from work on a daily basis. 

A short list of towns is provided (page 29-19 of 63) indicating the approximate distance to the mine site by main 

road, however it is unclear whether or not this reflects the distance to the workers accommodation village on the 

mine site, which is would be the crucial indicator for work force driving times to and from the site. 
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Recommendation - 20.W 

Recommendation 19: Provide a table listing the surrounding towns and the distance in kilometres between each 

town and the workers accommodation village on the mine site. Clarify whether or not the 100 km policy is based 

on radius from workers accommodation or kilometres by road. 

Response - 20.W 

HGPL has determined that a Fly In/Fly Out operation is best suited to the Kevin‘s Corner Project.  If a mine 

worker was considering commuting daily to the site they would have to commute a minimum of 90 km (the 

distance from Alpha township to the operational mine area). Workforce rostering will be such that Drive In/Drive 

Out for 12 hour shifts will not be allowed, and subsequently road accidents resulting from fatigue are mitigated as 

best possible.  

The mine accommodation village will be located over 90 km from the township of Alpha. Workers would not be 

allowed to commute this on a daily basis as they would be staying in the accommodation village for the roster 

period.  

HGPL has also developed a Fit for Work - Fatigue Management procedure that supports the Community Safety 

and Wellbeing Plan (Section 4.5). All employees and personnel visiting site will participate in a site induction 

which includes details on fatigue management, including roles and responsibilities for individuals and the mine 

operator.  There will be ongoing education on fatigue risk management which will give employees the knowledge 

and ability to manage their own fitness for work. 

The education program will respond to fatigue related trends identified through procedure reviews and audits, 

and in consultation with relevant stakeholders (i.e. Queensland Police Service), to ensure the procedure remains 

effective.  

All staff (including contractors) will participate in training to recognise symptoms and behaviours associated with 

the effects of fatigue including support mechanisms and the application of this procedure.  
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 Private Submitter 21 2.21.

2.21.1. Cumulative Impacts 

Comment - 21.A 

Cost-benefit analysis of ‗opening up‘ the Galilee Basin.  

It is imperative that the cumulative impacts of the new mines proposed for the Galilee Basin are considered 

properly. Given the relatively advanced stage of the Hancock/GVK proposed mines and rail, the assessment for 

these projects must also consider the total, long-term impacts from ‗opening up‘ the Galilee Basin. It would be 

prudent for a thorough, independent, cost-benefit analysis be undertaken. Amongst other things, it would be 

important to consider the substantial on-going remediation costs during and following the operational life of the 

mines, and who will have to bear such costs. A thorough analysis would need to scrutinise the impacts and 

associated long-term costs relating to a broad range of issues, including but not limited to: surface and 

groundwater; pest and weed control; ecological repair (including both terrestrial and reef ecologies); scope 3 

climate impacts; social and economic consequences; and the viability of other non-mining industries in the 

region.  

Recommendation - 21.A 

N/A 

Response - 21.A 

The Terms of Reference for the Kevin's Corner Coal Project does not require a cost benefit analysis be 

undertaken.  Additionally, the data requirements to undertake a cost benefit analysis of the cumulative effects of 

the various Galilee Basin projects would require disclosure of confidential capital and operating cost information 

by proponents. Proponents have a right to protect their intellectual property relating to mine development and 

operation.  Hence, it would be inappropriate for any such assessment to be undertaken by a single proponent. 

Maximising the benefits for local and regional communities, and mitigating the negative impacts of the Alpha 

Coal and Kevin‘s Corner Coal projects and other Galilee Basin projects will require cooperation between HGPL, 

other proponents, and Local and State Governments. A Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment 

(CSIA) Roundtable will be a key mechanism to address cumulative social impacts of resource projects in the 

Galilee Basin. HGPL's commitment to this program is detailed in the SIMP (refer Section 4.7). 

Comment - 21.B 

Methodology 

The proponent has used an assessment matrix to consider the likely cumulative impacts of the proposed 

developments in the vicinity (see p.3, Appendix X), with the results of this assessment presented on p. 4, Section 
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27. However, there is no explanation of the rationale as to how various ratings were decided for the different 

impacts, the result being an abstraction and obscurement of the actual likely impacts.  

Recommendation - 21.B 

A more detailed descriptive and quantitative approach to assessing the various cumulative impacts would be 

appropriate.  

Response - 21.B 

The level of detail the cumulative impact assessment can present is dependent on the availability of the 

information in the public arena at the time of the EIS release. A more detailed Cumulative Impact Assessment 

Report for the Project has been committed to and  the table of contents of this proposed Cumulative Impacts 

study can be found in Volume 2, Appendix O of this SEIS. The scope of the Cumulative impacts study has been 

developed in consultation with DEHP, OCG and SEWPaC. 

Comment - 21.C 

Groundwater 

While the proponent has ‗constructed and calibrated a groundwater model to stimulate the combined impact‘ of 

the Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Project (p.17, Appendix X), it has failed to consider the likely cumulative 

groundwater impacts that would result also from the Waratah and South Galilee mines. Considering that the 

Waratah mine has an anticipated dewatering impact to 30km radius of its project (Galilee Coal EIS, Appendix 14, 

p. 8-1), the combined local impacts to ground water could possibly be extreme. Also noteworthy is that while in 

the Alpha Coal SEIS it is stated ―The water table is predicted to recover over a period of ~250-300 years after the 

start of mining‖ (Appendix A of Appendix N, Executive Summary p. vi), this is not stated in the Kevin‘s Corner 

EIS, even though they are based on the same model.  

Recommendation - 21.C 

N/A 

Response - 21.C 

Final void assessment (Kevin‘s Corner alone and both Alpha Coal and Kevin's Corner) was conducted using 

integrated modelling to allow for assessment of groundwater rebound and long-term groundwater flow patterns. 

SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 13.4.4 provides the predicted long term groundwater flow patterns 

considering Kevin‘s Corner southern open pit alone, and with Alpha Coal final void. 

No regional modelling to include Waratah will be conducted due to issues and assumptions made using third 

party data and potential legal issues.  
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Cumulative impacts of multiple mines, along strike, within the Permian Galilee Basin units were considered. 

Based on the cumulative impact modelling of both Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner, the dewatering impacts 

(drawdown cones) are predicted to elongate north and south, within the more permeable sandstone units of the 

Colinlea Sandstone. The cumulative impact of adding the additional mine dewatering will result in deeper 

drawdown where drawdown cones overlap and further elongation along strike. Drawdown cones created for 

Kevin‘s Corner alone and for mining both Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner are not predicted to result in any 

additional or cumulative impact to the west. This indicates that the risk to the units to the west (i.e. the GAB units) 

is not increased by additional mine projects along strike of one another. 

Comment - 21.D 

Groundwater 

Both the lengthy duration of recovery and the wide area of impact to groundwater must be thoroughly 

investigated in any comprehensive cumulative impact assessment. These findings should be presented clearly 

and concisely to communities and landholders who stand to be affected, and not only within an SEIS which is 

unlikely to be read by most of the concerned people who are busy with the regular work of daily life, and who are 

increasingly overloaded with the number of EISs and ‗consultations‘ being conducted in the area. Consideration 

must be given to how landholders will be compensated for any loss in quantity and quality in their water, 

especially in regards to the likely conflict over which mine/company has had which impact, and also in regard to 

the post-operational life of the mine. In other words, if the groundwater takes up to 300 years to recover, who will 

be responsible for compensating for the costs of diminished water in the meantime?  

Recommendation - 21.D 

N/A 

Response - 21.D 

Information regarding potential impacts of cumulative impacts of multiple projects adjacent to Kevin's Corner 

Project was included in the reporting. The cumulative impact of mine dewatering at Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha 

Coal was assessed using the predictive model as detailed in Section 10.6 (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L). The 

inclusion of other proposed coal projects, namely Waratah and South Galilee, was considered based on post EIS 

requests received.  

Cumulative impacts of all proposed mining operations raises issues regarding use of data, reliance on 

unchecked / validated data available in the public domain, limited information, and potentially leading to 

inaccurate impact assessments. This could, in the case of Waratah and South Galilee, result in legal 

consequences where these proponents do not agree with the regional model approach, resultant impact 

evaluation, or predictions.  Based on the number of assumptions, differences in conceptualisation (geology and 

hydrogeology), and simplifications that would be required to obtain a very preliminary high level assessment of 

potential drawdown using a large regional the model. It is, therefore, considered that a cumulative model, at this 

stage without all the proponents buy-in and data, would not provide a very accurate assessment of potential 

impacts of mine dewatering associated with all proposed projects within this portion of the Galilee Basin. 
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The cumulative impact assessment was, therefore, considered qualitatively and discussed in terms of possible 

additional impacts. 

Long term impacts (300 years post mining) were assessed and long term alteration of groundwater resources 

were projected for Kevin‘s Corner alone and Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal. Cumulative impacts of multiple 

mines, along strike, within the Permian Galilee Basin units were considered (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix O 

Section 4.2). Based on the cumulative impact modelling of both Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner, the dewatering 

impacts (drawdown cones) are predicted to elongate north and south, within the more permeable sandstone 

units of the Colinlea Sandstone. The cumulative impact of adding the additional mine dewatering will result in 

deeper drawdown where drawdown cones overlap and further elongation along strike. Drawdown cones created 

for Kevin‘s Corner alone and for mining both Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner are not predicted to result in any 

additional or cumulative impact to the west. This indicates that the risk to the units to the west (i.e. the GAB units) 

is not increased by additional mine projects along strike of one another. 

The make-good commitments and agreements will be compiled to provide assurance of supply of alternative 

water should mining impact on groundwater resources during and post mining operations (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.12).  

Comment - 21.E 

Biodiversity 

The EIS has failed to properly address the likely cumulative impacts on terrestrial ecology. In Appendix X, pp.15-

16, the only section that refers to the cumulative impacts on terrestrial ecology from the multiple proposed 

developments is the following: …it is possible that projects located within the local and regional area may result 

in a cumulative impact. This impact will, however be in isolation to the Project. Nonetheless it is likely that the 

Project will result in the clearing of vegetation and a reduction in fauna habitat during the life of the operation, 

and is is [sic] expected that this will also occur at the adjacent proposed mines and so could result in an impact 

to the existing habitat corridors in the local area…. 

This is grossly inadequate. To be of any worth, at a minimum, an assessment of the cumulative impacts on 

terrestrial ecology would have to consider the following for all the proposed mines in the vicinity (Kevin‘s Corner, 

Alpha Coal, Galilee Coal, South Galilee, Carmichael) and other associated developments and infrastructure 

(power station, power transmission corridors, water supply, worker accommodation etc): 

 the total area of clearing of various vegetation communities; 

 the total list of flora and fauna species that are likely to be impacted, considering direct impacts to 

habitat, to habitat corridors, and in consideration of likely habitat requirement changes resulting from 

predicted climate change for the region; 

 the total area and likely impacts on terrestrial ecology from subsidence across all proposed underground 

mines in the region. 

Considering that much of this kind of information is publicly available through current and recent EISs, it would 

be an easily accomplished task to assemble the information, and present it in tables and maps.  
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Recommendation - 21.E 

N/A 

Response - 21.E 

The level of detail the cumulative impact assessment can present is dependent on the availability of the 

information in the public arena at the time of the EIS release and as required by the Project Terms of Reference. 

A more detailed Cumulative Impact Assessment Report for the Project has been committed to and the report can 

be found in Volume 2, Appendix O of this SEIS. This interim cumulative impacts study has been developed in 

consultation with DEHP, OCG and SEWPaC. 

The impacts on terrestrial ecology biodiversity as a result of the Project are discussed in the EIS Volume 1 

Section 9. The development and implementation of an offsets strategy is one way to mitigate any negative 

potential impacts of the Project. This strategy is presented in the Biodiversity Offset Strategy (State and Federal) 

State Offsets Report (Volume 2, Appendix P of this SEIS). The strategy will continue to be developed in close 

consultation with DEHP and SEWPaC in consideration of the appropriate guidelines and the cumulative effects 

of other projects. 

2.21.2. Flora and Fauna Assessment 

Comment - 21.F 

There is also a need to coordinate the information on cumulative impacts across the other sections of the EIS. 

One example is the mention of ‗A nature refuge, on Lot 4 Plan BF 22 is located 27 km south of the Project 

boundary‘ in the Flora and Fauna Assessment (p.30, Appendix L1). A map of this nature refuge is provided in 

Figure 5, p.31, Appendix L1, which makes it clear that the nature refuge is actually Bimblebox Nature Refuge, 

the whole area of which stands to be entirely impacted by Waratah‘s proposed Galilee Coal mine (52% open cut, 

48% underground). Other ‗environmentally sensitive areas‘ indicated on this map would also be subject to 

destruction and/or disturbance from the proposed Galilee and Alpha coal projects. Failing to mention and 

account for these impacts in the Flora and Fauna Assessment, gives the misleading impression that there exists 

intact areas in the vicinity that would help buffer the impacts from the Kevin‘s Corner proposal; in fact, these 

areas would no longer be intact if the proposed developments are allowed to proceed.  

Recommendation - 21.F 

N/A 

Response - 21.F 

The field surveys and assessments that were completed as part of the EIS were completed as per the 

requirements of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Project. The information presented in the technical studies 

utilise information that is available at the time of the assessment and do not make presumptions on the possibility 

of other proposed projects (such as the Galilee Coal Mine) proceeding. Any assessment of cumulative impacts 
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(existing and proposed projects) utilises the information available in the public arena at the time of the EIS and is 

as per the TOR undertaken at a high level. A more detailed Cumulative Impact Assessment Report for the 

Project has been committed to and the report can be found in Volume 2, Appendix O of this SEIS. This interim 

cumulative impacts study was developed in consultation with DEHP, OCG and SEWPaC, which has formed the 

basis of Appendix O. 

2.21.3. Terrestrial Ecology  

Comment - 21.G 

It would seem that there is a pressing need for a regional plan for the preservation of biodiversity in the vicinity of 

the planned developments in the Galilee Basin. While EISs account for losses on a mine by mine basis, the total 

cumulative impact and the long-term viability of the area will be left unaddressed.  

Recommendation - 21.G 

N/A 

Response - 21.G 

Through Proponent discussions with both state and Commonwealth regulators it is apparent that long term 

biodiversity considerations are being considered in their conditioning requirements of proposed projects. Any 

assessment of cumulative impacts (existing and proposed projects) undertaken by the Proponent utilises the 

information available in the public arena at the time of the EIS and is as per the Terms of Reference undertaken 

at a high level. The state and Commonwealth regulatory agencies such as DEHP, OCG and SEWPaC are better 

placed than HGPL to determine regional strategy. HGPL will continue to work with these agencies to develop 

regional biodiversity plans. 

2.21.4. Cumulative Impacts  

Comment - 21.H 

Another issue that would need to be accounted for in an assessment of the cumulative impacts to terrestrial 

ecology is the availability, or lack thereof, of appropriate environmental offset areas that would be required for all 

of the proposed developments. In all, there is likely to be a significant net loss of biodiversity, and this needs to 

be described by the proponent.  

Recommendation - 21.H 

N/A 
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Response - 21.H 

The impacts on terrestrial ecology biodiversity as a result of the Project are discussed in the EIS Volume 1 

Section 9. The development and implementation of an offsets strategy is one way to mitigate the negative 

potential impacts of the Project.  This strategy is presented in the Biodiversity Offset Strategy (State and Federal) 

(Volume 2, Appendix P of this SEIS) The strategy will continue to be developed in close consultation with DEHP 

and SEWPaC in consideration of the appropriate guidelines and the cumulative effects of other projects.  

2.21.5. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change  

Comment - 21.I 

It is important to consider the contribution the proposed projects would make to global carbon emissions in 

relative terms. When considering the projected output from the major mines currently proposed, it is likely that in 

the order of 190 million tonnes of thermal coal will be exported from Queensland, primarily to be used for 

electricity generation overseas. When burnt, this amount of coal would contribute around 455 million tonnes of 

CO2-e every year to the global climate. In relative terms, this would amount to nearly 85% of Australia‘s total 

emissions in 2011.2 The cumulative contribution of scope 3 emissions from the proposed mines in the Galilee 

Basin must be included in any cumulative impact assessment made for the region. Discussion must be provided 

on how the figures relate to Australia‘s efforts to reduce CO2 emissions domestically. The proponent should also 

be required to frame the figures in the context of the global carbon budget for there to be a reasonable chance of 

keeping the global climate to within 2 degrees of warming.  

Recommendation - 21.I 

N/A 

Response - 21.I 

The EIS and SEIS concern the environmental impacts of the activities that are being applied for, which excludes 

the burning of product coal by its end user.  Emissions from the burning of coal (Scope 3) are not attributed to 

the Project under internationally accepted carbon accounting principles and are outside the scope of the Terms 

of Reference (TOR). This principle has recently been confirmed in the Queensland Land Court (Xstrata Coal 

Queensland v. Friends of the Earth).   

The direct emissions from the Project (Scope 1) and indirect emissions from the purchase of electricity (Scope 2) 

are outlined in Volume 1, Section 14 of the EIS.  Scope 1 and 2 emissions from the Project are considered to be 

negligible in the context of global emissions and would have no significant impact on climate change. 

Comment - 21.J 

The World Heritage listed Great Barrier Reef (GBR) should be included in the analysis of the likely cumulative 

impacts from the opening up of the Galilee Basin. The total number of coal carriers that could be expected to 

travel through the GBR every year should be provide, as well as an analysis of how many accidents, including oil 
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spills, could be expected. The likely impacts on the GBR from the development of the proposed Multi Cargo 

Facility on Abbot Point should also be included in this analysis.  

Recommendation - 21.J 

N/A 

Response - 21.J 

Assessing the impact on The Great Barrier Reef (GBR) (located approximately 500 km) from the Kevin‘s Corner 

mine is not required as part of the Terms of Reference.   

2.21.6. Flora and Fauna Assessment 

Comment - 21.K 

Subsidence 

The proponent has failed to account for the likely impacts to biodiversity and nature conservation from 

subsidence. On p.6 of Appendix L1 it is stated: Land subsidence as a result of mining activities may become 

prevalent; however this is expected to be minimal given the low degree of projected subsidence and is therefore 

unlikely to cause significant impacts to vegetation communities. 

However, given that subsidence could reach up to 1.95 metres in the northern area and 2.93 metres in the 

central and southern areas (Table 1, p.5, Appendix J), and that the total area of subsidence is likely to be in the 

range of 20,000 hectares (Table 2, pp. 5-6, Appendix L1), this would seem constitute a major impact to the land 

surface, underlying soils and to both surface and groundwater. It would therefore seem highly unlikely that there 

would not be significant impact on any overlying vegetation and habitat.  

Recommendation - 21.K 

N/A 

Response - 21.K 

A detailed subsidence management plan is being prepared for the Kevin‘s Corner Project and the interim version 

of this plan can be found in Volume 2, Appendix N of this SEIS. The subsidence management plan will 

investigate potential impacts from subsidence on terrestrial ecology values and will propose appropriate 

mitigation measures.  

In addition the subsidence management plan will detail monitoring requirements and will specify progressive 

rehabilitation to ensure protection of the existing habitat. The Project Offsets Report will include calculations of 

the residual subsidence impacts and will discuss the provision of offsets to compensate for these residual 

impacts (SEIS, Volume, 2, Appendix P, Section 5).  
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Comment - 21.L 

It is also necessary to consider indirect impacts to biodiversity from subsidence and impacts on groundwater. For 

instance, if subsided, uneven ground, and a diminished supply of water results in reduced cattle grazing, there is 

likely to be a corresponding increase in grass volume which would then lead to an increased risk of fire. If the 

grass species in these areas are dominated by Buffel Grass (which is well known to burn hotter than native 

species), then there is likely to be a significant alteration to vegetation structure, and thus habitat and component 

species.4  

Recommendation - 21.L 

N/A 

Response - 21.L 

The Interim Subsidence Management Plan contained in Volume 2, Appendix N of this SEIS details the potential 

impacts as a result of subsidence. Mitigation measures and management strategies are also presented in the 

Interim Subsidence Management Plan.  

The methodology for remediating cracking and other potentially negative impacts caused by subsidence of the 

surface by underground mining will be determined through an active monitoring program. The Subsidence 

Management Plan outlines a number of methods that will be considered in managing the cracking impacts and 

the timing of intervention. The Plan currently indicates that the cracks will be remediated following three storm 

events if they are not self-sealed by this time.  

It is unlikely that subsidence will be so severe as to preclude grazing over most of the site due to subsidence 

being progressive and is only predicted to occur in small areas at any one time.  

As part of developing the proposed Bushfire Management Plan, a bushfire hazard assessment will be completed 

to assess the vegetation community (i.e Buffel Grass), slope and aspect to determine the hazard score for the 

different areas and to understand and mitigate the risk of bushfire. The assessment will note specific risk factors 

associated with the development, including matters such as the nature of activities, vegetation types, materials to 

be conducted/stored on the site and persons likely to be present 

All site infrastructure will be built to meet the required bushfire rating. Mitigation measures, including vegetation 

clearance will be undertaken prior to construction. 

HGPL will continue to liaise with the QFRS on site emergency requirements including the development of a 

Bushfire Management Plan as part of the Emergency Management and Response Plan (EMRP) prior to 

construction (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.9). 
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2.21.7. Offsets Strategy  

Comment - 21.M 

Offsets  

Recommendation - 21.M 

The proponent should be required to present its detailed environmental offsets plan for public scrutiny. While 

Appendix Z deals provides an overview of their plans to develop an offset plan, there are insufficient details to 

assess it to any meaningful level.  

Response - 21.M 

A more detailed Biodiversity Offset Strategy has been prepared for the Kevin‘s Corner Project. The Offset 

Strategy (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix P) addresses both State and Commonwealth offset requirements. 

The Offset Strategy will be made available on the government website and sent to the EIS submitters as part of 

the supplementary EIS process. 

Comment - 21.N 

Important general points on offsetting must be taken into consideration (taken from my recent submission to the 

Galilee Coal project): 

Offsets rarely achieve no net-loss of biodiversity: 

 No net loss requires an offset to be ecologically equivalent to (preferably greater than) the biodiversity 

values impacted (arguably impossible); to increase the state-wide stock of biodiversity in Queensland; 

and endure over ecological time (200+ years); 

 Protecting existing habitat as an offset for the destruction of habitat elsewhere results in a state-

wide net loss of biodiversity; 

 ‗Restoration‘ projects as offsets suffer from the lag-time in a restoration area being functional as 

habitat (one example would be the requirement of many species for tree hollows). Further, the 

proof that restoration can be successful simply doesn‘t exist in most cases. Even where restoration 

can be successful, the approach is based on the dubious assumption that the targeted biodiversity 

will use the area; 

 The fact that offset areas can later be destroyed for development also leads to a net-loss of 

biodiversity; 

 The inclusion of ‗indirect‘ offset options is an unacceptable biodiversity outcome – it leads to a net 

loss of biodiversity.  
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Recommendation - 21.N 

N/A 

Response - 21.N 

The proposed offsets for Kevin‘s Corner will be ‗ecologically equivalent‘ to the impact areas as specified in 

DEHP‘s Ecological Equivalence Methodology.  

The offsets proposed in the Biodiversity Offset Strategy-State and Federal (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix P) will 

meet both the State and Commonwealth policy requirements in relation to protection and enhancement of habitat 

and biodiversity values such as RE‘s and TEC‘s.  

The offsets will be identified and secured within an agreed period of time from project approval. The BOP 

(Biodiversity Offset Policy, 2011) states that for mining projects 12 months from the issue of an Environmental 

Authority will be provided to secure offsets. 

As some of the Project‘s impacts may not occur until 15 plus years from project approval and offsets for these 

impacts are being provided up-front there will be no time-lag, or time-lag will be significantly minimised for some 

impact areas. 

HGPL are not proposing revegetation as an offset measure. This is not generally accepted under the state offset 

policies. HGPL are currently proposing to secure and manage a mix of remnant and regrowth vegetation for 

offset purposes. The intent is to secure these areas and actively manage them to enhance their habitat and 

biodiversity values. The remnant and advanced regrowth will be providing habitat now for those species being 

impacted by the Project therefore also reducing time-lag. This is as opposed to a revegetation project that may 

take 20 years to provide habitat values.  

HGPL have no control over whether a future development can impact on an existing approved offset. This is the 

subject of the Queensland Government legislative framework. 

The current BOP allows 10% of the total offset requirement to be provided as indirect offset measures. There are 

some examples where indirect offset measures can provide significant biodiversity outcomes for a particular 

value being impacted. Examples may include funding a program that addresses a threatening process for a 

threatened species that may be impacted by the Project. By minimising these threats to a species or undertaking 

research for example to identify and map their habitats and distribution could have a greater benefit to that 

species than protecting its habitat. 

Comment - 21.O 

No long term security: There is no way to guarantee that an offset area will be protected and maintained in the 

long and short term. Over the long term, offsets require ongoing protection from pests and diseases, and natural 

disasters like floods and bushfires. The scientific uncertainties created by global warming make this task even 

more difficult. In the short term, offsets must be permanently protected from competing human activities, 

especially from the threat of mining. The only legal mechanism currently available to guarantee the protection 

and management of an offset area over the long term is designation as a national park or conservation area 
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under the Nature Conservation Act 1992. A striking example of the current lack of protection for offset areas 

covered by Qld Nature Refuge Agreements (considered the strongest form of protection for freehold and 

leasehold property in Queensland) is the current proposal by Xstrata to mine its own offset area ‗Newlands 

Nature Refuge‘. Further, the circumstance of where nature refuges with recognised high biodiversity values can 

be mined is exemplified in no case clearer than the Waratah Coal proposal over Bimblebox Nature Refuge, less 

than 30 km south of the proposed Kevin‘s Corner mine.  

Recommendation - 21.O 

N/A 

Response - 21.O 

The offsets proposed in the Biodiversity Offset Strategy-State and Federal (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix P) will use 

the current legal mechanisms available to it under legislation and that are specified as acceptable under the BOP 

and Policy for Vegetation Management Offsets.  

The security of an offset is an issue for the Queensland Government and the legislative framework in place. The 

BOP does have a provision that if an existing approved offset is proposed to be developed that an offset is to be 

provided for the offset plus the biodiversity values it contains. 

The proposed offsets will be actively managed for weeds, fire, pest animals for an agreed period of time with the 

regulators such as until the vegetation reaches remnant status or for the life of the mine.  

Comment - 21.P 

 Direct loss of biodiversity: Offsets are usually only required for a narrow range of species and 

ecosystems recognised by particular pieces of legislation, so it is inevitable that the result of offsetting is 

a net-loss of total biodiversity. Those species that are not ‗listed‘ will inevitably decline through the 

current approach to offsets; 

 Direct loss of other values: Offsets are only considered for particular species or habitat, but the 

importance of experienced and committed land managers (who are connected to particular properties 

and places) for successful maintenance and restoration of biodiversity is usually ignored; 

 Lack of regulation and enforcement: There is a poor track record of compliance in the creation and 

maintenance of offset areas.  

Recommendation - 21.P 

N/A 

Response - 21.P 

The Queensland and Commonwealth Governments have established offset policies that specify which 

biodiversity values trigger offset requirements.  
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HGPL has had regard to the relevant offset policies and triggers when developing the Kevin‘s Corner Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy (Appendix P of the SEIS). The offsets that will be provided for the specified biodiversity values 

will also provide habitat for additional fauna species and enhance a broader range of ecosystems. 

HGPL will engage experienced land managers to manage the proposed offset sites, whether that is the 

landowner or a third party (Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.9; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix P). The process of 

offset identification and future management requirements is outlined in the Kevin‘s Corner Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy (Appendix P of the SEIS). 

HGPL does not have control over government‘s ability to monitor compliance of offsets.  

HGPL will propose regular monitoring and reporting on the progress of offset sites that will be submitted to 

government regulators for their information. 

Comment - 21.Q 

Specific concerns 

 It is not clear from Appendix Z or from the brief discussion on p.23, Appendix L1, how the proponent 

intends to compensate for the loss of Koala habitat, despite the species being found in the project area 

(p.88, Appendix L1). It is of particular concern that there is a lag time in the actual abundance and 

distribution of species and their appearance on significant/threatened species list. For Koalas, there is 

evidence of decline in the area to be impacted, yet they are classified as of ‗Least Concern‘ under the 

NC Act (p.88, Appendix L1). ‗Indirect‘ offsetting measures for this species would result in a net loss of 

their habitat. The proponent should be required to present detailed plans for Koala offsets for public 

scrutiny. 

 While it is consistent with current legislation, the fact that the proponent, like others in the Galilee Basin, 

could compensate for the loss of species through ‗indirect‘ offsets would result in a substantial loss of 

habitat. Indirect offsets are thus inconsistent with the Queensland Government‘s broader goal of 

biodiversity conservation across the state, and are also inconsistent with public expectations.  

Recommendation - 21.Q 

N/A 

Response - 21.Q 

The Koala was recently listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and has been considered as an MNES species 

for the purposes of the Supplementary MNES Report (Appendix Q of the SEIS). Based on field survey results, 

vegetation mapping and consideration of the Koala‘s habitat requirements modelling of potential habitat for this 

species within the Project area has been prepared.  The habitat mapping indicates that approximately 620 ha of 

high value habitat for the Koala will be impacted by the Project.  This area of habitat is proposed to be offset as 

outlined in the Biodiversity Offset Strategy (Appendix P of the SEIS). Offsets to be provided for the Koala will be 

direct, land based offsets that will provide habitat for the species. This area of Koala habitat will also be 

enhanced through active land management and legally secured. 
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In addition to offset provision, a range of mitigation measures are proposed to minimise impacts on Koalas within 

the Project area including: 

 Clearing of riparian vegetation which included high value habitat for the species will be avoided as far as 

practicable.  

 Where clearing of vegetation will occur, it will be undertaken in a sequential manner, particularly in 

riparian areas which included significant areas of high value habitat for this species. This will enable 

fauna species and Koalas to move through the site, to enable animals to move to avoid injury (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix T1) 

 Fauna spotter-catchers will be used prior to, and during vegetation clearing to ensure Koalas and other 

fauna species are identified and measures put in place to minimise impacts. Where a koala is recorded 

in a tree, it will not be cleared until it has moved of its own volition.  

 Rehabilitation plans will include preferred koala feed tree species in areas away from major traffic routes 

within high value habitat (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1). 

 Investigation of appropriate fauna movement control devices to minimise the potential for collision.  It 

may be appropriate to combine exclusion fencing with increased lighting at likely crossing points and 

signage to promote awareness of Koala crossings and redirect them to safer crossing locations. 

 Monitoring of fauna collision rates to identify high mortality areas, with a view to incorporating additional 

protective measures where appropriate. 

2.21.8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change 

Comment - 21.R 

The prospect of rising coal exports from Australia is increasingly at odds with Australian expectations and 

national efforts to address climate change. While the proponents of the proposed new mega mines in the Galilee 

Basin may well state their energy conservation and GHG management plans (eg p. 20, Appendix X), these 

efforts will in effect be only fiddling with the margins of the total contribution that they will make to global carbon 

emissions. This is because scope 1 and 2 emissions make up only about 5% of the total contribution when the 

end-use emissions are also accounted for as part of a scope 3 analysis. The issue of scope 3 accounting is 

increasingly discussed in academic literature and it is relevant to point out that a number of recent EISs for coal 

mines in Queensland have considered scope 3 emissions as part of their EIS reporting. These include BHP‘s 

Caval Ridge Mine, BHP‘s Daunia Mine, Xstrata‘s Wondoan Coal Mine, and New Hope‘s New Acland Coal Mine 

stage 3 expansions. 

Undertaking a scope 3 emissions analysis is the only way to account for the total life-cycle impact from the mine. 

The examples of asbestos and uranium are other mined products where the end-use is taken seriously, and this 

rationale needs to also be extended to coal.  

Recommendation - 21.R 

The proponent should be required to account for scope 3 emissions, and frame the figures in the context of the 

global carbon budget for there to be a reasonable chance of keeping the global climate to within 2 degrees of 

warming.  
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Response - 21.R 

The EIS and SEIS concern the environmental impacts of the activities that are being applied for, which excludes 

the burning of product coal by its end user.  Emissions from the burning of coal (Scope 3) are not attributed to 

the Project under internationally accepted carbon accounting principles and are outside the scope of the Terms 

of Reference (TOR). This principle has recently been confirmed in the Queensland Land Court (Xstrata Coal 

Queensland v. Friends of the Earth).   

The direct emissions from the Project (Scope 1) and indirect emissions from the purchase of electricity (Scope 2) 

are outlined in Volume 1, Section 14 of the EIS.  Scope 1 and 2 emissions from the Project are considered to be 

negligible in the context of global emissions and would have no significant impact on climate change. 

2.21.9. General EIS  

Comment - 21.S 

Having spent most of my spare time over the last several months responding to Galilee Basin coal mine EISs, I 

am in a reasonable position to point out that it is unreasonable to expect the public to spend their spare time 

responding meaningfully to voluminous EIS documents associated with new developments. It would seem that 

the current assessment process is seriously flawed and it is quite simply impossible for interested and concerned 

Australian citizens to keep up with the pace of new EISs and to be involved with these nationally significant 

issues. I appreciate that this is a much broader problem than the current EIS under assessment, but I believe the 

point should be made and needs to be taken seriously nonetheless.  

Recommendation - 21.S 

N/A 

Response - 21.S 

Noted. 

  



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 239-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

 Private Submitter 22 2.22.

2.22.1. Executive Summary 

Comment - 22.A 

Section 0.11.9 MNES 

The report describes the mapping of high value potential habitat and extent of direct and indirect impacts.  

Recommendation - 22.A 

It should also mention what the maps are about, i.e., which EPBC species habitat was mapped within and 

around the mine site.  

Response - 22.A 

A refined assessment of MNES has been prepared which lists those MNES that are ‗known‘ or ‗likely‘ to occur in 

the Kevin‘s Corner Project area. These MNES are then the subject of further analysis and mapping in the 

Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). The Supplementary MNES Report includes a 

justification for this revised list of MNES and their likelihood of occurrence. Justification is also provided for those 

species that have not been included which are considered as ‗unlikely‘ to be present within the Project area. The 

methodology used to determine species and their likelihood of occurrence included the following methodology: 

 Known to occur – this includes those species or communities which have been recorded on site; 

 Likely to occur – this includes species or communities previously recorded in the vicinity of the site and 

which have suitable habitat features available on site that may support that species/community; 

 Potentially occurring – this includes those species where known habitats or RE associations are present 

on site but where there are no known records in the area; and 

 Unlikely to occur – this includes those species for which the site offers only limited potential habitat and 

which due to broader habitat requirements and likely distribution are considered unlikely to be present. 

Detailed below are the data sources used to identify the MNES flora and fauna species and communities for the 

above assessment: 

 Kevin‘s Corner Project EIS prepared for Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd (URS, 2011) 

 Alpha Coal Project EIS prepared for Hancock Coal Pty Ltd (URS, 2010) 

 Alpha Coal Project Bridging Report Prepared for Hancock Coal Pty Ltd (URS, 2012) 

 Waratah Coal Galilee Coal Project EIS (2011) 

 SEWPaC - EPBC Act Protected Matters Report  

 SEWPaC –species profile and threats database (SPRAT) 

 SEWPAC – Threatened Species Scientific Committee listing advice  

 Matters of National Environmental Significance Significant impact guidelines 1.1 Environment Protection 

and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (SEWPaC, 2009) 
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 EPBC Act policy statement 3.13 Significant impact guidelines for the endangered black-throated finch 

(southern) (SEWPaC, 2009) 

 EPBC Act policy statement 3.21 Significant impact guidelines for 36 migratory shorebird species 

(SEWPaC, 2009) 

 Draft Referral guidelines for the nationally listed Brigalow Belt reptiles (SEWPaC, 2011) 

 Cudmore (Limited Depth) National Park – species list – Wildlife on line records 

 Cudmore Resources Reserve - Wildlife on line records 

 DERM regional ecosystem mapping 

 DERM Wildlife Online - Extract Date 28/02/2012 

 DERM Essential Habitat mapping 

 DERM Biodiversity Assessment and Mapping Methodology (DERM, 2002)  

 Burdekin Natural Resource Management Region Back on Track Actions for Biodiversity (DERM, 2010) 

 QLD Museum records for locality  

 QLD Herbarium records for the locality. 

Habitat mapping has then been prepared for each MNES species that is ‗known‘ or ‗likely‘ to occur within and 

around the mine site. Mapping for each MNES has been prepared based on criteria including known RE 

associations, known records and essential habitat requirements. Additional field surveys were undertaken in 

August 2012 to verify broad vegetation groups and fauna habitats within the Project area in addition to targeted 

searches for individual species. These habitat requirements vary between species and include factors such as 

proximity to water, soil types, etc.  

The extent of areas that are predicted to be subject to impacts (including open-cut pits, roads, subsidence etc) 

were overlain with identified areas of high value potential habitat and the potential impact on each MNES 

determined. The following table (Table 2-12) identifies those species identified as known or likely to occur which 

have been mapped as part of the MNES assessment. Offset habitat is to be provided for these species in 

accordance with the Biodiversity Offset Strategy (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix P) as outlined in Table 2-12 

however other species, including those identified as having limited potential to occur within the Project area will 

benefit from offsets provided 

Table 2-12 MNES within the Project area to be offset. 

MNES Common Name EPBC Status Occurrence Offset Area (ha) 

Known to occur 

Geophaps scripta scripta Squatter pigeon – southern Vulnerable Known 0 

Phascolarctos cinereus Koala  Vulnerable Known 620 

Ardea modesta Eastern great egret Migratory Known 0 

Merops ornatus Rainbow bee-eater Migratory Known 0 

Likely to occur 

Ardea ibis  Cattle egret Migratory Likely  0 

Apus pacificus Fork-tailed swift  Migratory Likely  0 

Denisonia maculata Ornamental snake Vulnerable Likely  602 
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MNES Common Name EPBC Status Occurrence Offset Area (ha) 

Egernia rugosa Yakka skink Vulnerable Likely  1410 

Erythrotriorchis radiatus Red goshawk Vulnerable Likely  917 

Paradelma orientalis Brigalow scaly-foot Vulnerable Likely 1410 

Poephila cincta cincta Black-throated finch Vulnerable Potential 730 

Comment - 22.B 

Section 0.11.11 Groundwater 

Mentions impacts on groundwater potentially occurring up to 10 km away, but there is no discussion on how 

vegetation will also be affected from changes to hydrology (i.e., if no impacts then this needs to be explained). It 

may not need to be described at this point, but it should be located somewhere logical in the document and so 

far I have found no evidence that it is.  

Recommendation - 22.B 

N/A 

Response - 22.B 

Groundwater surface water interaction has been assessed. Additional monitoring bores have been constructed; 

and additional groundwater level data and predictive groundwater modelling have been used to reassess this 

potential impact.  

Based on the hydrogeological data compiled during and post – EIS, the groundwater regime was conceptualised 

(SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 6). The groundwater is conceptualised (based on drilling and site-specific 

monitoring data) to comprise confined aquifers with associated potentiometric pressures (confined above by thick 

clay-rich Tertiary laterite) and overlying perched unconfined isolated groundwater table(s). There is little or no 

evidence of hydraulic linkage between these two groundwater resources (Alpha Coal Test Pit observations and 

nested bores along Sandy Creek). 

The direct and indirect impacts of mine dewatering on the vegetation communities were evaluated based on 

predicted drawdown within the confined aquifers. This was done as there is the (limited) potential for induced 

flow from the isolated (non-continuous) perched water down into the depressurised deeper confined aquifers. 

These perched water tables are regularly recharged through rain and flood events and not reliant on upward 

groundwater movement. A risk assessment of water level changes, induced through mining, was compiled. Little 

or no risk to surface vegetation, outside of mining voids, is recognised. 

A risk evaluation indicates that the riparian woodlands within Kevin‘s Corner could be either opportunistically 

dependent on regional groundwater, or without apparent dependence on regional groundwater. These riparian 

woodlands are at low risk to perched water table alterations as a result of induced downward groundwater 

movement. 
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On the outcrops and valley slopes there exists non-remnant grassland and large patches of open woodland of 

various native species and some Weeping Bottlebrush heath. These vegetation communities are situated at least 

25 m above the regional groundwater system and are therefore considered at ‗negligible risk‘ or ‗very low risk‘ to 

drawdown impacts. 

However, it is anticipated that there will be some direct impacts to the perched water table(s) due to direct 

drainage into the two proposed open-cut pits at Kevin‘s Corner. It has been predicted that there will be a 10 to 

100 m zone of influence directly around these mine voids. 

The outcomes of the Groundwater Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L) and the Revised Surface Water 

Hydraulics Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix K) have been incorporated into modelling undertaken as part of 

the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) to provide an accurate analysis of impacts on 

high value habitat of MNES species. This information has been used when refining the list of species or 

communities that may be dependent on groundwater including the Community of native species dependent on 

natural discharge of groundwater from the Great Artesian Basin TEC which will not be impacted. 

Comment - 22.C 

Section 0.11.12 Air Quality 

Dust emissions will exceed receptors, as mentioned above with groundwater impacts this also needs to be 

described and explained in more detail with regard to fauna and flora at the site, possibly a map showing where 

the dust will be an issue.  

Recommendation - 22.C 

N/A 

Response - 22.C 

The scope of the air quality assessment is to assess dust deposition against the monthly dust deposition rate of 

Queensland DEHP with a view to protecting residential amenity by preventing nuisance. The impact of deposited 

dust on ecology, including flora and fauna, is outside the scope of the DEHP objective and there are currently no 

deposited dust goals or standards defined for the protection of flora and fauna. However, research on dust 

impacts on vegetation for the Curragh North project (Doley, (2003) Effects of mineral dusts on vegetation a 

review of literature and model calculations), indicates that a precautionary threshold of 500mg/m2/day would be 

sufficient to protect flora and fauna.  

With reference to the prediction of deposited dust at sensitive receptors in Volume 2, Appendix G Section 4.1.4 

(Table 4-6) of the SEIS, dust deposition at the nearest sensitive receptor to the Project (Forrester Homestead) is 

predicted to be 54% (75.3mg/m2/day) of the DEHP guideline. Of this 54%, only 5% (7.3mg/m2/day) is attributable 

to the Kevin‘s Corner Coal Mine Project. At all other receptors assessed in the study, less than 1% of total dust 

deposition is predicted to be produced by the Kevin‘s Corner Project. The highest predicted dust deposition rate 

as a result of emissions from the Kevin‘s Corner Project at the sensitive receptors was predicted to be 

significantly below the 500 mg/m2/day threshold. 
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Additional information on the potential impacts of dust on vegetation and fauna habitats within the Project area is 

presented in the Supplementary MNES report in Volume 2, Appendix Q of this SEIS. 

2.22.2. Introduction 

Comment - 22.D 

Section 1.5.1 

Talks about the rail spur coming from the Alpha coal project not the other way around.  

Recommendation - 22.D 

Please clarify that the rail spur is either part of this project or Alpha, because I thought it was being assessed as 

part of the Kevin's Corner project. If it is a part of the Alpha Coal Project perhaps a description of where the 

boundaries occur between the projects should be included with a map.  

Response - 22.D 

The access road and rail spur is part of the Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project. The SEIS and Supplementary MNES 

Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) and the Off Lease Assessment Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix I) 

clarify each of the Project components and their location. The refined rail spur alignment outside of MLA 70425 is 

presented in Figure 1-1 and consists of a rail section (outside of the MLA) of approximately 5.6 km in length. This 

is the same alignment as presented in the EIS with the exception of a 2 km length of line to the south to align 

with the Alpha to Abbot Point Rail Line. The Supplementary MNES Report includes an attachment that deals 

specifically with the ecology survey of the rail spur and access road, the identified environmental values and 

potential impacts. 

Comment - 22.E 

Section 1.7.7.9 Associated Buildings 

What is the area of occupancy of these buildings? Is it included in the total area?  

Recommendation - 22.E 

N/A 

Response - 22.E 

The associated buildings (i.e. airport, accommodation, CHPP, & offices) that will form part of the Kevin‘s Corner 

Coal Project were included as part of the original high level assessment that was undertaken as part of the EIS 

to determine the disturbance area of the Project. Figures identifying the area of high value habitat for each 

MNES are provided in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). 
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2.22.3. Terrestrial Ecology  

Comment - 22.F 

Section 9.2.1.1 EEC's 

Bluegrass was identified in the transport corridor to the east of the site (Alpha Coal Project?). Poplar Box Open 

Woodland is identified in the transport corridor. NO other EEC's were found on the project site.  

Recommendation - 22.F 

N/A 

Response - 22.F 

Field survey carried out in August 2012 (refer to SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix Q), confirmed the occurrence of RE 

11.8.11 (Dichanthium sericeum grassland on Cainozoic igneous rocks).  This RE can form part of the Natural 

Grasslands of the Queensland Central Highlands and Northern Fitzroy Basin TEC. The listing advice for the 

Natural Grasslands of the Queensland Central Highlands and Northern Fitzroy Basin TEC defines the ecological 

community as occurring within six subregions of the Brigalow Belt North bioregion as follows: 

 BBN 6 Northern Bowen Basin  

 BBN 9 Anakie Inlier  

 BBN 10 Basalt Downs  

  BBN 11 Isaac-Comet Downs  

 BBN 12 Nebo-Connors Range  

 BBN 13 South Drummond Basin. 

The Project area is located in a subregion which is not listed and it has been determined that this RE does not 

constitute a TEC. Advice received from SEWPaC responsible officer (pers coms. 12 September 2012) confirmed 

this assessment of the TEC against occurrence within subregions.  

Areas mapped as RE 11.3.1 (Brigalow TEC) were also ground-truthed during the survey and revealed to be a 

mixed polygon of REs 11.8.4/11.8.11.  Searches of the surrounding area found no Brigalow (Acacia harpophylla) 

to be present.  This TEC was not found in the Project Area. 

Comment - 22.G 

Section 9.2.1.4 Species 

Regent Honeyeater, Collared Delma, Star Finch, Brigalow Scaly Foot, Squatter Pigeon, Julia Creek Dunnart. No 

mention of the Black Throated Finch. Doesn‘t mention Red Goshawk although suitable habitat has been mapped 

on the mine site, and the mine is about 10km from a confirmed record. Ornamental snake habitat will also be 

affected.  
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Recommendation - 22.G 

N/A 

Response - 22.G 

A revised list of MNES species and TECs has been prepared. This revised list of species is drawn from a range 

of data sources including the Kevin‘s Corner EIS, assessments prepared for nearby projects including the Alpha 

coal mine and Waratah Galilee project as well as state and federal documentation (state government records, 

Qld Museum, Back on Track plans, draft distribution modelling, etc.).  More detail is provided in response 22A. 

The likelihood of the fauna species identified in the Protected Matters Search Tool as occurring within the Project 

area has been considered however some were discounted due to geographical boundaries of known ranges or 

specific habitat requirements which are not available on site. Flora and fauna surveys undertaken by AARC 

included ground-truthing regional ecosystems. Additional survey was undertaken by AMEC in August 2012 which 

included targeted surveys for Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated finch) and Erythrotriorchis radiatus (red 

goshawk). Broad vegetation group analysis and fauna microhabitat assessment was also undertaken to enable a 

refinement of habitat modelling for all other MNES and NC Act listed species. It should be noted that neither of 

these species were recorded during survey and it is considered that the Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated 

finch) has limited potential to occur within the Project area. Notwithstanding this, areas of potential habitat for this 

species have been identified and appropriate mitigation measures recommended in the Supplementary MNES 

Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). 

As a result the revised list of REs and mapped distribution has assisted in determining potential fauna habitat on 

site. The supplementary MNES report includes a justification for this revised list of MNES and their likelihood of 

occurrence. Justification is also provided for those species that have not been included which are considered as 

having limited potential to occur or as being ‗unlikely‘ to be present within the Project area.  Habitat mapping has 

been prepared for each MNES species that is ‗known‘ or ‗likely‘ to occur within and around the mine site. 

Mapping of high value habitat for each MNES has been prepared based on criteria such as known RE 

associations, known records and essential habitat requirements. These habitat requirements vary between 

species and include factors such as proximity to water, soil types, etc. Refer to Attachment 1 of the 

Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) for a description of the habitat mapping criteria 

used and maps prepared.  

The extent of areas that are predicted to be subject to impacts (including open-cut pits, roads, subsidence etc) 

has been overlain with these areas of potential habitat and the potential impact on each MNES determined. 

HGPL will also be undertaking ecological equivalence surveys within those areas of mapped MNES habitat 

estimated to incur impacts from the Project.  These surveys will document the ecological condition and values of 

these areas that will then support the identification of suitable offset sites. These surveys will be undertaken in 

accordance with the Queensland Government Ecological Equivalence Guidelines, 2011. 
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Table 2-13 MNES known or likely to occur within the Project area 

MNES Common Name EPBC Status Occurrence 

Known to occur 

Geophaps scripta scripta Squatter pigeon – southern Vulnerable Known 

Phascolarctos cinereus Koala  Vulnerable Known 

Ardea modesta Eastern great egret Migratory Known 

Merops ornatus Rainbow bee-eater Migratory Known 

Likely to occur 

Denisonia maculate Ornamental snake Vulnerable Likely  

Egernia rugosa Yakka skink Vulnerable Likely  

Erythrotriorchis radiatus Red goshawk Vulnerable Likely  

Paradelma orientalis Brigalow scaly-foot Vulnerable Likely 

Apus pacificus Fork-tailed swift  Migratory Likely  

Ardea ibis  Cattle egret Migratory Likely  

Comment - 22.H 

Community 13 - White Cypress Pine Woodland (11.5.5b) 

Doesn't specify - need to provide an amount in hectares or explain why you can't. Subsidence is a concern need 

to understand the scale of impact.  

Recommendation - 22.H 

N/A 

Response - 22.H 

Given the location of the area of vegetation identified as 11.5.5b within the Desert Uplands Bioregion it is likely 

that it is incorrectly labelled in the EIS. It is most likely 10.5.5b as it adjoins and area of 10.5.5a. Approximately 3 

ha of this RE were recorded on the western boundary of the Project area. The RE does not form part of any TEC 

and did not contain any threatened flora species when surveyed by AARC. Table 6.3 of the Supplementary 

MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) demonstrates that this RE does not form part of any known RE 

association for any MNES species.  The Interim Subsidence Management Plan (ISMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix N) identifies those areas likely to be affected by subsidence impacts including cracking and ponding. 

This RE is not in an area predicted to be impacted by subsidence. 

Comment - 22.I 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 247-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Community 21 - Lancewood Woodland (10.10.1b) Surface disturbance is about 115ha, and unspecified occurs 

over the underground mine area. Subsidence is a concern need to understand the scale of impact.  

Recommendation - 22.I 

N/A 

Response - 22.I 

Approximately 115 ha of this RE were recorded on the western boundary of the Project area. The RE does not 

form part of any TEC and did not contain any threatened flora species. Table 6.3 of the Supplementary MNES 

Report (Appendix Q) indicates that this RE is known to provide suitable habitat for MNES.  In particular, Egernia 

rugosa (Yakka skink) may utilise this RE when combined with suitable habitat features and high value potential 

habitat for this species was identified in the western portion of the Project area. The ISMP (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix N) identifies those areas likely to be affected by subsidence impacts including cracking and ponding. 

This RE is not in an area predicted to be impacted by subsidence and it is considered that there will be no 

impacts on the habitat provided in the area.  

Comment - 22.J 

Community 23 - Rustjacket open woodland (10.10.4) 

No planned surface disturbance, however an unspecified amount occurs over the underground mine area. 

Subsidence is a concern need to understand the scale of impact.  

Recommendation - 22.J 

N/A 

Response - 22.J 

Approximately 296 ha of this RE were identified on the western boundary of the Project area. The RE does not 

form part of any TEC and did not contain any threatened flora species. Table 6.3 of the Supplementary MNES 

Report (Appendix Q) indicates that this RE is known to provide suitable habitat for MNES.  In particular, this RE 

is known to provide suitable habitat for Egernia rugosa (yakka skink), Paradelma orientalis (brigalow scaly foot) 

and Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated finch) when combined with suitable microhabitat features.  The ISMP 

identifies those areas likely to be affected by subsidence impacts including cracking and ponding and this RE is 

not in an area predicted to be impacted by subsidence.  

Comment - 22.K 

Section 9.3.2 Impacts and Mitigation 

Did not mention subsidence as a potential impact. All other impacts are touched on lightly.  



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 248-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Recommendation - 22.K 

N/A 

Response - 22.K 

The Interim Subsidence Management Plan (ISMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix N) provides details of the site 

catchments and watercourses that are impacted by subsidence. Mitigation measures and management 

strategies are also presented in the ISMP. The document ―Watercourse Subsidence – Central Queensland 

Mining Industry‖ has been a key referral document in the preparation of this plan.   

The methodology for remediating cracking and other potentially negative impacts caused by subsidence of the 

surface by underground mining will be determined through an active monitoring program. The ISMP outlines a 

number of methods that will be considered in managing the cracking impacts and the timing of intervention. The 

Plan currently indicates that the cracks will be remediated following three storm events if they are not self sealed 

by this time.  

The impacts of subsidence on MNES are discussed in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix Q). 

Comment - 22.L 

Table 9-25 

Identifies total subsidence areas as 19,509.9ha across all 25 vegetation communities.  

Recommendation - 22.L 

N/A 

Response - 22.L 

The Interim Subsidence Management Plan (ISMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix N) identified those areas likely to 

be impacted by subsidence including those areas affected by mitigation measures intended to minimise impacts 

(such as ripping surface cracks). The revised modelling of impact areas determined that the area of remnant 

vegetation potentially impacted by subsidence is estimated to be 2,971 ha. A further 885.1 ha of non-remnant 

vegetation (improved pasture) is predicted to be impacted. 

An explanation of the methodology which was adopted to calculate the area of vegetation potentially impacted by 

subsidence is provided in Section 10 of Appendix N.   The area of vegetation affected was calculated using GIS 

overlays for the following impacts: 

 Surface Movement and Tension Cracking creating cracks greater than 100mm; 

 Areas with any potential to pond water for more than three weeks; 

 Changes in surface flow patterns resulting in increased erosion rates above ACARP guidelines; 
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 Vegetation clearance required to mitigate cracking, ponding and increased erosion 

Comment - 22.M 

Section .9.3.2.4 Mitigation Measures 

Does not include staging the development as a means of managing habitat. Overburden areas will be managed 

for revegetation trials, fencing of some riparian vegetation, recreate landforms to resemble the original local 

topography. Flora species included in rehab will be chosen to resemble pre-mine condition of vegetation 

communities. Exotic species used where they can be controlled is not reassuring. What types of exotic species? 

How will they be used in conjunction with native species?  

Recommendation - 22.M 

N/A 

Response - 22.M 

The staging plan for mine development (detailed in the Supplementary MNES Report SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

Q) indicates that clearing will be staged over 30 years starting with the opencut pits and infrastructure areas 

progressing to underground longwall panels which will be mined from east to west. The mining sequence 

overview plan (provided in the SEIS) indicates the progression of underground works in five year stages. 

Clearing of riparian vegetation will be carried out in a staged manner to enable fauna to relocate as works occur. 

Rehabilitation will also occur progressively as areas that are no longer being actively mined are rehabilitated. 

The majority of the Project mine component is underground in nature and is expected to have minimal impact on 

surface ecological values. (refer to the Supplementary MNES Report; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q and 

Biodiversity Offsets Strategy; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix P). Surface impacts are constrained by the location of 

the open-cut resource and the need to locate infrastructure and access in proximity to the mines and the 

proposed rail line. 

The Rehabilitation Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.09) outlines rehabilitation measures and 

monitoring proposed across the Project area. The list of potential species for use for revegetation for the three 

main land types, namely woodlands, grasslands and riparian zones is presented in Table 2-14. The potential 

species for use during rehabilitation are based on the species identified within these areas during the pre-mining 

ecological assessment and the species that are considered appropriate for rehabilitation.  

Species Selection 

Plant selection for areas to be rehabilitated to pre-existing conditions will focus on those native species that will 

successfully establish on the available growth medium, bind the soil and will result in a variety of structure and 

food/habitat resources. Native species will be established through direct seeding or planting of tube 

stock/nursery-raised stock from local propagules. Seed will be collected locally where possible to ensure it is 

adapted to environmental conditions in the area. 
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Prior to application, some of the tree seed will be pre-treated (i.e. inoculated and scarified) in order to break 

dormancy restrictions to promote earlier germination, develop more robust seedlings, wider and more uniform 

germination and increased germination rates. 

Native tree and shrub establishment on-site will be dominated by the direct seeding method, currently being used 

at the majority of coal mines located to the east of the Galilee Basin. Revegetation will be achieved by using 

species from the local plant communities that were identified during the flora assessment undertaken in 2010 

(see Volume 1, Section 9),.  

The following table (Table 2-14) provides an indication of the species likely to be used for revegetation of the 

disturbance areas within the Project area.  The species likely to be used for revegetation has been provided for 

each of the predominant pre-mining land uses, including woodlands, grasslands and riparian zones.  

Table 2-14 Species to be used for rehabilitation throughout the life of the Kevin’s Corner Coal Project (Mine) 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Woodlands 

Acacia cambagei gidgee 

Acacia coriacea subsp sericophylla desert oak 

Acacia excelsa ironwood 

Acacia harpophylla brigalow 

Acacia holosericea soap bush 

Acacia lazaridis Lazarides wattle 

Acacia oswaldii milijee 

Acacia salicina sally wattle 

Acacia shirleyi lancewood 

Aeschynomene indica budda pea 

Alphitonia excelsa red ash 

Aristida bigandulosa dark wiregrass 

Aristida sp. wiregrass 

Atalaya hemiglauca whitewood 

Bothriochloa ewartiana desert bluegrass 

Brachychiton populneus kurrajong 

Chloris divaricata slender chloris 

Chrysopogon fallax golden beard grass 

Corymbia dallachiana Dallachy's gum 

Corymbia setosa rough-leaved bloodwood 

Dactyloctenium radulans button grass 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Dichanthium sericeum subsp sericeum bluegrass 

Digitaria brownii cotton panic grass 

Dodonaea lanceolata var. lanceolata hopbush 

Enchylaena tomentosa ruby saltbush 

Eragrostis sp. lovegrass 

Eremophila latrobei crimson turkey bush 

Eremophila mitchellii false sandalwood 

Erythrina vespertilio bat's wing coral tree 

Eucalyptus brownii Reid river box 

Eucalyptus camaldulensis river red gum 

Eucalyptus cambageana Dawson gum 

Eucalyptus coolabah coolabah 

Eucalyptus melanophloia silver-leaved ironbark 

Eucalyptus populnea poplar box 

Eucalyptus tessellaris Moreton Bay ash 

Eucalyptus thozetiana Thozet's box 

Lysiphyllum carronii red bauhinia 

Melaleuca tamariscina weeping bottlebrush 

Panicum decompsitum native millet 

Paspalidium caespitosum brigalow grass 

Setaria surgens annual pigeon grass 

Themeda triandra kangaroo grass 

Grasslands 

Astrebla elymoides hoop mitchell grass 

Astrebla pectinata barley mitchell grass 

Astrebla squarrosa bull mitchell grass 

Dichanthium sericeum subsp sericeum bluegrass 

Panicum decompositum native millet 

Sporobolus caroli fairy grass 

Themeda triandra kangaroo grass 

Riparian Zones 

Aristida inaequiglumis feathertop three-awn 

Aristida latifolia feather top wiregrass 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Atalaya hemiglauca whitewood 

Brachychiton populneus kurrajong 

Chloris divaricata slender chloris 

Corymbia dallachiana Dallachy's gum 

Enchylaena tomentosa ruby saltbush 

Eragrostis elongata clustered lovegrass 

Eragrostis lacunaria purple lovegrass 

Eragrostis parviflora weeping lovegrass 

Eucalyptus camaldulensis river red gum 

Eucalyptus cambageana Dawson gum 

Eucalyptus coolabah coolabah 

Eucalyptus melanophloia silver-leaved ironbark 

Eucalyptus tessellaris Moreton Bay ash 

Heteropogon contortus black speargrass 

Lysiphyllum carronii red bauhinia 

Paspalidium caespitosum brigalow grass 

Sporobolus caroli fairy grass 

Themeda triandra kangaroo grass 

Steep Slopes / High Erosion 

Brachyachne convergens native couch/spider grass 

Chloris pectinata comb chloris 

Iseilema vaginiflorum red flinders grass 

A combination of native pasture species and non-invasive cover crop (e.g. millet, oats or barley) may be used on 

the disturbance areas to ensure the quick establishment of a continuous groundcover, thereby reducing the risk 

of erosion. Legumes may also be selected to assist in the supply of bio-available nitrogen to the soil. If the use of 

native grasses and/or legumes is deemed necessary for erosion control in the bushland areas, native pasture 

seed and fertiliser will be applied at a lower rate than for pasture outcomes to reduce competition with tree seed 

and/or seedlings. 

Native pasture species (warm season perennial, cool season perennial, yearlong green perennial and annual) 

will be sown on pasture areas requiring rehabilitation. If steep slopes are present and it is not practicable to 

re-shape the area and/or there is a high risk if erosion, native stoloniferous grass species (e.g. Brachyachne 

convergens (native couch/spider grass), Chloris pectinata (comb chloris) and Iseilema vaginiflorum (red flinders 

grass)) will be sown as their growth provides more extensive coverage in a shorter time. If rehabilitation using 

native species is unsuccessful, discussions will be held with DEHP regarding implementation of conditions for the 
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use of introduced species, including buffer zones, as outlined in Volume 1, Section 26 of the EIS and in the 

Environmental Management Plan, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8.6  of this SEIS. 

Aerial sowing and ground broadcasting will be conducted for both tree and pasture seed as the preferred sowing 

methods and grazing will be restricted whilst the vegetation is establishing. 

All revegetated areas will be monitored to ensure long-term groundcover establishment and success. 

Revegetation techniques will be continually developed and refined over the life of mine through an ongoing 

process of monitoring at the site and recognition of other industry experiences. 

Comment - 22.N 

Section 9.3.2.7 Rehabilitation 

Following stabilisation of the site - see s.26.4.4 (for timetable). Areas will be rehabilitated to pasture per existing 

land use - concerned that this may include areas that were also previously treed. Need to see a plan for 

rehabilitation and map of potential locations, plus context for remaining vegetation and infrastructure.  

Recommendation - 22.N 

N/A 

Response - 22.N 

A high level final rehabilitated land use plan is presented in the SEIS, Environmental Management Plan Volume 

2, Appendix T1 (Figure 2-13 below). This plan and the rehabilitation measures in the EM Plan has been 

incorporated into a Rehabilitation Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, T4.09). The entire Project area has 

historically been used for agriculture, typically low density cattle grazing, and there are significant areas of 

cleared grazing land, and selectively cleared forest.  Rehabilitation of areas will be driven by a combination of 

factors including the previous land use, soil condition, slope angle etc. For example where the area was 

previously cleared and contained a mix of exotic pasture grasses, this will be rehabilitated to a stable landform 

and replanted with appropriate pasture grass species for grazing purposes. Predominantly where an area was 

forested it will be rehabilitated as a native forest using a mix of native species reflective of that regional 

ecosystem that previously occurred. However there will be some circumstances depending on the final landform 

which will be primarily driven by the mining related activity (ie overburden stockpile, final void from open-cut pits) 

it may or may not be possible to replace previously treed areas in the same location they were prior to 

disturbance. It may also be advantageous to place treed areas in new locations to aid in the connection of habitat 

areas for the site and region. Specific locational information and details relating to species, densities, 

management and monitoring have been provided in the Rehabilitation Mangament Plan (SEIS, volume 2, 

Appendix T4.09) which will be finalised as a condition of the site‘s Environmental Authority. 
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Comment - 22.O 

Section 9.3.2.8 Offsets 

Vague  

Recommendation - 22.O 

N/A 

Response - 22.O 

A more detailed Biodiversity Offset Strategy has been prepared and forms part of the SEIS. The Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy includes details such as: 

a. MNES that are known or likely to occur in the project area 

b. Estimated extent of residual impact to each MNES 

c. Potential Subsidence impacts 

d. Approach to offsetting direct impacts 

e. Approach to subsidence (Mitigation and monitoring of subsidence impacts)  

f. Offset delivery and objectives to be achieved 

g. Offset availability and mapping 

h. Timing for delivery of offsets 

i. Security of offsets 

Comment - 22.P 

Section 9.4.2 Summary of Environmental Values 

Mentions suitable habitat for listed species, but provides no discussion of how much habitat is available and how 

much will be removed. Discussion is very broad and not directed at any on particular species.  

Recommendation - 22.P 

N/A 

Response - 22.P 

Section 9.4.2 is a summary of preceding information. Section 9.4.3 provides significant detail on the listed 

species and potential impacts and mitigation measures. Additional assessment MNES is included in Volume 2, 

Appendix Q of this SEIS. 
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2.22.4. Surface Water  

Comment - 22.Q 

Section 11.4.9 

Figure 11-22 doesn't really make sense  

Recommendation - 22.Q 

N/A 

Response - 22.Q 

Figure 11-22 from Volume 1, Section 11 of the EIS shows the final indicative landform using a 10 m colour 

contour plot. Figure 3-2 of the Rehabilitation Mangament Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.09) provides 

further clarity regarding the rehabilitated areas and the final landform. 

Comment - 22.R 

Section 11.4.10.1 

Mitigation of surface ponding will be done progressively to establish free drainage - where practicable (what does 

this mean, too vague) Channels will be dug - how? How much vegetation will be removed in the process?  

Recommendation - 22.R 

N/A 

Response - 22.R 

An Interim Subsidence Management Plan (ISMP) has been prepared as part of the SEIS (Volume 2, Appendix 

N) which provides further detail on the predicted occurrence and management options for surface ponding. A key 

consideration when determining the most appropriate mitigation method will be what is the potential ponding 

impacting (including vegetation and habitat) and at what stage shall mitigation measures be implemented.  

Through the life of the mine, subsidence monitoring detailed in the ISMP (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix N) will 

occur. The most appropriate mitigation measures will then be applied on a case by case basis to areas of 

potential ponding, cracking and erosion. One of the mitigation measures available for ponding is the profiling of 

the impacted streams to remove the pillar zone between the panels (high areas between the subsided longwall 

blocks). The implementation of this control measure will be weighed up against the resultant disturbance area 

required to implement this measure (vegetation clearance and earthworks) and the impact on erosion potential 

and changes in stream geomorphology. As part of the ISMP and the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix Q) estimations of the impact from such mitigation works have been made. 
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The predicted amount of vegetation to be removed for subsidence mitigation works is provided in Table 10-4 of 

Appendix N of the SEIS. The total area of vegetation to be cleared for subsidence mitigation works is 24.8 ha 

over the life of the mine.  This area has been considered in the calculation of the offset liability for the project. 

Comment - 22.S 

Section 11.4.10.2 

Surface cracks are expected to seal if less than 20mm, larger cracks will be deep ripped, in filled with clay. This 

will result in more vegetation loss. That needs to be included in potential impacts and described properly.  

Recommendation - 22.S 

N/A 

Response - 22.S 

An Interim Subsidence Management Plan has been prepared as part of the SEIS (Volume 2, Appendix N) which 

provides further detail on the predicted occurrence and management options for cracking. The Plan provides 

details on the location and anticipated size of cracks across the Project‘s subsidence area. In Section 10 of the 

Interim Subsidence Management Plan details are provided on the ecological values that are potentially going to 

be impacted by subsidence. Information relating to the impact on MNES as a result of subsidence is provided in 

the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) based on the predicted areas of cracking and 

the nature of mitigation measures proposed. The calculated area of impacted vegetation also incorporates the 

effects of mitigation measures that may be used to rectify the impacts including ripping of cracks for revegetation, 

or application of clays where appropriate.  

2.22.5. Decommissioning and Rehabilitation  

Comment - 22.T 

Section 26.3.7 

Subsidence across the site is expected to be between 1.95m and 2.93m. It is acknowledged that this has 

implications for surface water flow, the only discussion about remediation for subsidence is about to re-establish 

channels - there is nothing about management of large cracks etc. What will happen then? Volume 1, Section 11 

(Surface Water Report) No management identified if vegetation is affected.  

Recommendation - 22.T 

N/A 
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Response - 22.T.  

The management of subsidence on the site is one of the main rehabilitation aspects that will have to be 

addressed over the life of mine. Considering the importance of the successful management of this aspect, an 

ISMP has been drafted following the required DEHP guidelines and is presented in Volume 2, Appendix N of this 

SEIS. A summary of the techniques to be used to manage subsidence impacted areas, including cracking is as 

follows. 

Subsidence Affected Areas 

The three proposed underground longwall mines for the Kevin‘s Corner Project are referred to as the northern, 

central and southern underground areas. Subsidence modelling of each of these areas predicts the maximum 

slope in the final topography over the longwall panels after subsidence to be 400 mm/m, 260 mm/m and 320 

mm/m respectively. The maximum subsidence predicted for the northern underground is 1.95 m, with 2.93 m of 

subsidence predicted for the central and southern underground areas. These maximums are restricted to the 

areas of shallow cover within the eastern section of the proposed underground operations, which will be mined 

and rehabilitated early in the mining sequence. 

The main subsidence related impacts on the land will likely include cracking, surface water ponding and erosion. 

The final surface profile resulting from subsidence as a result of underground mining is expected to impede the 

flow regime of a number of ephemeral water courses on-site which may result in ponding after rainfall events. 

This is due to limited subsidence above the chain pillars and gate road sections of the underground.  

Remedial activities required during operations will include excavations through these areas to re-establish the 

channel. The monitoring and maintenance to ensure long term stability of these areas will be included in the 

ISMP. 

The EIS Surface Water Report (Volume 1 Section 11) and the SEIS Interim Subsidence Management Plan 

(Volume 2, Section N) provides additional information for the management of subsidence including details in the 

following areas: 

 Mitigation of surface ponding; 

 Mitigation of surface cracking; 

 Mitigation of subsidence impacts on natural channels; 

 Mitigation of subsidence impacts on the diversion channel; and 

 Mitigation of subsidence impacts on levees. 

Where surface cracks as a result of subsidence are small, it is not anticipated that intervention will be required, 

as these cracks tend to self-seal after a few rainfall events as fine sediments wash into, and seal up the cracks. 

Where cracks are large, or are not self-sealing, further remediation works will then be undertaken where required 

behind the advancing face of the longwall as soon as practical post-subsidence. Inspections will be conducted 

over subsided areas in order to identify these locations.  Remedial works will include the ripping and seeding of 

subsidence areas. If the cracks are too wide, clay will be imported to fill the cracks and the area will be spread 

with topsoil and seeded.  
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The likelihood of other surface expressions (e.g. sink holes) requiring significant management and/or 

rehabilitation as a result of mining related subsidence is minimised due to the plasticity of the underlying 

materials. Therefore, it is anticipated that only minor remedial works will be required for the management of 

subsidence related impacts. 

Rehabilitation of riparian banks and floodplains (following diversion or subsidence) will include riparian species 

as discussed in the EM Plan. There will also be an increased focus on habitat creation around watercourse 

diversions and riverine areas impacted by subsidence. This includes, but is not limited to; the reinstatement of 

sandy substrate and placement of logs and large woody debris as in-stream habitat, and the placement of nest 

boxes in trees along the banks to encourage migrating, nesting or denning birds and mammals. 

Subsidence 

Subsidence impacts on the land surface may include cracking, surface water ponding and erosion.  

To ensure subsided land is suitable for grazing, initial repair works will be undertaken where required behind the 

advancing face of the longwall.  Repair works will focus on any surface disturbances such as existing highly 

eroded access tracks and erosion gullies that will concentrate the flow of water and increase erosion associated 

with subsidence cracking. 

A post subsidence drain and waterway monitoring program (part of the ISMP) will be implemented and surface 

cracks within drains and waterways that have not naturally filled after approximately three storm events will be 

sealed with clay. The rehabilitation of the subsidence cracks will include as appropriate: 

 Carrying out inspections over subsided areas and locating surface cracking. 

 Undertaking minimal clearing, if required, of areas around cracks to allow for ripping and seeding. 

Ripping and seeding of areas where required with small machinery to avoid further impacts to remnant 

vegetation where possible. Following initial ripping and seeding, if trees are to be planted, they will not be planted 

until sufficient rain has fallen. This will enable the soil to consolidate, and finer particles to fill underground air 

pockets. Otherwise if not done, air pockets can cause roots to dry out which will result in poor growth rates or 

seedling deaths. 

If some trees have to be cleared to allow amelioration these should be counted as among the dead trees. 

Cleared trees should be immediately replaced 3:1 with the same species (unless that species is showing 

susceptibility to subsidence impacts then another common species for the impacted RE can be used). All dead 

tree material should be left on site and used in rehabilitation as habitat.  

Stock will be excluded to a width of at least 30 metres from the top of bank and subsided floodplain areas in 

order to minimise further impacts on vegetation cover and land condition. 

Erosion controls will be put in place to prevent top soil leaving the site.   

Seeding and/or planting appropriate species of vegetation to achieve a post-subsidence land use the same as 

that pre-subsidence (i.e. low intensity cattle grazing).  
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Subsided areas to be regraded and some may be backfilled with mine spoil to control surface water flow and 

minimise erosion and sedimentation.  Drainage works such as graded banks and diversion drains may be used 

to partially drain the larger subsidence voids and direct water into stable areas or sediment control dams. 

For areas where ripping is not feasible due to the width of cracks: 

 Topsoil will be stripped and stockpiled; 

 Clay material will be imported to fill and seal cracks; 

 Topsoil will be respread once cracks have sealed; and 

 The area will be seeded with appropriate native plant species. 

Where required, stock will be temporarily excluded from subsided and rehabilitated areas, including riparian 

areas, to prevent injury to animals and to increase native grass cover and seed store. These exclusion areas are 

expected to be progressively moved once the subsided land is rehabilitated. This will be achieved through the 

erection of temporary fences in consultation with the relevant landholder(s).  Where required, people will also be 

excluded and appropriate signage warning of the potential hazards due to subsidence will be erected.  

The rehabilitation undertaken on subsided areas will be monitored annually. Where the regeneration of dominant 

species disturbed by remediation works does not occur within one year, additional native vegetation will be 

seeded or planted as required. 

Subsidence of Watercourse and Drainage Lines 

General rehabilitation of the subsided riparian subsidence areas will involve the following key design and 

planning factors: 

 Provide a cover of topsoil in a weathered rock matrix to create a stable substrate for revegetation of 

channel banks. Weathered rock provides temporary erosion protection by covering erodible soils and 

minimising topsoil loss. 

 Replace sand across the channel bed, including higher sand deposits suitable for re-creation of in-

channel benches. 

 Install timber groynes/pile field retards at the base of the channel banks (extending into the channel) to 

mitigate erosion undercutting the channel banks and to facilitate creation of in-channel benches.  

 In areas where less active bank erosion develops, large woody debris will be placed in-stream to 

encourage the deposition of sediment and revegetation over time. 

 Design local drainage works to prevent the uncontrolled flow of runoff from the subsided floodplain area 

over the channel banks. Small diversion bunds directing floodplain runoff to properly engineered rock 

chute structures will be installed to minimise bank erosion. 

 Topsoiling and revegetation on banks. Stock will be excluded to a width of at least 30 metres from the 

top of bank and subsided floodplain areas in order to minimise further impacts on vegetation cover and 

land condition. 

 A targeted revegetation program will be undertaken in areas where surface water patterns have been 

affected.  
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Subsidence Impact of Vegetation 

Surface movement due to subsidence can lead to areas of destabilisation causing vegetation slumping, tree falls, 

erosion and root exposure (Eco Logical Australia 2004, Total Environment Centre 2007). The degree of impacts 

to vegetation due to surface movement was described as localised and variable for mine sites under native 

vegetation and cropping land (Eco Logical Australia 2004, Frazier et al 2010, Hinchliffe 2003). Because of this it 

is difficult to predict the impacts that surface movement will have on vegetation at the Kevin‘s Corner Project site. 

Vegetation stress from surface movement can result in foliar discolouration, partial defoliation or increased 

susceptibility to pathogenic attack (Frazier et al 2010). These elements will be assessed as part of the monitoring 

program that is outlined in the ISMP (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix N). 

Any additional mechanisms, as identified by the annual subsidence monitoring, will also be considered as part of 

the continued development of the ISMP.  

Comment - 22.U 

Section 26.4.1 

Need a map to show areas to be rehabilitated as grazing and areas as bushland, also need an outline of what 

will constitute grazing rehab. Also needs to discuss suitable foraging species.  

Recommendation - 22.U 

N/A 

Response - 22.U 

A final land form figure (Figure 2-13, pg 271) has been prepared in the SEIS showing the proposed final land 

use, including areas proposed for rehabilitation for low density cattle grazing and native vegetation. Additionally a 

table providing an indication of the species likely to be used for revegetation of the disturbance areas within the 

Project area is provided.  This includes species likely to be used for revegetation of grasslands (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T1, Table T-33).  

To assist in clarifying the final rehabilitation objectives for the site, the text from EIS Section 26.4.1 that was the 

subject of this response has been redrafted with additional information below. 

Proposed Post Mining Land Use 

Prior to mining, the Project site has been used mainly for agricultural use, typically low density cattle grazing. 

Much of the area has been partially cleared. Several isolated areas have been enhanced for fodder species to 

supplement grazing on native and introduced pastures.   

A conceptual final land-use and rehabilitation plan has been prepared. Rehabilitation of the Project disturbance 

area will return a stable landform capable of uses similar to those prior to disturbance. To achieve this, the 

nominated post-mine land use for the site is a mixture of bushland and low density cattle grazing. Current 

planning is to link remnant native vegetation where possible and will aim to return some conservation values. In 
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terms of soil conservation and agricultural land suitability, the proposed impacts are considered manageable and 

the proposed post-mining land use of low density cattle grazing is considered achievable (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix M1, Section M.3.8.4). 

In order to sustain the desired land use without degradation, it is important that the land (post-mining) only be 

used in accordance with the limits of the agricultural suitability class. Soil conservation practices such as stocking 

rate control and establishment or re-establishment of permanent pasture will be implemented for areas of mining 

impact where the proposed post mining land use will be grazing. The overriding principle is to maintain an 

optimum sustainable future land use, with consideration for the limiting factors of the region including soil quality 

and climate (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.26). 

The proposed post-mining low density cattle grazing land will provide: 

 Sufficient nutritious forage consistent with the pre-mining vegetation, this may include the following plant 

species Hoop Mitchel Grass, Barley Mitchel Grass, Bull Mitchel Grass, Bluegrass, Fairy Grass and 

Kangaroo Grass; 

 The capacity to access and manage livestock; 

 Flood free and relatively dry ground conditions; 

 Adequate stock drinking water and shelter; and 

 Stock routes throughout the land.  

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.26) 

Species Selection 

Plant selection for areas to be rehabilitated to pre-existing conditions will focus on those native species that will 

successfully establish on the available growth medium, bind the soil and will result in a variety of structure and 

food/habitat resources. Native species will be established through direct seeding or planting of tube 

stock/nursery-raised stock from local propagates. Seed will be collected locally where possible to ensure it is 

adapted to environmental conditions in the area. 

Prior to application, some of the tree seed will be pre-treated (i.e. inoculated and scarified) in order to break 

dormancy restrictions to promote earlier germination, develop more robust seedlings, wider and more uniform 

germination and increased germination rates. 

Native tree and shrub establishment on-site will be dominated by the direct seeding method, currently being used 

at the majority of coal mines located to the east of the Galilee Basin. Revegetation will be achieved by using 

species from the local plant communities that were identified during the flora assessment undertaken in 2010 

(see EIS Volume 1, Section 9), (Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.26). 

Table 2-14 provided in response 22M provides an indication of the species likely to be used for revegetation of 

the disturbance areas within the Project area.  The species likely to be used for revegetation has been provided 

for each of the predominant pre-mining land uses, including woodlands, grasslands and riparian zones.  
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Comment - 22.V 

G.9 Terrestrial Ecology 

Minimise Clearing of the Creeks - can they commit to a minimum width for clearing?  

Recommendation - 22.V 

N/A 

Response - 22.V 

Disturbance areas within watercourses will be kept to a minimum and the preference is to retain as much existing 

riparian vegetation as possible. It should be noted that the main creek on the site, Sandy Creek, is not going to 

be impacted by either subsidence or diversion works and so impact to riparian vegetation is expected to be 

minimal.  The greatest area of impact will be to the creeks to the west of the southern open-cut which will be 

diverted into Middle Creek. Watercourse buffers have been based on the widths prescribed by DNRM in 

vegetation clearing codes for the Desert Uplands. These widths vary based on stream order with higher order 

streams commanding larger buffers (SEIS Volume 2, Appendix T). 

Based on mapping these buffer widths, areas of disturbance to watercourse vegetation were calculated by 

overlaying the proposed infrastructure. The extent of clearing watercourse vegetation will vary based on the 

required infrastructure or type of impact. 

Comment - 22.W 

G.9 Terrestrial Ecology 

Rehabilitation strategy to be developed - need to a timeframe so we can understand how and when this 

commitment will apply.  

Recommendation - 22.W 

N/A 

Response - 22.W 

The Rehabilitation Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.09) identifies the proposed final land use and the 

overarching success criteria for each of the mine areas (domains). For the purpose of developing this plan the site has been 

divided into six domains: 

 Domain 1:  Infrastructure 

 Domain 2:  Pits, voids and overburden emplacements; 

 Domain 3: Tailings storage facilities; 
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 Domain 4: Dams and surface water infrastructure; 

 Domain 5: Subsidence affected areas; and  

 Domain 6: Other lands. 

The finalisation of the Rehabilitation Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.09) will be an 

Environmental Authority condition required by DEHP for the issuing of the mining lease. The Rehabilitation 

Management Plan is prepared post-approval and before any rehabilitation of the site commences. The relevant 

measures within the Rehabilitation Management Plan are reflected in the mitigation proposed in the 

Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). 

Comment - 22.X 

G.9 Terrestrial Ecology 

Need more understanding of when an exotic pasture species will be used.  

Recommendation - 22.X 

N/A 

Response - 22.X 

Exotic pasture species will not be used during standard rehabilitation (native grass species only). Native 

stoloniferous species will be used for rehabilitating areas with slope or potential erosion issues as they are able 

to expedite ground coverage and minimise the potential for erosion. If rehabilitation attempts using native 

species are unsuccessful discussions will be held with DEHP regarding implementation of conditions for the use 

of introduced species.  This will include the use of buffer zones as outlined in in Volume 1, Section 26 of the EIS 

and in the Environmental Management Plan, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8.6 of this SEIS. 

The SEIS EM Plan Volume 2, Appendix T1 Section T3.8.6 has been updated to include the following text. 

Native pasture species (warm season perennial, cool season perennial, yearlong green perennial and annual) 

will be sown on pasture areas requiring rehabilitation. If steep slopes are present and it is not practicable to 

re-shape the area and/or there is a high risk if erosion, native stoloniferous grass species (e.g. Brachyachne 

convergens (native couch/spider grass), Chloris pectinata (comb chloris ) and Iseilema vaginiflorum (red flinders 

grass)) will be sown as their growth provides more extensive coverage in a shorter time. If native species are 

unsuccessful, discussions will be held with DEHP regarding implementation of conditions for the use of 

introduced species, including buffer zones, as outlined in Volume 1, Section 26 of the EIS.  

 

 

Comment - 22.Y 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 265-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

G.26. Decommissioning and Rehabilitation 

Is Rehab within 2 years post-use soon enough? How much planning required? What is the methodology? What 

objectives need to be met? Have any thresholds been set for determining success?  

Recommendation - 22.Y 

N/A 

Response - 22.Y 

The timing and methodology and success criteria for the rehabilitation of the disturbed areas of the mine will be 

contained within the site Rehabilitation Management Plan (RMP) and reflected in the site Plan of Operations 

(PoO) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.26; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix M1, Section .3.8.5; SEIS, Volume 

2, Appendix T4.09). The RMP once finalised will include the rehabilitation success criteria for the various areas 

(domains) on the site eg mining pits, infrastructure areas etc. The PoO is a document required by DEHP to show 

how the Environmental Authority conditions will be met and how much rehabilitation is predicted during the term 

of the PoO (1 – 5 years). It is within the PoO that the mine planning and rehabilitation requirements come 

together. It is in the Proponents interest to rehabilitate areas once they become available as it reduces their 

financial assurance exposures and typically is easier to rehabilitate. There are however mitigating circumstances 

such as prevailing climatic conditions which will effect vegetation germination following sowing and so impact on 

the rehabilitation success.  It is for this reason that a two year window has been suggested. 

Comment - 22.Z 

G.5. Soils 

Reference sites for comparison of rehab areas to determine success. What will be the qualities that they are 

assessing against?  

Recommendation - 22.Z 

N/A 

Response - 22.Z 

Success criteria will be developed for the rehabilitation of remnant regional ecosystems and other pre-

disturbance land use types and approved for mine rehabilitation prior to mining activities commencing (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.26; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8.5, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

T4.09). However, specialist rehabilitation consultant GSS Environmental (GSSE), anticipates the basic soil 

related criteria will focus on land suitability criteria as outlined in the Soil & Land suitability report. 

To allow for benchmarking and monitoring rehabilitation of remnant regional ecosystems HGPL will establish 

analogue/reference sites prior to the commencement of vegetation clearing for each regional ecosystem to be 
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disturbed. Details and locations of these sites will be provided in a Rehabilitation Monitoring Program (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix M1, Section M.3.8.7; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.26). 

The Bio Condition, a Condition Assessment Framework for Terrestrial Biodiversity in Queensland, Assessment 

Manual (Eyre et al 2011) and accompanying document, Methodology for the Establishment and Survey of 

Reference Sites for BioCondition (Eyre et al 2006) will be used as the guiding documents.   

Key parameters to be measured and monitored in the analogue sites and rehabilitation areas for determining 

rehabilitation success will include: 

1. flora species richness and diversity; 

2. a description of the structural strata present; 

3. dominant species within each strata; 

4. associated stem count densities; and  

5. percent foliage cover. 

Photo monitoring points will also be established at each analogue site and representative rehabilitation area for 

each regional ecosystem type (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8.7; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, 

Section C.26). A photo monitoring procedure will be prepared to ensure consistency for the installation and 

monitoring of permanent photo points. Regard will be made to; DEHP‘s ‗Land Manager‘s Monitoring Guide: 

Photo Point Monitoring Guide‘ and the Government of South Australia-Monitoring Photo points (South Australian 

Arid Lands Natural Resources Management Board). The procedure will include guidance on photo numbers and 

locations and site descriptions for each type of photo monitoring site. The establishment of the permanent photo 

monitoring sites will involve taking baseline photos and a description which adequately characterises the site. 

2.22.6. Matters of National Environmental Significance Report  

Comment - 22.AA 

H.7.1.2 Field Survey - Stygofauna Sampling 

Why were no samples taken on the western boundary? A Stygofauna community was identified in board 103443 

(Surbiton South) - Alpha Coal Project?  

Recommendation - 22.AA 

N/A 

Response - 22.AA 

A pilot Stygofauna assessment was conducted for the KC EIS. This survey produced 8 Stygofauna individuals of 

the Parabathynellidae family in the Surbiton South bore number 103443, located approximately 5 km south east 

of the KC MLA boundary and around 15 km from the nearest proposed mining operations. The remaining ten 

bores surveyed produced no Stygofauna. 
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The bore (bore number 103443) from which positive results for Stygofauna were recorded, is located within the 

alluvial planes of the Native Companion Creek. It is understood that this bore, as presented in Figure 1, is not in 

hydraulic connectivity with those predicted to be impacted by the proposed Kevin‘s Corner Project. That is, it is 

outside of the predicted drawdown cone of the mining operation. As QLD does not have a set of Stygofauna 

surveying guidelines, it is generally accepted that the Western Australian EPA Guidance for the Assessment of 

Environmental Factors No. 54 and its technical appendix No 54a are used for QLD surveys. 

Following further review of the WA guidelines and considering the latest groundwater modelling available, URS 

suggests that these extensive Stygofauna surveys are arguably not required for the Kevin‘s Corner Project. The 

guidelines state that clear definition and delineation of the impact zone (that where significant project drawdown 

and or any contamination or disturbance will occur) should be considered in designing the pilot survey (EPA, 

2007). Should the survey produce significant subterranean fauna, more extensive investigation is required. 

Given Hancock‘s additional groundwater surveys and subsequent drawdown modelling post EIS, we now have a 

more accurate predicted cone of depression (i.e., impact zone) for the Project. This impact zone will be further 

refined as a result of the cumulative model the groundwater team is currently running. This groundwater 

modelling has provided a greater level of clarity on the disconnect between the groundwater system the 

Stygofauna were located in and the system being impacted by the Project. In such circumstances, it is URS‘ 

understanding that further surveys would not be required under the guidelines. 

Additional clarification has been provided in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) in 

relation to stygofauna and it is now clear that the Project will not impact on stygofauna communities surrounding 

the Project area. 

Comment - 22.AB 

Mapping needs to identify connectivity of habitat and movement corridors through the mine site and external to 

the site.  

Recommendation - 22.AB 

N/A 

Response - 22.AB 

Habitat mapping takes into account connectivity through the use of Criteria G (Context and Connection) of 

DEHP's Biodiversity Planning Assessment for the Brigalow Belt and Desert Uplands bioregions. This is an 

inherent part of the model and has been included to cater for this ecological factor. Connectivity of habitat for 

MNES species has also been assessed and mapped individually on a project area scale and on a more regional 

scale to incorporate surrounding areas. This will enable an assessment of fauna movement across the site and 

the linkages between smaller areas of habitat as well as an assessment of broader sub-regional corridors and 

fauna movement within areas adjacent to the Project. Habitat connectivity was also identified during the habitat 

assessment carried out during the field survey undertaken in August 2012 and incorporated into modelling of 

potential habitat for MNES species in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). 
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It is expected that connectivity of fauna habitats across the site will be maintained through the life of the Project. 

Connectivity is predominantly focused along watercourses. The majority of native vegetation, including riparian 

vegetation within the underground mining areas will be retained and actively rehabilitated to ensure habitats and 

connectivity through the site remains viable. Mitigation measures will also be put in place at two key areas on the 

site where watercourses intersect proposed infrastructure to ensure fauna movement can occur through these 

areas both east-west and north-south along the watercourses. These mitigation measures may include the 

installation of large culverts that provide fauna underpasses, fauna furniture for species such as koalas and 

fencing to direct fauna into these areas and minimise impacts from the mining operations. Other measures such 

as fauna exclusion fencing, reduced vehicle speed and revegetation within these areas is also proposed to 

enhance their habitats and fauna movement in these areas. 

Comment - 22.AC 

H.A.-1.2 Mapping BTF 

Mapping needs to be refined to provide a clearer understanding of the potential impacts on areas of suitable 

habitat.  

Recommendation - 22.AC 

N/A 

Response - 22.AC 

The Supplementary Survey and Assessment of Black-throated Finch (Attachment 2 of the Supplementary MNES 

Report; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) used refined habitat assessment and targeted searches to assess the 

potential for this species to occur within the Project area. Although the assessment determined that there is 

limited potential for this species to occur within the Project area, potential habitat has been modelled to identify 

areas that could provide suitable habitat. Mapping has been prepared using known RE associations and the 

micro-habitat requirements including proximity to permanent water, availability of suitable nesting habitat and 

availability of suitable foraging habitat. 

The Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) addresses the potential impacts to this habitat 

from direct disturbance and underground mining and outlines appropriate mitigation measures. 

Comment - 22.AD 

HA -1.3 SQ  

Squatter Pigeon does not reflect known record.  

Recommendation - 22.AD 

N/A 
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Response - 22.AD 

The squatter pigeon was recorded within the Project area and this information has been incorporated into 

modelling of potential habitat for this species within the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

Q). 

Comment - 22.AE 

HA 1.4 RG 

Red Goshawk - suitable habitat has been mapped on the mine site, and the mine site is about 10km from a 

confirmed record.  

Recommendation - 22.AE 

N/A 

Response - 22.AE 

Targeted survey was carried out for Erythrotriorchis radiatus red goshawk during the August 2012 field survey. 

This species was not recorded however is identified as ‗likely to occur‘ based on a known record in relative 

proximity to the project and suitable habitats and prey for the species occurring in the project area. Habitat 

mapping has been prepared (Supplementary MNES Report, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) for this species based 

on known RE associations and microhabitat requirements. The red goshawk has a very sparse and 

discontinuous distribution over a wide area — from the Kimberley in Western Australia across northern Australia, 

and down the east coast of Queensland to northern New South Wales. Red goshawks occupy a range of 

habitats, often at ecotones, including coastal and sub-coastal tall open forest, tropical savannahs crossed by 

wooded or forested watercourses, woodlands, the edges of rainforest and gallery forests along watercourses, 

and wetlands that include Melaleuca and Casuarina species. They have a very large home range and it is 

considered that the Project area would be marginal habitat for this species. 

Comment - 22.AF 

HA.1.7 Mapping OS 

Ornamental Snake - According to the mapping ornamental snake habitat will be disturbed by the roads entering 

the mine site at the centre of the eastern side and in the south east corner.  

 

Recommendation - 22.AF 

N/A 
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Response - 22.AF 

The ornamental snake has been identified as ‗likely to occur‗. Revised habitat mapping for this species has been 

prepared (Supplementary MNES Report, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) using refined mapping criteria. The 

criteria has included known RE associations and soil types as it only occurs in gilgais and areas of deep-cracking 

clay soils and adjacent slightly elevated clay and sandy loams. The mapping has confirmed that an area of high 

value potential habitat (associated with the Brigalow TEC) will be disturbed by a proposed access road for 

Kevin‗s Corner. 

Comment - 22.AG 

H.A -1.8 mapping DS 

Dunmall‘s snake – not many records in general so unsurprisingly no records nearby) no habitat came up in the 

modelling.  

Recommendation - 22.AG 

N/A 

Response - 22.AG 

The Dunmall‘s snake has been classified as ‗unlikely to occur‘. The Project area is located outside the area 

where this species may occur as identified on the map: The modelled distribution of Dunmall's snake (Furina 

dunmalli) (SEWPaC, 2011) and significant distances from known or likely occurrence areas. The species is 

restricted almost entirely to the southern half of the Brigalow Belt bioregion, and its range extends from Yeppoon 

and the Expedition Range in the north, to Oakey, Glenmorgan and Inglewood in the south. Given the separation 

of the Project area from the known and predicted extent of distribution this species is considered to have limited 

potential to occur.  This is addressed in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). 

Comment - 22.AH 

H.A -1.11 mapping GLEB  

Greater long-eared bat – high potential habitat mapped along the watercourses, mostly low potential 

corresponding with vegetation everywhere else on the mine.  

Recommendation - 22.AH 

N/A 

Response - 22.AH 
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As part of the refined habitat mapping assessment, potential habitat for this species was assessed using 

essential microhabitat requirements and information relating to its known distribution and records. The Project 

area is outside the known range of this species and accordingly this species is considered ‗unlikely to occur‘. 

Comment - 22.AI 

H.A -1.12 mapping DQ  

Dichanthium queenslandicum – high potential habitat for Blue Grass occurs along road exiting the south east 

corner. According to the broader scale map it appears to occur nowhere else in the region?  

Recommendation - 22.AI 

N/A 

Response - 22.AI 

This species generally occurs within Landzone 8 and is associated with RE 11.8.11 which was recorded in the 

vicinity of the access road and rail spur. Targeted survey for this species within the access road and rail corridors 

(where three ecologists walked the length of alignments) did not identify any individuals and specimens sent to 

the QLD Herbarium were confirmed to be different Dichanthium species. Although the survey was not carried out 

when reproductive material was present, the preceding season had been highly productive and there was ample 

plant material for collection and analysis. The presence of this species was not confirmed within the disturbance 

footprint associated with the access road and rail corridor. 

While the potential for this species to occur cannot be completely excluded, it is considered that it has limited 

potential to occur within the off lease portion of the Project area. This species is unlikely to occur within the MLA 

as the only RE associated with this species that was recorded within the Project area was restricted to the off-

lease area. The list of MNES potentially occurring within the Project area has been refined in the Supplementary 

MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) to reflect the findings of the field survey.  

Comment - 22.AJ 

H.A -1.13 mapping BG bluegrass EEC – same occurrence as the Blue Grass species however occurs as low 

potential habitat  

 

Recommendation - 22.AJ 

N/A 

Response - 22.AJ 
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This TEC only occurs within the Brigalow Belt Bioregion and only with specified sub-regions of this Bioregion. As 

the Project area is located in a subregion which is not listed it has been assessed that this TEC does not occur 

within the Project area. Advice received from DSEWPaC (Supplementary MNES Report, SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix Q) confirmed this assessment of the TEC against occurrence within subregions.  

2.22.7. Subsidence Report 

Comment - 22.AK 

2.2 geology Subsidence ratio is 0.65 X extraction height – can‘t work out subsidence sideways. I think it is 0.5m 

from edge???  

Recommendation - 22.AK 

N/A 

Response - 22.AK 

Volume 2, Appendix J, Section 2.3 describes the subsidence profile as follows: 

2D subsidence profiles were developed for the proposed extraction height, panel width and pillar widths for both 

the maximum and minimum depth over the mine plan. Profiles were also developed for barrier and chain pillar 

instances. The components of the subsidence profiles include the maximum subsidence, point of inflection, 

abutment subsidence and angle of draw. From these 2D subsidence profiles, the subsidence about the mine 

area is calculated with reference to the overburden thickness, distance from the pillar edge and pillar type. 

The maximum subsidence was determined using the maximum subsidence/seam thickness and panel width to 

depth ratio profile. The width to depth ratios were critical to supercritical for the mine areas, equating to 0.65 x 

extraction height. 

The point of inflection of the subsidence curve is ¼ of the panel width for critical extraction. The critical extraction 

panel width was determined for both depths and inflection distance from panel edge was calculated. The 

distance from panel edge for the maximum subsidence is twice the point of inflection. 

Abutment subsidence over the pillars was determined from SCT‘s database of numerical modelling of other 

mines in the area. 

An angle of draw of 26.5 degrees was used for the 20mm subsidence contour (Whittaker and Reddish, 1989 in 

SCT, 2012).  

The extent of subsidence impacts, as provided in the Interim Subsidence Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix N), has been mapped in Figure 3 of the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q) 

and shows there are no predicted impacts outside the MLA. 

2.22.8. Flora and Fauna Assessment 
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Comment - 22.AL 

Refer to Section 2.1.3. Same comments as before. 

Recommendation - 22.AL 

N/A 

Response - 22.AL 

See responses provided in Section 2.1.3.  

2.22.9. Offsets Strategy 

Comment - 22.AM 

Very vague and overarching. Clear that no real thought has been entered into with regard to offsets or locations.  

Recommendation - 22.AM 

N/A 

Response - 22.AM 

A more detailed Biodiversity Offset Strategy has been prepared (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix P). The Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy includes details such as: 

a. MNES and NC Act Listed species that are known or likely to occur in the Project area 

b. Estimated extent of residual impact to each MNES 

c. Potential subsidence impacts 

d. Approach to offsetting direct impacts 

e. Approach to subsidence ( Mitigation and monitoring of subsidence impacts) 

f. Offset delivery and objectives 

g. Offset availability and mapping 

h. Timing for delivery of offsets 

i. Security of offsets 

2.22.10. General EIS 

Comment - 22.AN 

The proposed Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project has the potential to adversely impact upon the quality of habitat for 

EPBC Act-listed species associated with the aquatic environment through changes to hydrology and 
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geomorphology. Specifically, the individual and cumulative impacts on regional surface water and groundwater 

heights, flows, pressures, and water quality do not appear to have been adequately assessed. In addition, further 

modelling is required to assess the long term impacts of the proposed project including information relating to the 

decommissioning and rehabilitation plan.  

Recommendation - 22.AN 

N/A 

Response - 22.AN 

Impacts on surface water hydraulics are addressed in Appendix K of the SEIS. The outcomes of this report have 

been incorporated into the assessment of impacts on MNES in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 

2, Appendix Q).  

2.22.11. Cumulative Impacts 

Comment- 22.AO 

Due to the potential impacts of the proposed project, and the potential for cumulative impacts of similar extractive 

proposals in the region, it has been recommended that the advice of the Independent Expert Scientific 

Committee be sought prior to an approval decisions being made. 

Recommendation- 22.AO 

N/A 

Response- 22.AO 

Noted. A Cumulative Surface Water Impact Assessment has been attached as Appendix  S, and based on 

discussions with the regulator(s) is expected to be forwarded to the Independent Expert Scientific Committee. 

Comment - 22.AP 

In addition to the surface water and groundwater issues discussed below, there are issues relating to Cumulative 

Impacts. 

The proposed mine is in close proximity to at least three other large coal mines: Hancock Alpha Coal Project, 

Waratah Coal's Galilee Coal Project, and AMCI-Alpha Coal's South Galilee Coal Project. In addition to the 

current assessed projects, the proposed coal mine is one of a number of proposed large coal mines and 

associated infrastructure still to be referred under the EPBC Act. A number of railway corridors are also proposed 

to connect inland mines to coastal ports, such as the proposed port facility at Abbott Point. Significant power and 

water supply infrastructure are also proposed in the immediate area. The five proposed coal mines in the area 
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that are currently being considered by EACD under the EPBC Act cover an area totalling approximately 200 

000ha, comprising both open cut and underground mining. This area is expected to become larger over time with 

state government projections of more mines in the area.  

Recommendation - 22.AP 

N/A 

Response - 22.AP 

Noted. 

2.22.12. Surface Water  

Comment - 22.AQ 

Stream Velocities at the Site. 

The proponents flood and geomorphology assessments for the Alpha Coal SEIS concluded that the mine project 

is likely to result in minor to moderate increase in upstream and downstream flooding; and that hydraulic 

parameters, including velocity, shear stress, and stream power are likely to be raised to levels well over those 

recommended by QLD DERM and in the Australian Coal Association Research Program Guidelines. The 

department is concerned about similar issues occurring on the Kevin's Corner coal mine site.  

Recommendation - 22.AQ 

N/A 

Response - 22.AQ 

Detailed flooding assessment information was presented in the EIS technical reports in Volume 2 Appendix M.  

The Project will not cause downstream impacts on flooding.  The upstream impacts on flooding will only affect 

the flood protection levee heights required for the Alpha Coal Project.  Agreements will be reached with Alpha 

Coal Project regarding the changes that may be required for that project‘s levee heights. 

It should also be noted that afflux (increase in flood level) at the upstream (Kevin‘s Corner) lease boundary is 

actually considered beneficial as it mitigates rather than exacerbates risk of channel instability upstream of the 

mine lease. 

The Proponent has made commitments within the revised EM Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section 

T.3.4.8) to address the impacts of this Project on adjoining projects and where appropriate modify designs of 

infrastructure. 
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The cumulative impacts of flood afflux (increase in flood levels) have no significant implication providing all 

projects plan for the combined afflux of the projects.  Afflux does not, and should not necessarily be eliminated.  

If all projects plan for the afflux of combined projects, afflux can actually be beneficial as an increase in flood 

level (lower erosion risk) is more desirable than an increase in flood velocity and stream power (higher erosion 

risk). 

An assessment of the cumulative impacts of the Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner coal mines on afflux has been 

undertaken as part of the Cumulative Surface Water Impact Assessment which is provided as Appendix S of the 

SEIS.  This assessment has shown that cumulative impact of both mines increases afflux at the Alpha 

Coal/Kevin‘s Corner mine lease boundary by 90mm for the 1:1000 AEP event compared to the level predicted for 

the Kevin‘s Corner mine alone.  Since the Kevin‘s Corner levees have been designed with a freeboard of 1m 

above the 1:1000 AEP event this increase in flood levels does not impact on the flood immunity for the mine.  

Further the increase in flood levels does not increase the flood extent due to the natural topography on the 

eastern bank of Sandy Creek. The Cumulative Surface Water Impact Assessment also assessed the cumulative 

impacts of the Alpha Coal and Kevin's Corner projects on stream hydraulic parameters including the potential for 

changes to erosion and sedimentation within the Kevin's Corner lease.  There were found to be no significant 

changes to erosion and sediment within the Kevin‘s Corner lease when the cumulative impacts of the Alpha Coal 

and Kevin‘s Corner coal mine were taken into account. 

Comment - 22.AR 

Changes to water quality and hydrology as a result of the project (mine) is also considered likely to impact on the 

quality of habitat for EPBC Act Listed species associated with the aquatic environment. EPBC Act list fauna that 

may utilise riparian habitats include the Black-throated Finch (Southern), Squatter Pigeon (southern), Red 

Goshawk, Australian Painted Snipe, Star Finch, Julia Creek Dunnart, Northern Quoll and Ornamental Snake' 

(draft EIS vol 1 Chapter 9). Additional species of EPBC Act listed migratory waterbirds are also recorded in the 

EIS as utilising the site.  

Recommendation - 22.AR 

The mine project is likely to adversely impact upon the quality of habitat for EPBC Act-listed species associated 

with the aquatic environment through changes to hydrology and geomorphology. The risk of adverse impact may 

be mitigated by ensuring that the creek diversions are designed to: 

 ensure that hydraulic parameters, including bank-full flow size, stream velocity, stream shear stress, and 

stream power are similar to or better than the current values in the existing creeks in the area; 

 achieve similar or better levels of stream roughness and meander wavelength to the existing values in 

the existing creeks in the area; 

 maintain channel stability and ensure no worsening of channel conditions upstream, around, and 

downstream of the mine and its diversions; 

 subject to periodic quantitative geomorphic assessment of representative reference and test reaches, at 

not more than five yearly intervals. 
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Additional information is required to demonstrate either how this will be achieved or (alternatively) why it won't be 

necessary.  

Response - 22.AR 

These aspects were discussed in the hydrology technical report prepared for the EIS (EIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

M2). The hydraulic performance of the proposed diversion was assessed based on the following methodology: 

1. Use detailed hydraulic analysis of the existing river system (baseline scenario) to define natural levels of 

velocity, shear stress and stream power 

2. Estimate velocity shear stress and stream power with the planned diversion in place and compare the 

results to the baseline values and guidelines 

3. Assessment of the differences in the critical hydraulic parameters to determine if the hydraulic performance 

of the diversion is acceptable based on ACARP guidelines, geomorphology and engineering judgement 

4. Modify the design of the diversion by varying the geometry until an acceptable limit of hydraulic performance 

is attained.  

The results of the Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report (Appendix K of the SEIS) relating to changes to 

hydraulic behaviour have been incorporated into modelling and calculation of impacts on high value potential 

habitat for MNES species in the Supplementary MNES Report (Appendix Q in the SEIS). 

2.22.13. Groundwater 

Comment - 22.AS 

Direct and indirect groundwater impacts. 

The proponents' assessment of the changed hydrological regime is not adequate to assess the risk of adverse 

impacts to matters of national environmental significance (MNES) outside the mine tenement boundaries. The 

boundary of the threatened ecological community (TEC) - the Community of Native Species Dependent on 

natural Discharge of Groundwater from the Great Artisan Basin is known to overlap the western corner of the 

project lease. More information is required to support conclusions that no impacts are expected on TECs 

associated with the GAB. As identified in the assessment of Alpha evidence was required to support conclusions 

that no TECs occur, this is even more important due to the proximity of the GAB boundary. Given the proximity of 

this TEC, adequate surveying and potential individual and cumulative impacts of coal mining on regional 

groundwater heights, flows, pressures, and water quality is required needs to be appropriately assessed. 

Long term impacts post decommissioning have not been adequately modelled or assessed and thus it is not 

possible to adequately assess the on-going risk to MNES.  

 

Recommendation - 22.AS 
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More information could be acquired with a thorough spring survey, and identification of appropriate aquifer 

drawdown thresholds. The discussion would also need to include mitigation measures for potential risks to 

MNES to the west of the proposed mine.  

Response - 22.AS 

Groundwater modelling has demonstrated that the recharge springs and associated / TECs within the Hutton 

Sandstone are > 100 km from Kevin‘s Corner and will not be affected by the Project. Long term groundwater 

predictions have been made, based on observation points within the Clematis Sandstone and Rewan Formation 

(basal unit of the GAB) to show groundwater level responses over time to cumulative mine dewatering at Alpha 

Coal and Kevin's Corner.  

The Groundwater Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L) has determined that the GAB dependant TEC is not 

affected by the project. This is reflected in the discussion of potential MNES in the Supplementary MNES Report 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q).  

All registered springs have been compiled and included in Figure 4-27 of the SEIS Groundwater modelling report 

(Volume 2, Appendix L) and is shown below as Figure 2-16. 

The nature and conceptualisation of the springs is discussed (Section 4.8) and then assessed using the 

predictive modelling to determine potential risk to these springs (Section 10.6 and Section 13.3.4).  

Predictive groundwater modelling, considering cumulative impacts of Alpha Coal and Kevin's Corner Projects, 

was conducted to reassess potential impacts on GAB, recharge springs within the Hutton Sandstone (> 100 km 

away) where TECs (recharge springs) occur. It was determined that there would be no impact on these springs. 

Long term groundwater predictions were made (300 years post mining), based on observation points within the 

Clematis Sandstone and Rewan Formation (basal unit of the GAB) to show groundwater level responses over 

time to cumulative mine dewatering at Alpha Coal and Kevin's Corner.  
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Comment - 22.AT 

As identified in the Alpha Coal SEIS, there is potential for recharge to the Great Artisan Basin (GAB) to occur in 

the region. The Alpha Coal SEIS Appendix C: Out-of-pit Tailings Storage Facility: Hydrogeological Assessment 

considers the proposed project's potential impacts to groundwater recharge of the GAB. The proponent states 

'rainfall in excess of 200mm per month in the area of the intake beds is required before significance recharge will 

occur, and diffuse recharge...occurred at a rate of up to 3mm per year. Based on average annual rainfall...a 

volume of 3 mm of rainfall per annum would equate to a recharge rate of approximately 0.6% of mean annual 

precipitation...potential intake beds...include the Colinlea Sandstone units mapped to outcrop to the east of 

Lagoon Creek; and the Great Dividing Range'. 

However, the proponents advice that there is little potential for GAB recharge in the mine footprint. The findings 

of the assessment drilling investigation conclude that the Tailings Storage Facility site is underlain by clay rich 

saprolite and laterite rather than outcrops of Colinlea Sandstone or Joe Joe Group sediments. The proponent 

concludes that the disturbance caused by the proposed project 'is not significance in terms of groundwater 

recharge, at least in terms of recharge mechanisms known to occur in GAB aquifers' (Appendix C: Out-of-pit 

Tailings Storage Facility: Hyrogeological Assessment, Section 4.2.2 Conceptualised Recharge Mechanisms, 

pages 13-16)  

Recommendation - 22.AT 

The department has indicated that a cumulative assessment is required; the assessment should take into 

account potential for impacts to the GAB.  

Response - 22.AT 

Additional groundwater modelling completed since the EIS and groundwater level hydrographs have been used 

to confirm impacts on the GAB. Several possible GAB recharge mechanisms were considered. Each recharge 

mechanism was evaluated and compared against site drilling results; long term groundwater level datasets and 

trends; hydrochemistry; and groundwater flow patterns. Based on the evaluation it was considered that the 

dominant recharge mechanism is diffuse recharge along the Great Dividing Range; however, the net effective 

recharge to the confined Permian aquifers is negligible. 

Additional GAB geology and Colinlea Sandstone geology has been compiled (SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L 

Section 4.4) to provide additional information regarding the differences between recharge (and discharge) in the 

GAB and the older Permian Colinlea Sandstone within the Galilee Basin.   

The predictive model was used to predict groundwater level drawdown within different aquifers and 

corresponding model layers, over time and spatially across the model domain. Projected groundwater levels 

below the Great Artesian Basin (GAB) Rewan Formation and Clematis Sandstone do not indicate any drawdown 

effects as a result of mine dewatering over the life of mine. 

Observation points within the model domain were included to the north, south, and west of the Kevin‘s Corner 

mine, which allowed for the evaluation of groundwater level changes,  in different geological or hydrogeological 

layers, over time (during mining and for 300 years post mining). The predicted long term groundwater levels, as a 
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result of mining and final void (rebound), indicate a permanent alteration to groundwater flow patterns and levels 

around the final void (both Kevin‘s Corner alone and for Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal combined).  

There are predicted changes in potentiometric pressure in the D coal seam, extending below the Clematis 

Sandstone outcrop, after 300 years, to the northwest of Kevin‘s Corner. This drawdown (some projected 7 m 

over 300 years) is sufficiently small (allowing for model uncertainty, topographic data accuracy, and natural 

(dry/wet) fluctuations) that the risk of induced flow from the Clematis Sandstone to the mine depressurised units 

is minor. Larger drawdown (~ 10 m) is projected below the Rewan Formation, which indicates limited potential (to 

the west of Kevin‘s Corner) to induce flow from this unit. The resultant change in groundwater levels would, 

however, not result in marked reductions in available groundwater resources. 

Comment - 22.AU 

The proposed project has the potential to significantly impact groundwater dependent systems/springs and 

reduce the quantity of surface water. Lowering of groundwater levels due to excavation of soil/rock may cause 

changes to hydraulic pressures, modified groundwater flow rates, and modification of groundwater chemistry. 

The total volume of water to be extracted over the life of the mine and its disposal did not appear to be included 

in the documentation.  

Recommendation - 22.AU 

N/A 

Response - 22.AU 

Direct impacts on perched groundwater and seasonal surface water have been assessed to 10 to 100 m around 

open voids, based on shallow gradients and low permeability of the Tertiary sediments. Indirect impacts (induced 

flow from perched groundwater to underlying (lowered) confined potentiometric levels) have been considered 

and indicate little or no hydraulic connection. Predictive groundwater modelling has been used to present 

drawdown predictions within different units including the seasonal perched groundwater, which is available to 

flora. 

Groundwater modelling has demonstrated that the recharge springs and associated TEC within the Hutton 

Sandstone > 100 km from Kevin‘s Corner will not be affected by the Project. Year-on-year groundwater inflow 

predictions are presented based on predictive groundwater modelling.  

Direct impacts on perched groundwater and seasonal surface water have been assessed to 10 to 100 m around 

open voids, based on shallow gradients and low permeability of the Tertiary sediments. Indirect impacts (induced 

flow from perched groundwater to underlying (lowered) confined potentiometric levels) have been considered 

and indicate little or no hydraulic connection. The direct and indirect impacts of mine dewatering on the 

vegetation communities were evaluated based on predicted drawdown within the confined aquifers. This was 

done as there is the (limited) potential for induced flow from the isolated (non-continuous) perched water down 

into the depressurised deeper confined aquifers. These perched water tables are regularly recharged through 

rain and flood events and not reliant on upward groundwater movement. A risk assessment of water level 
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changes, induced through mining, was compiled. Little or no risk to surface vegetation, outside of mining voids, is 

recognised.  

A risk evaluation indicates that the riparian woodlands within Kevin‘s Corner could be either opportunistically 

dependent on regional groundwater, or without apparent dependence on regional groundwater. These riparian 

woodlands are at low risk to perched water table alterations as a result of induced downward groundwater 

movement. 

On the outcrops and valley slopes there exists non-remnant grassland and large patches of open woodland of 

various native species and some Weeping Bottlebrush heath. These vegetation communities are situated at least 

25 m above the regional groundwater system and are therefore considered at ‗negligible risk‘ or ‗very low risk‘ to 

drawdown impacts. 

However, it is anticipated that there will be some direct impacts to the perched water table(s) due to direct 

drainage into the two proposed open pits at Kevin‘s Corner. It has been predicted that there will be a 10 to 100 m 

zone of influence directly around these mine voids. 

Observation points within the model domain were included to the north, south, and west of the Kevin‘s Corner 

mine, which allowed for the evaluation of groundwater level changes,  in different geological or hydrogeological 

layers, over time (during mining and for 300 years post mining). The predicted long term groundwater levels, as a 

result of mining and final void (rebound), indicate a permanent alteration to groundwater flow patterns and levels 

around the final void (both Kevin‘s Corner alone and for Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal combined). (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 10.6, Section 14.1)There are predicted changes in potentiometric pressure in the 

D coal seam, extending below the Clematis Sandstone outcrop, after 300 years, to the northwest of Kevin‘s 

Corner. This drawdown (some projected 7 m over 300 years) is sufficiently small (allowing for model uncertainty, 

topographic data accuracy, and natural (dry/wet) fluctuations) that the risk of induced flow from the Clematis 

Sandstone to the mine depressurised units is minor. Larger drawdown (~ 10 m) is projected below the Rewan 

Formation, which indicates limited potential (within and to the west of Kevin‘s Corner) to induce flow from this 

unit. The resultant change in groundwater levels would, however, not result in marked reductions in available 

groundwater resources. 

Drawdown cones in the D coal seam were contoured, up to 1 m, to assess groundwater level change during 

mining for Kevin‘s Corner alone as well as for (cumulative contours) Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner. The 

projected groundwater level contours indicate that there will be minimal drawdown to the east of the mine 

footprint because of the aquitard nature of the Joe Joe Formation metasediments. This low permeability unit 

restricts groundwater drawdown, resulting from mining, to the east. Thus groundwater users within the older Joe 

Joe Formation will not be impacted by mine dewatering. Drawdown contours, constructed for the cumulative 

impact of both Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha, elongate north and south, within the more permeable Colinlea 

Sandstone. The cumulative impact of adding mining operations along strike results is deeper drawdown where 

drawdown cones overlap and further elongation along strike. The low permeable Bandana Formation and Rewan 

Formation constrain drawdown to the west. These constraints apply across the entire portion of the Galilee Basin 

containing Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal Projects. This means that the potential for induced flow from the GAB 

or drawdown in the older units to the east of the Joe Joe Formation does not increase based on additional mining 

along strike. 
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Based on the model predictions (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 10.4, Section 10.5, Section 14.1) it is 

considered that the impacts on TECs, the recharge springs / TECs within the Hutton Sandstone > 100 km from 

Kevin‘s Corner will not be affected during life of mine or in the long term. 

Year-on-year groundwater inflow predictions were compiled based on predictive groundwater modelling. 

Predictive simulation was conducted for both open-cut and underground mining (Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha coal 

projects) during the proposed mining period till end of 2043. Predictive inflows for Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner 

were estimated through zone budget in the model simulation. Scenario Case 7 (increasing storage in various 

model layers) provided the highest estimates of groundwater volumes during the life of mine and the lowest 

groundwater volume estimate resulted from scenario Case 21. Case 21 reduces vertical hydraulic conductivity in 

Bandana Formation and Joe Joe Formation. Case 21 results in a marked reduction in groundwater ingress 

volumes estimates as it reduces the potential impacts of longwall mining (goaf) interconnectivity within the 

underground mining operations. Based on documented goaf impacts, resulting in increased fracturing, it is 

considered that Case 21 has a low probability. A range of high, low, and expected groundwater ingress 

estimates were compiled using the three matching scenarios (Case 7, Case 21, and Base Case). The total 

volumes of groundwater ingress for both Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal Projects at LOM were 241 GL (Case 7), 

176 GL (Base Case), and 104 GL (Case 21). 

An estimate of groundwater ingress volumes into Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project alone was undertaken. Three 

scenarios (high (Case 7), base, and low (Case 21)) were modelled using only the Kevin‘s Corner mine schedule 

and plan. The total volumes of groundwater ingress for Kevin‘s Corner mine only at LOM were 141 GL (Case 7), 

117 GL (Base Case), and 43 GL (Case 21). 

Comment - 22.AV 

The Alpha Coal SEIS Appendix N considers the projects potential impacts to groundwater. As there are some 

outstanding areas requiring additional information it is relevant to highlight this in the context of Kevin's Corner. 

 The cumulative impact of the KC mine needs to be discussed in the context of all the mines in the 

region. 

 Predictive modelling was used to determine the extent of drawdown for both KC and Alpha in the Alpha 

SEIS, however; internal advice has indicated that the drawdown contour should have been based on 

0.2m rather than 5m. More information is required to explain the decision behind these choices and to 

either justify or correct the modelling assumptions. 

 Groundwater modelling will need to look at describing future impacts expected from the mine not just 

during operations but beyond if likely. 

More information to make an adequate assessment of the long-term impacts on MNES regarding the recovery of 

water levels and how the flooding of underground workings will manage this.  

Recommendation - 22.AV 

N/A 

 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 284-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Response - 22.AV 

Cumulative impacts for Alpha Coal and Kevin's Corner have been assessed and predictions of drawdown 

presented.  

Suitable contours (5 m for confined fractured rock aquifers and 2 m for unconfined aquifers) will be presented for 

each model layer to allow for the assessment of potential impacts on groundwater resources. These data have 

been used to evaluate possible impacts on perched groundwater used seasonally for vegetation and MNES. 

Long term impact predictions are presented based on the predictive groundwater model. 

Cumulative impacts for Kevin's Corner and Alpha Coal combined were assessed and predictions of drawdown 

for 5 m (to assess material impacts on groundwater users) and 1 m to assess possible at-risk bores (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix O, Section 4.2.2, 4.2.3; SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L, Section 10, Section 10.6, Section 11, 

Section 12, Section 13, and Section 14) 

These data have been used to evaluate possible impacts on perched groundwater which could potentially be 

used seasonally by vegetation communities (including possible MNES, although none have been identified within 

the predicted groundwater drawdown). A risk assessment with regards to vegetation communities was conducted 

based on predictions. The direct and indirect impacts of mine dewatering on the vegetation communities were 

evaluated based on predicted drawdown within the confined aquifers. This was done as there is the (limited) 

potential for induced flow from the isolated (non-continuous) perched water down into the depressurised deeper 

confined aquifers. These perched water tables are regular recharged through rain and flood events and not 

reliant on upward groundwater movement. A risk assessment of water level changes, induced through mining, 

was compiled. Little or no risk to surface vegetation, outside of mining voids, is recognised (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix L, Section 10.6.3) 

A risk evaluation indicates that the riparian woodlands within Kevin‘s Corner could be either opportunistically 

dependent on regional groundwater, or without apparent dependence on regional groundwater. Theses riparian 

woodlands are at low risk to perched water table alterations as a result of induced downward groundwater 

movement. 

On the outcrops and valley slopes there exists non-remnant grassland and large patches of open woodland of 

various native species and some Weeping Bottlebrush heath. These vegetation communities are situated at least 

25 m above the regional groundwater system and are therefore considered at ‗negligible risk‘ or ‗very low risk‘ to 

drawdown impacts (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 10.6.3.1, 14.1; SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix O, Section 

4.2.9). 

However, it is anticipated that there will be some direct impacts to the perched water table(s) due to direct 

drainage into the two proposed open pits at Kevin‘s Corner. It has been predicted that there will be a 10 to 100 m 

zone of influence directly around these mine voids (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 10.6.3, 14.1). 

Long term groundwater impacts are assessed, including final void water level and groundwater flow patterns, 

using integrated surface water runoff – groundwater ingress modelling. An integrated (surface water runoff – 

groundwater ingress) model was constructed and calibrated to predict final void pseudo steady state water levels 

(for Kevin‘s Corner alone and then for Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal) and the resultant long term groundwater 
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levels and flow patterns. The predicted pseudo steady-state final void water levels were also used to assess 

decant (spill) risks. Final void water quality changes with time were included during the final void assessments. 

The integrated modelling predicts that the final void water level (for Kevin‘s Corner alone) reaches a pseudo 

steady-state after ~ 100 years, at around 208 m AHD, which is some 100 m below surface. An uncertainty 

assessment, allowing for varying climate conditions (long term climate change) indicates that the variation in in / 

out flux components in the integrated model do not markedly alter predictions, ~ 1 m. The lowest elevation 

around the Southern open pit final void, where decant could potentially occur, is along the western pit wall, at an 

elevation of 320 m AHD. As the remaining void space (between pseudo steady-state final void water level and 

decant level) is ~ 315 million m3, even considering the highest recorded rainfall volumes at the site, the risk of 

decant is considered negligible. 

Final void quality is recognised to deteriorate over time due to the concentration of salts as a result of 

evaporation. The final void water could be utilised for ~ 130 years before the salinity reached 5,000 mg/L TDS, 

the ANZECC 2000 guidelines for cattle livestock drinking water. (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 12, 14.1) 

Long term impact predictions of groundwater levels and flow patterns was conducted based on the predictive 

groundwater model (SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 13.4.4). Final void predictions have been made using 

the integrated model for Alpha Coal (URS, 2012). It was considered that the Alpha Coal final void, based on its 

large size, will alter long term groundwater flow patterns and levels within this portion of the Galilee Basin.  

Groundwater recovery was simulated for both mine projects and the influence of the two final voids (Alpha Coal 

and Southern open pit) was predicted after 300 years. The long term groundwater flow patterns and groundwater 

levels (see Figure 2-15 below) indicate a marked difference to the initial (current pre-mining) groundwater 

patterns as determined for the steady-state calibration. The much larger Alpha Coal final void will permanently 

alter the long term groundwater flow patterns, and will impact on the groundwater recovery at Kevin‘s Corner 

(SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 13.4.4, 14.1). 
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2.22.14. Decommissioning and Rehabilitation  

Comment - 22.BB 

The department is also interested in gaining an understanding where, if possible, the development footprint could 

be managed to reduce impacts on areas identified as suitable habitat, with particular reference to the wildlife 

corridor extending across the property of Hobartville.  

Recommendation - 22.BB 

N/A 

Response - 22.BB 

The wildlife corridor across Hobartville is within the Alpha Coal project area. Corridors and connectivity for 

biodiversity have been discussed and mapped in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

Q) including connectivity to adjacent areas of habitat from the project site. 

2.22.15. Matters of National Environmental Significance Report 

Comment - 22.BC 

Mapping of suitable habitat needs to identify important habitat characteristics, such as available water and 

discussions on how available water, and therefore the ecological character of their habitat, is likely to be affected 

by mining operations and subsidence. Mapping needs to identify connectivity of habitat and movement corridors 

both through the mine site and external to the site. The final maps need to also be overlaid with the final 

infrastructure footprint. Advice provided by the department on Alpha Coal mentioned the need to include indirect 

impacts such as: dust; groundwater drawdown; weed encroachment; noise; and waste, this will be required for 

the Kevin's Corner project as well.  

Recommendation - 22.BC 

N/A 

Response - 22.BC 

Revised habitat mapping for each MNES fauna species that is identified as ‗known‘ or ‗likely‘ to occur within the 

Project area is included in the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). The methodology 

for habitat mapping included consideration of micro-habitat features such as distance to permanent water, 

habitat connectivity, ground cover and leaf litter availability, soil type, etc. Mapping has been prepared to identify 

important areas of connectivity on the site and an assessment of connectivity impacts for each species is also 

being undertaken.  Maps identifying the infrastructure footprint and spatial extent of impacts such as subsidence 

impacts, direct vegetation loss, dust and surface water impacts, etc. have been overlain on habitat maps to 
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enable an assessment and quantification of impacts. This information is also detailed in the Supplementary 

MNES Report. 

Comment - 22.BD 

In addition, as also mentioned in previous advice, consequential impacts of increased road traffic, facilitated 

through construction and operations, need to be considered in terms of potential impacts, such as mortality, dust 

and noise (avoidance) impacts.  

Recommendation - 22.BD 

N/A 

Response - 22.BD 

Potential impacts to MNES fauna from vehicle strike have been considered and are discussed in the 

Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). Impacts from dust and noise on MNES are also 

considered and discussed. Appropriate mitigation and monitoring measures are recommended to minimise 

impacts MNES.   

Comment - 22.BE 

The department believes that the mapping is the only way to clearly assess impacts on movement corridors and 

therefore assess "fragmentation of an existing populations or ecological community", as per the Terms of 

Reference. The department also considers it the most effective way to assess isolation and reduction of habitat.  

Recommendation - 22.BE 

N/A 

Response - 22.BE 

Key areas of connectivity within the Project area and identified terrestrial and riparian corridors adjacent to the 

Project are shown in Figure 7.4 of the Supplementary MNES Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix Q). Mapping 

which identifies the extent of impacts, including subsidence, and how it relates to habitat for MNES as well as 

localised and broad scale connectivity is also included in the Supplementary MNES Report. The need for 

mitigation measures to maintain connectivity and to reduce direct fragmentation of habitat (as well as impacts 

resulting from edge effects and on-going land management) is addressed in the MNES assessment.  

Comment - 22.BG 

Is there sufficient evidence to support the conclusion that cracking will not be an issue because of the clay 

content? Needs a statement to support this, i.e. paraphrasing the conclusion from a technical report etc.  
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Recommendation - 22.BG 

N/A 

Response - 22.BG 

An ISMP (Volume 2, Appendix N) has been developed as part of the SEIS. This ISMP has been prepared in 

accordance with the draft DEHP guideline (Watercourse subsidence - Central Queensland Mining Industry). This 

plan will supplement the information that is contained within the revised Project EM Plan (Volume 2, Appendix 

T1).  

As an appendix to the ISMP a numerical caving model of the subsidence area has been undertaken (Volume 2, 

Appendix N, Appendix C). As part of the ISMP modelling predictions relating to the potential connectivity 

between the surface and the underground mine workings are made (Volume 2, Appendix N). These assumptions 

are conservative in nature as modelling does not take into account the sealing role that the alluvial and lateritic 

profiles across the site will have on limiting the potential for this hydraulic connection. 

The methodology for remediating cracking and other potentially negative impacts caused by subsidence of the 

surface by underground mining will be determined through an active monitoring program. The Subsidence 

Management Plan outlines a number of methods that will be considered in managing the cracking impacts and 

the timing of intervention. The Plan currently indicates that the cracks will be remediated following three storm 

events if they are not self-sealed by this time.  It is acknowledged that bentonite is not the only method of sealing 

cracks but sand is another option that will be considered. 

Comment - 22.BH 

Is there sufficient evidence to support the conclusion that cracking will not be an issue because of the clay 

content? Needs a statement to support this, i.e. paraphrasing the conclusion from a technical report etc.  

Recommendation - 22.BH 

N/A 

Response - 22.BH 

The coal seams which are to be extracted through mining at the Kevin‘s Corner coal mine are overlain with a 

layer of tertiary alluvial material as shown in the Figure 2-16 below. 
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The subsidence impact assessment report provided as Appendix C of the Interim Subsidence Management Plan 

(Volume 2, Appendix N of the SEIS) provides an analysis of the depth and characteristics of the tertiary alluvial 

material overlying the areas to be subsided through underground mining. It is reported that the depth of alluvial 

material across the mine site ranges from 0 m to 40 m. The report describes the alluvial material as being 

comprised of sands, silts, clays and gravels with some locations comprising mostly clay or clayey sands and 

other locations having interbedded sand units based on available borelogs. Where the rock strata is overlaid with 

alluvials, then the crack widths may not be as significant on the surface due to the lower stiffness of alluvial 

sands and clays which is consistent with the information presented in the EIS. Further information is presented in 

the Interim Subsidence Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix N). 
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 Barcaldine Regional Council 2.23.

2.23.1. General EIS 

Comment - 23.A 

Barcaldine Regional Council note that the timeframe for response was restrictive based on councils existing 

resources and multiple proponent applications which require review of individual and potential cumulative 

impacts to key council service delivery areas. BRC acknowledge that an extension of time to provide a full 

response was granted by DEEDI to 30 January 2012 and agreed by the proponent, consideration of submission 

for 1 February was proposed due to overlap with Disaster Management Planning in the region.  

Recommendation - 23.A 

Further discussions and planning will be required to meet the requirements of council, community, businesses 

and residents of the region.  

Response - 23.A 

Noted. The proponent is in discussions with BRC and the DLGP to assist with local planning requirements. The 

SIMP is being developed collaboratively with the above stakeholders.  

Comment - 23.B 

BRC expect to continue discussions and a productive working relationship with the proponent and work through 

more details than were able to be reflected within this summary report, however it is envisaged that the 

information provided will provide a starting basis and information required for the Co-ordinator General to make a 

considered decision and provide conditions to meet the proposed intention of information provided within this 

submission to the EIS.  

Recommendation - 23.B 

N/A 

Response - 23.B 

Noted. As part of the SEIS a Consultation Report has been included as Appendix R. This report includes a list of 

community members and Government Departments that have been consulted as part of the SEIS.  
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Comment - 23.C 

Council has several concerns including the underground mining component and the impact on the surface 

waterways including potential for flooding. This includes the 250-300 year timeframe for recover of the 

groundwater aquifers and impacts to the creek and river systems without formal delineation of drawdown and 

associated impacts.  

Recommendation - 23.C 

N/A 

Response - 23.C 

Noted. Further detail on surface water hydraulics and groundwater impact mitigation can be found in this SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix K and Appendix L respectively. 

Comment - 23.D 

Further to the community consultation it is recommended that the Social Impact Management Plan address 

issues raised within the previous consultations with proposed actions for control or mitigation.  

Recommendation - 23.D 

Review and further discussions will be necessary to address these issues and will continue in parallel to the final 

EIS response submission.  

Response - 23.D 

Social impact issues raised by BRC via submission and in meetings with HGPL will be addressed. Where 

appropriate, mitigation actions will be included in the revised SIMP and supporting Action Plans. 

HGPL recognises that BRC is a key stakeholder in the Project‘s future and will continue to consult with Council 

as the SIMP is developed and finalised, and as the Project moves forward. 

2.23.2. Introduction  

Comment - 23.E 

‗The Alpha Coal project has three components; the coal mine, rail corridor and port facilities‘ 

‗The Alpha coal mine is proposed 30 Mtpa open-cut thermal coal mine‘ – please confirm the proposed 

underground mining component and advise if it does not form part of this application?  
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Recommendation - 23.E 

Please clarify production quantities and mining operations with rates, noting also underground and above ground 

components.  

Response - 23.E 

The Kevin‘s Corner mine is a separate mine from the Alpha Coal mine. Details on the components of the Kevin‘s 

Corner mine can be found in Volume 1, Section 2.3 of the EIS. Also detailed in Section 2.3 is the confirmation 

requested, stating that the proposed underground mining component forms part of the application. 

Comment - 23.F 

Section 1.6 

2,500 construction jobs, 1,500 operational including contractors, 4,131 FTE positions annually up to 2,126 

indirect.  

Recommendation - 23.F 

Detailed information as to the specific impacts on the regional economy, particularly on local providers and 

suppliers and contractors is required.  

Response - 23.F 

Regionally based expenditure was not available for the EIS or this SEIS because a procurement strategy for the 

Project has not yet been developed.  

Subsequent to the EIS, HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce 

Management Plan (WMP) in accordance with DEEDI guidelines. Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL will 

identify different skill sets for workers to be sourced over the life of the Project.  

HGPL will also develop a LIPP as part of the SIMP Local Business Development action plan that will focus on 

procurement and local participation strategies. 

From recent discussions with ICN and DEEDI (Strategic Economic Projects), HGPL were advised that a LIPP 

would need to be finalised with 30 days of financial close of the Project. 

Comment - 23.G 

Section 1.7 

‗if economics improve, there is a possibility to expand open cut operations‘- please provide indication whether 

any expansion is proposed and whether a new application will be made.  
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Recommendation - 23.G 

The Queensland Government should consider that any expansion not incorporated as part of this EIS would 

require a separate additional EIS to address the specific impacts.  

Response - 23.G 

Noted. The EIS presents the mining Project for which HGPL are seeking approval. Any material changes to this 

Project description will be discussed with DEHP and a determination made as to if additional approvals are 

required.  

The currently proposed opencut area is bounded to the west by underground operations and the east by 

uneconomic coal reserves. As a result, it is unlikely that the opencut would expand in the current MLA. If 

expansion of the mining operations is proposed in the future, this would trigger a separate approval process.  

Comment - 23.H 

Section 1.7 

Will mining activities expand also for underground operations?  

Recommendation - 23.H 

The Queensland Government should consider that any expansion not incorporated as part of this EIS would 

require a separate additional EIS to address the specific impacts.  

Response - 23.H 

The EIS presents the mining Project for which HGPL are seeking approval. Any material changes to this Project 

description will be discussed with DEHP and a determination made as to if additional approvals are required.  

Comment - 23.I 

Section 1.7 

The scale of production demands….in both the underground and open-cut operations.  

Recommendation - 23.I 

Please provide indication on mining activities and production rates as per comment 3 (3. Please clarify 

production quantities and mining operations with rates, noting also underground and above ground components.)  
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Response - 23.I 

The scale of production demands for both the underground and open-cut operations has been addressed in the 

Project Description (Volume 1, Section 2.2.1 of the EIS,) and coal production quantities and mining operation 

rates, inclusive of both open-cut and underground mining techniques are detailed in Volume 1, Section 16.13.1 

of the EIS. 

 

 

Comment - 23.J 

Section 1.7 

‗substantial reserves remain viable for extraction after the scheduled life‘- please advise if there are plans to 

continue extraction of the western deposits or extension post LOM (30 years proposed).  

Recommendation - 23.J 

N/A 

Response - 23.J 

The EIS presents the mining Project for which HGPL are seeking approval. Any material changes to this Project 

description will be discussed with DEHP and a determination made as to if additional approvals are required.  

Comment - 23.K 

Section 1.7 

‗high volume coal transport system to modular CPP‘- provide details on dust mitigation and controls achieved 

over trucking. It is noted that rail is used in priority over conveyors – please provide further details.  

Recommendation - 23.K 

N/A 

Response - 23.K 

The high volume coal transport system described is the use of conveyors to deliver the raw coal to the CPP for 

processing.  The use of conveyors over trucks reduces the amount of vehicle kilometres travelled and the need 

for dumping which have the potential to be some of the biggest dust sources on the site. 
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Conveyors used for the transport of coal are not expected to be a significant dust source as they will be partially 

enclosed and all transfer points will be water sprayed. For example, Table 3-4 of the SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

G (Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment-Supplementary report) shows that in year 1 coal 

conveyors for the whole Project are predicted to contribute just 172 kg which is just 0.03% of the total inventory 

for the year of 627,423 kg. Partially enclosed conveyors will be used to transport product coal to rail load out in 

preference to an extended rail link which will serve to minimise emissions. 

To clarify conveyors will be used on site for the movement of raw coal to the CPP and product coal to the train 

loadout.  Rail infrastructure will be used to transport the product coal to the port. 

Comment - 23.L 

Section 1.7 

‗viability of conveying coarse rejects will be examined, has not been assessed as part of this EIS but represents 

a potential lower impact outcome‘- please advise why this is not an option given that it provides lower impacts?  

Recommendation - 23.L 

N/A 

Response - 23.L 

The placement options for coarse reject material have been considered as part of the Project planning and will 

continue to be refined as part of the detailed design phase. In considering the options; environmental concerns 

as well as economics and operational feasibility were taken into account. Conveyors will be widely used on site 

but are not deemed appropriate for this purpose. 

Comment - 23.M 

Section 1.7 

How will further assessments be undertaken on ‗reuse of tailings and post operations disposal‘ and what is the 

proposed method at this time? How will goaf areas be utilised for storage and what impacts will this have?  

Recommendation - 23.M 

Please confirm reuse and disposal quantities including placement.  

Response - 23.M 

Information on the disposal of tailings and mining waste is presented in the EIS Volume 1, Section 16.12. 
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Comment - 23.N 

Section 1.7.6 

Please advise how on-site waters will be managed to avoid impacts outside the MLA 70425 boundary or enter 

Greentree/ Sandy Creeks? Please provide further details on the diversion channel linking Middle Creek.  

Recommendation - 23.N 

Please provide further information.  

Response - 23.N 

The water management strategy for the mine is presented in Volume 1, Section 11.3.8 of the EIS. The strategy is 

designed to protect the environment and provide flood and water security to the Project. One of the key 

components of the water management strategy is the site diversion. This flood protection structure for the mine is 

described in Volume 1, Section 11.3.11 of the EIS. Site diversion control strategies for the Project are specified 

in the Environmental Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix M1, Section T.3.4.6) and the Revised 

Surface Water Hydraulics Report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix K). 

Comment - 23.O 

Section 1.7.7 

‗connection to the existing 132 KV power line‘ – please advise impacts and any implications for EIS, 

greenhouse/carbon including potential need for off-sets  

Recommendation - 23.O 

N/A 

Response - 23.O 

All environmental impact assessments for Project construction and operations are provided in the EIS Sections 

and Appendix reports devoted to each impact. GHG impacts are provided in Section 14, GHG and Climate 

Change.  

An updated summary of Green House Gas (GHG) scope 1 and scope 2 emissions are outlined in Appendix G of 

the SEIS. These are both direct and indirect emissions generated from the Project. 

Scope 1: Direct GHG emissions. Emissions released from a facility as a direct result of the activities of the 

facility. For example: 

 Emissions from combustion in owned or controlled boilers, furnaces, vehicles, etc.; 

 Emissions from on-site power generators; and 
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 Coal Seam Gas (CSG) released to atmosphere. 

Scope 2: Indirect GHG emissions. Scope 2 emissions are activities that generate electricity, heating, cooling or 

steam that is consumed by the facility but do not form part of the facility. They occur principally at electricity 

generators as a result of electricity consumption at another facility. They are recorded principally as a measure of 

what might happen to national emissions as a result of the consumption of electricity from facilities. 

Scope 3: Other indirect emissions. Scope 3 emissions are a consequence of the activities of the company, but 

occur from sources not owned or controlled by the company. Some examples are: extraction and production of 

purchased materials; transportation of purchased fuels; and use of sold products and services. 

These emissions include the annual average emissions for the Project and the total CO2-e emissions over the 

30-year Project life (Volume 1, Section 14 GHG and Climate Change of the EIS).   

HGPL will be liable to pay the Australian Government‘s ―Carbon Tax‖. HGPL will pay per tonne of carbon they 

release into the atmosphere from their scope 1 and 2 emissions. Emissions from the burning or transporting of 

coal by end users (Scope 3) is not attributed to the Project under internationally accepted carbon accounting 

principles, therefore HGPL is not liable for the Carbon Tax on Scope 3 emissions. 

Comment - 23.P 

Section 1.7.7 

Portable diesel- please provide details on noise/emission and any impacts/ mitigation associated with portable 

plant. Include details on reliability/ emergency etc.  

Recommendation - 23.P 

N/A 

Response - 23.P 

All environmental impact assessments for Project construction and operations are provided in the EIS Sections 

and Appendix reports devoted to each impact. GHG impacts are provided in Section 14, GHG and Climate 

Change while Noise is assessed in Section 15, Noise and Vibration. 

2.23.3. Executive Summary  

Comment - 23.Q 

Section 1.7.7 

Please provide details of any substation requirements for the site or power supply including potential impacts or 

reference existing study if performed.  
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Recommendation - 23.Q 

N/A 

Response - 23.Q 

The power supply is described in the Project Description Sections 2.4.1.5, 2.6.9.1 and 2.6.9.2. The impacts and 

mitigation measures of power usage is considered as part of the wider Project throughout all the relevant EIS 

sections. The impacts of the supply of power however are considered through the applications made by the 

electricity providers. 

2.23.4. Introduction  

Comment - 23.R 

Section 1.7.7.2 

‗the proponent has elected to develop its own airport on the project site‘ however… use of existing airports is 

being proposed.  

Recommendation - 23.R 

Barcaldine Regional Council request that the proponent and the Queensland Government provide full 

assessment of the impacts of multiple airport facilities within and to the north of Alpha to support the mining 

industry expansion.  

Response - 23.R 

Potential impacts for the development of a new airport on the Kevin‘s Corner mine site are discussed throughout 

the EIS. The scope of the Cumulative impacts report is being developed with DEHP, SEWPaC and the CG office. 

HGPL will continue to liaise with BRC regarding the local airport. 

Comment - 23.S 

Section 1.7.7.2 

Airfield upgrade, associated facilities upgrade, access upgrade all require BRC input.. BRC own the Alpha airfield 

site and require this infrastructure item with input and support from the proponents to enhance this facility for 

both the mining sector and for the long term benefit of the community. 

Alpha airport requires an upgrade by Barcaldine Regional Council to meet the FIFO requirement and it is 

understood that 1,600 employees are proposed to be FIFO and that they will utilize Alpha Airport during 

construction phase. The proponent does not plan to utilise existing commercial providers and intend on 

developing Kevin‘s Corner Airport.  
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In order for Barcaldine Regional Council to support and facilitate the construction for and ongoing mining 

activities there is significant investment required which would only be feasible if all proponents who propose to 

utilise the airport support the necessary expansion to accommodate the mining industry. Please respond. 

Recommendation - 23.S 

Support is required for Barcaldine Regional Council to facilitate the predicted construction workforce numbers 

proposed by HCCPL in addition to the other proponents in the region for viability of airport upgrade and to 

support the industry. 

Response - 23.S 

Discussions have been ongoing with BRC regarding the contributions from Hancock Coal (on behalf of Alpha 

Coal and Kevin‘s Corner) to upgrade the local airport as part of the Community Development Fund. HGPL have 

looked at a number of options for the upgrade of the Alpha airport.  

The details of these negotiations are commercial in confidence. Early in the construction phase, the Kevin‘s 

Corner Mine will build its own airport to service further construction and the ongoing operations of the Projects. 

Comment - 23.T 

Section 1.7.7.2 

‗S2.3.5- ‗there will be limited public access to the facility‘  

Recommendation - 23.T 

Please advise if the proposed airport is intended to facilitate workforce from other proponents in the region and if 

so, provide details on numbers, frequency, demand and timeline. 

Response - 23.T 

The use of the airport by third parties will be subject to private negotiations between the Proponent and the 

interested party. 

Comment - 23.U 

Section 1.7.7.2 

the road travel is 75km which conflicts with description that project site is 65km from Alpha- please explain 

further.  
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Recommendation - 23.U 

N/A 

Response - 23.U 

The travelling distance via road is approximately 75 km to the southern edge of the mining lease, while the direct 

distance between the locations 'as the crow flies' is approximately 65 km.  

Comment - 23.V 

Local planning provisions ‗wholly within Barcaldine Regional Council (BRC) area‘ 

Please note that BRC are continuing alignment of the planning schemes post amalgamation and will be 

incorporated into upcoming revision for the Barcaldine region. 

Recommendation - 23.V 

Barcaldine Regional Council will continue to be available for the proponent to discuss the compatibility of the 

project with the local planning provisions.  

Response - 23.V 

Noted. 

2.23.5. Project Description  

Comment - 23.W 

‗HGPL have applied for mining lease application (MLA) 70425‘  

Recommendation - 23.W 

36. Please provide update on progress and advice on the MLA?  

Response - 23.W 

The next step in progressing the Mining Lease approval is the completion of the EIS process and obtaining a 

Coordinator General‘s Evaluation Report. Once a Coordinator General‘s report received and the mine 

Environmental Authority has been successfully advertised, HGPL will apply for a Mining Lease as the process 

detailed in the MR Act. 

It should be noted that the mining lease application for Kevin‘s Corner does not form part of the EIS process. The 

MLA process is separate to the EIS and SEIS and is administered under separate legislation.  
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Comment - 23.X 

‗The project will look to employ a combined workforce of 2,400 at the peak of construction in 2014‘- conflicts with 

Introduction S1.6 of 2,500 construction jobs and S2.6.1.2. 

Recommendation - 23.X 

Please advise whether this includes contract staff, indirect jobs and associated impacts.  

Response - 23.X 

The workforce figure of 2,500 is consistent in both the EIS Volume 1, Sections 1.6 and 2.6.1.2. 

Comment - 23.Y 

The LOM is proposed for period of 30 years with ongoing operational workforce of ~1,500.  

Recommendation - 23.Y 

How and where workers will be accommodated?  

Response - 23.Y 

Information on workers accommodation can be found in Volume 1, Section 2.6.1. of the EIS. 

Comment - 23.Z 

Please provide detail on adequacy of sewage treatment infrastructure and capacity  

Recommendation - 23.Z 

N/A 

Response - 23.Z 

While the detailed design has not been completed for the Sewage Treatment Plant, it will be designed to meet all 

regulatory requirements and to meet the required discharge criteria stipulated in the site environmental authority. 

Additional information on the site sewage management system is presented in the Environmental Management 

Plan, Volume 2, Appendix T1 of this SEIS and in the Interim Waste Management Plan, Volume 2, Appendix 

T4.01 of this SEIS. 
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2.23.6. Waste  

Comment - 23.AA 

Waste disposal site details are required by the proponent as council has limited capacity and restrictions on 

waste acceptance including solid, sewage, mixed etc.  

Recommendation - 23.AA 

N/A 

Response - 23.AA 

The waste strategy for the Kevin‘s Corner Project aims to maximise waste segregation for beneficial reuse and 

recycling and minimise volumes of residual waste for disposal to landfill. To minimise residual waste disposed to 

regional landfills, an engineered landfill will be constructed onsite to accommodate residual wastes generated 

from the Project that cannot be reused or recycled. The proponent understands the limited capacity for waste 

disposal offsite. Therefore, the onsite landfill facility has been scheduled to be built and be operational very early 

in the construction phase. 

As part of the SEIS an Interim Waste Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix T4.01 has been developed and 

will continue to be refined for the Project. This plan addresses the waste disposal options available to the site 

and how they fit in with existing regional capabilities. 

2.23.7. Project Description  

Comment - 23.AB 

Please clarify tenure arrangements and mining leases, including those which apply to the current EIS 

submission.  

Recommendation - 23.AB 

N/A 

Response - 23.AB 

The tenure arrangements and mining lease applications applying to the Kevin‘s Corner EIS are presented in 

Volume 1, Section 6.3 of the EIS.  
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Comment - 23.AC 

Industrial Waste 

Industrial wastes are not included within planned volumes including used tyres etc. - please advise. (also refers 

S2.5.3.8)  

Recommendation - 23.AC 

Lifecycles assessment and end reuse or disposal details for industrial wastes.  

Response - 23.AC 

Tables 16-1 and 16-2 from Volume 1, Section 16 of the EIS provide the required detail relating to industrial 

wastes. Further detail on the lifecycle of industrial wastes can be found in the Interim Waste Management Plan, 

Volume 2, Appendix T4.01 of this SEIS. 

Comment - 23.AD 

A waste management plan is needed which includes disposal options, location, and predicted volumes for all 

waste streams which is not reliant on the limited council infrastructure.  

Recommendation - 23.AD 

N/A 

Response - 23.AD 

An interim Waste Management Plan for the Project is presented in Volume 2, Appendix T4.01 of this SEIS. This 

management plan will be completed prior to the commencement of construction activities on site. Adopting the 

preferred waste management hierarchy with appreciation of the regional context, the recommended interim 

waste management strategy for construction and operational waste is outlined below.  

 Provide for source separation on-site to maximise reuse/recycling opportunities and operational 

efficiencies for off-site transport and processing service contracts. 

 Establish on-site package facilities to recycle and divert putrescible waste streams from landfill  

o Shredder for processing green waste and wood products 

o Sewage treatment plant for processing wastewater and dewatering sludge 

o Composting plant for shredded greenwaste and wood, food waste and dewatered sludge 

o Crusher for processing uncontaminated concrete and brick for road base 

o Compactor and baler for paper and cardboard 

 Establish long term service contracts with licensed operators in the region for transport and processing 

of recoverable waste streams, either for recycling or treatment/disposal.  
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 Develop on-site landfill with priority to provide for safe and efficient disposal of non-putrescible, non-

recoverable waste streams.  

Planning and implementation of these waste management strategies will be subject to agreement of suitable 

contractual arrangements with relevant service providers. 

Comment - 23.AE 

Section 2.3.6 Light Industrial Area 

Please provide further details on expected benefit or impacts on the local service providers utilizing light 

industrial area. 

Note also whether the proponent may supplement activities within designated light industrial area in Alpha. 

Recommendation - 23.AE 

Please provide details on the management, impacts and economic implications. Further discussion regarding the 

impacts on the local community and service providers.  

Response - 23.AE 

The Proponent has proposed a Light Industrial Area (LIA) to provide support for the three MIAs, and to enable 

activities which could normally be provided by off-site operators, to be located in close proximity to the operating 

mine without directly interacting with it. This arrangement is dependent on third parties ability to provide services 

through the LIA, these negotiations have not yet commenced. The provision of services will also be linked to the 

development of the LIPP. The LIPP will be developed as a key action in the Local and Regional Business 

Development Plan. 

A LIPP is required to be completed by HGPL within 30 days of financial close of the Project. The LIPP will be 

refined further, as the SIMP is progressed with key stakeholders.  

Comment - 23.AF 

Section 2.4 Construction 

Mine infrastructure for construction includes: 

a) Site administration 

b) First aid facilities 

c) Workshops 

d) Water management infrastructure 

e) Roads 

f) Accommodation 

g) Hardstand 
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h) Airport 

i) Electrical 

j) Communication systems 

Recommendation - 23.AF 

The impacts and proposed mitigation are not noted within this section. Please elaborate and provide references 

where appropriate.  

Response - 23.AF 

As these above listed mine site components have been assessed as part of the overall Project, the potential 

impacts from each of these components are considered within the relevant sections of the EIS. 

Comment - 23.AG 

Section 2.4 Construction 

Mine infrastructure for construction includes: 

a) Site administration 

b) First aid facilities 

c) Workshops 

d) Water management infrastructure 

e) Roads 

f) Accommodation 

g) Hardstand 

h) Airport 

i) Electrical 

j) Communication systems 

Recommendation - 23.AG 

An emergency management plan which includes collaboration with the local disaster management plan and is 

required prior to construction activities.  

Response - 23.AG 

HGPL will produce an Emergency Management and Response Plan, which includes collaboration with the local 

disaster management plan and in consultation with the DES, QPS, QAS, QFRS & BRC, prior to construction 

activities (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D Table 4-9). 
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Comment - 23.AH 

Section 2.4 Construction 

Mine infrastructure for construction includes: 

a) Site administration 

b) First aid facilities 

c) Workshops 

d) Water management infrastructure 

e) Roads 

f) Accommodation 

g) Hardstand 

h) Airport 

i) Electrical 

j) Communication systems 

Recommendation - 23.AH 

Representation on the local disaster management engagement group is recommended for the proponent.  

Response - 23.AH 

Noted. 

Comment - 23.AI 

Section 2.4 Construction 

‗structures, buildings, infrastructure ...in use by local landholders will be acquired and removed as necessary.  

Recommendation - 23.AI 

Please provide further details on proposed relocation program.  

Response - 23.AI 

Private consultation with potentially affected landholders will be undertaken. These negotiations will commence 

prior to construction and will be confidential between HGPL and each key stakeholder. 
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Comment - 23.AJ 

Section 2.4.1 Site preparation 

'objective of the mine to minimize disturbed areas and prevent the spread of weeds‘- please provide detailed 

planning on management and mitigation including parthenium weed.  

Recommendation - 23.AJ 

N/A 

Response - 23.AJ 

A Pest and Weed Management Plan has been produced for the Project and can be found in Volume 2, Appendix 

T4.02 of this SEIS. This plan outlines the required mitigation and management methods for the control of pests 

and weeds on site. Although parthenium was not found on site during the EIS surveys, the management of 

parthenium weed included in the Pest and Weed Management Plan, Volume 2, Appendix T4.02 of this SEIS.  

Comment - 23.AK 

Section 2.4.1 Site preparation 

Note any design and management proposed for the temporary drainage and water run-off works.  

Recommendation - 23.AK 

Please provide further details on proposed impacts, actions and mitigation.  

Response - 23.AK 

Information on the Project‘s proposed drainage works and their potential impacts and mitigation are contained 

within the Surface Water Section of the EIS (Volume 1, Section 11) and Section 11.4 of the EIS and Volume 2, 

Appendix K and Volume 2 Appendix T1 of the SEIS. 

Comment - 23.AL 

Section 2.4.1 Site preparation 

Communications.. will be via link to …Alpha Township.  

Recommendation - 23.AL 

Please provide further details on communications strategy and infrastructure and how the local community would 

benefit or be impacted.  
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Response - 23.AL 

HGPL will develop a communications system to service the mine and its associated operations. HGPL will 

consult with QPS regarding telecommunication system upgrades.  (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.22;). 

HGPL has discussed with Queensland Police about the sharing of the communications network to assist with 

emergency response in the vicinity of the Kevin‘s Corner Mine. The details of these negotiations are commercial 

in confidence.  

Initially for construction it is anticipated that a number of individual systems which will need to be installed to 

allow construction. As part of the provision of power, water and rail services to the mines, a number of data 

communication highways are being considered. Depending on the ultimate location of these facilities, 

consideration will be given to connection to available networks. 

Comment - 23.AM 

Section 2.4.3 Mining Infrastructure 

Quarry pits will be used for fill…‘from a number of local borrow pits‘- please provide details on location, 

ownership, impacts and mitigation.  

Recommendation - 23.AM 

Please provide further details as per comments.  

Response - 23.AM 

Quarry materials will mostly be sourced from areas within the mining lease (ML), where practical. Exact fill 

requirements will not be determined until the detailed design phase of the Project is complete. For fill and quarry 

material that cannot be sourced in the ML, an investigation will be undertaken to identify potential source/s of 

material in the local area, and any use of local borrow pits will be subject to approvals by the appropriate 

regulatory authority. If local supplies cannot meet required specifications then supplementary sources from more 

distant locations will be sourced. Any approvals that may be required for onsite and offsite processing will be 

captured as part of the Tier 2 approval process (EIS Volume 1, Section 1.10, Table 1-5). 

Comment - 23.AN 

Section 2.5 

‗during operations, total employment is estimated to reach 2,000 full-time equivalent positions‘ – this statement 

conflicts with Introduction S1.6 with 1,500 operational workers including contractors and also conflicts with 

Section 23 Economics for equivalent FTEs.  
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Recommendation - 23.AN 

Please provide predicted numbers of employment for full time, contractor and support workers throughout life of 

the project and phases.  

Response - 23.AN 

Information relating to the direct and indirect employment numbers, including contractors and support workers, for the 

Project are presented in Section 23.3.2 of the EIS.  

Comment - 23.AO 

Section 2.5 

‗scheduled LOM of 30 years with reserves enabling extension beyond this‘, What extensions are planned, how 

long will operations be extended? What workforce is required and will the infrastructure provided remain?  

Recommendation - 23.AO 

A more detailed study into the impacts on Towns like Alpha and their needs for essential services and 

infrastructure including housing are immediately required incorporating cumulative impacts by mining activities.  

Response - 23.AO 

At the current end of the 30 year period there is still minable coal available subject to pricing limitations. If there 

was to be further mining it would go no longer than possibly 10 years with the same infrastructure and workforce. 

It would of course then still be rehabilitated as required. 

Comment - 23.AP 

Section 2.5 

Table 2-2 expected run of mine ROM includes total feeds with average range of total feed from around 34 million 

to 38 million (tap), How does this relate to the 30MTPA targeted for extraction? Does this include losses/ wastes 

or unrecoverable resources?  

Recommendation - 23.AP 

N/A 

Response - 23.AP 

ROM Coal is different to Product coal. ROM coal is the coal dug out of the ground pre processing. The 30 Mtpa 

is the average amount of product coal to be produced by the Project on an annual basis post processing.  During 
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processing waste products including fine and coarse rejects are produced which make up the difference between 

the ROM and Product tonnes.  

Comment - 23.AQ 

Section 2.5 

‗the E seam…has been evaluated as a potential thermal coal resource‘- no planning is included regarding 

utilization, impacts or approvals for the E seam. Is there a plan to extract the E seam resource by the proponent  

Recommendation - 23.AQ 

More assessment is required if the proponent intends to access the E seam for extraction.  

Response - 23.AQ 

When the EIS was being compiled there was a possibility that the E seam would be a viable option. Further 

investigation has shown this not to be the case. 

Comment - 23.AR 

Section 2.5 

Overburden removal notes ‘topsoil will either be stockpiled for future use, or placed directly onto the regraded 

areas‘… please provide details on topsoil recovery, use, application. Will topsoil be stored for use in rehabilitation 

areas? How and where will it be used? What are the characteristics of the topsoil?  

Recommendation - 23.AR 

Topsoil management is a critical resource. Please indicate how the Proponent will mitigate the impacts of their 

project and support the development and implementation of topsoil management within a rehabilitation plan.  

Response - 23.AR 

The Proponent agrees that topsoil is a valuable resource to be appropriately managed for the future rehabilitation 

of the site. Information on the management of topsoil on site was presented in Section 26.4.6 of the EIS. A 

Topsoil Management Plan (TMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.13) will be developed, implemented and 

regularly updated. 
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Comment - 23.AS 

Section 2.5.2 

‗designed for a 30-year mine life, operating 24 hours per day, seven days a week. What allowances have been 

made for disasters, issues such as flooding or fire for access/egress points? Workforce impacts? What are the 

environmental impacts of the proposed schedule?  

Recommendation - 23.AS 

Please provide details on impacts to community, environment and social involvement based on the proposed 

24/7 schedule.  

Response - 23.AS 

Appendix U of the EIS identified hazards and risks that may potentially occur during the life of the Project. 

Appendix U also provided control measures to be implemented to reduce risk levels. As part of the operation 

phase of the Project further hazard and risk assessments will be completed that will further focus on protecting 

the workforce and community in the event of a local disaster. Volume 2, Appendix T of the EIS identified and 

assessed key social and community potential impacts associated with the Project and how they will affect the 

population within the study areas. Potential social impacts that were assessed for the EIS during the construction 

and operational stages of the Project include the following key social areas: 

 History and Settlement; 

 Demographic; 

 Culture and Community Dynamics; 

 Housing and Accommodation; 

 Health, Wellbeing and Social Infrastructure; 

 Education and Training; 

 Labour Market and Employment; 

 Industry and Business; 

 Income and Cost of Living; 

 Governance; and 

 Primary Industry and Access 

A detailed SIMP has been developed; refer to Volume 2, Appendix D of this SEIS.  As agreed with the QFRS, 

HGPL will develop the Emergency Management and Response Plan (EMRP) (in compliance with the Coal Mine 

and Safety Act) prior to the commencement of construction works (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.24). 
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Comment - 23.AT 

Section 2.5.3.3 

Training and emergency services building. Council have discussed with the proponent about a local training 

facility to be situated within the Barcaldine Region which is hoped will assist in local training and employment 

opportunities and provide a venue for the proponent(s) to provide training and utilise on occasion for meetings/ 

training etc. Barcaldine Regional Council have identified that provision of a local training facility will provide 

support to mitigate some of the noted social and economic impacts of the mine activities and assist in 

alternatives for local employment and have discussed this with the proponent as a key issue for consideration.  

Recommendation - 23.AT 

The proponent(s) and the Queensland Government are able to explore supporting and utilizing a public training 

facility within the Barcaldine region with main purpose to assist in skilling/ up skilling and providing a local venue 

for utilization by mining proponents and the local community. Further discussions between Barcaldine Regional 

Council, proponent and Qld Government are requested.  

Response - 23.AT 

Workforce planning will facilitate assessment of training requirements and opportunities at a local and regional 

level.  

Working with Skills Queensland, HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be sourced over the life of 

the Project. HGPL will develop an employment strategy identifying potential FIFO locations, training deficiencies 

at a local level and relevant strategies for recruitment and training, These actions will be reflected in the 

Workforce Management Plan including the implementation of a Local Apprenticeship Program and a community 

access to training program in the BRC area. 

To date HGPL has met with DATSIMA, Skills Queensland, Indigenous Employment Strategy and Policy, 

Indigenous Initiatives, and the Office for Women to ensure an equal opportunity for involvement in the Project. 

HGPL will continue to consult Skills Queensland and other key stakeholders as the Action Plans and the SIMP 

are finalised.  

Comment - 23.AU 

Section 2.6.1 - Associated infrastructure; Workforce Accommodation 

Council have noted ‗12 month 1,000 personnel temporary camp … followed by permanent accommodation 

village with peak of 2,500 employees and allowance of eco-village suitable for 2,000 persons, designed for fly-in-

fly-out workforce‘ 
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Recommendation - 23.AU 

Based on figures provided by HCPL no staff would be housed locally within Alpha and Jericho to meet the 

nominal 30% resident workforce targets proposed by Barcaldine Regional Council. The proponent is requested 

to respond.  

Response - 23.AU 

HGPL will not be able to meet Barcaldine Regional Council‘s targets for a 30% resident workforce. 

Accommodating 30% of the Kevin‘s Corner workforce locally is not feasible given the lack of infrastructure 

services (telecommunications, water etc) available. Furthermore, the distances between the local towns and 

Kevin‘s Corner are beyond those considered safe for drive in/drive out operations. For these reasons HGPL will 

use Fly In/Fly Out operations for the Project.  

To ensure involvement of the local communities throughout the life of the Project, a Local Industry Participation 

Plan will be developed to support the SIMP. Where possible, the LIPP will seek to facilitate use of local products 

and services as part of Kevin‘s Corner operations. Where possible HGPL will also look to maximise the benefits 

to the local community through the implementation a Local Employment Policy and training and development 

actions as part of the Training and Employment Plan.  

In addition, HGPL will support community services and infrastructure development through the Hancock 

Community Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and subsequent opportunities for assistance will 

be reflected in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan.  

Comment - 23.AV 

Section 2.6 Associated infrastructure 

How will the project benefit the local community and how will local services be utilised if none of the workforce 

are resident within the local region?  

Recommendation - 23.AV 

N/A 

Response - 23.AV 

To ensure involvement of the local communities throughout the life of the Project, a Local Industry Participation 

Plan will be developed to support the SIMP. Where possible, the LIPP will seek to facilitate use of local products 

and services as part of Kevin‘s Corner operations. 

Where possible HGPL will also look to maximise the benefits to the local community through the implementation 

a Local Employment Policy and training and development actions as part of the SIMP Training and Employment 

Action Plan.  
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In addition, HGPL will support community services and infrastructure development through the Hancock 

Community Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and subsequent opportunities for assistance will 

be reflected in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan.  

Comment - 23.AW 

Section 2.6 Associated infrastructure 

Solid/liquid wastes including ` sewage collected from temporary accommodation…and discharged to an existing 

sewage treatment works (Alpha or Emerald)‘ 240L/day pp with workforce of 2,000 persons would equate to 

480,000L and exceed the current provisions for septic services in the region. It is noted that grey water 2.5.3.4 

would also be trucked or piped to Sewage/ waste water treatment plant- what is the timing of this? Appropriate 

long term sewage treatment facilities are required in Alpha/Jericho to service the expansion and meet the 

growing demand for waste services.  

Recommendation - 23.AW 

N/A 

Response - 23.AW 

As part of the SEIS an Interim Waste Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix T4.01) has been developed that 

has investigated the local capacity and availability of waste stream that HGPL can utilise. The Interim Waste 

Management Plan has identified that there is limited regional capacity to enable disposal of sewage waste 

offsite. It has been recommended that onsite facilities are to be constructed and used. This will then enable 

effluent to be treated to Class C quality suitable for irrigation on-site and sludge to be dewatered and processed 

in package composting facility for reuse as soil conditioner on-site.  

Comment - 23.AX 

Section 2.6.3 - Associated infrastructure; Waste Management 

Waste management will include ‗majority of general waste..on-site landfill‘. How will the remainder be disposed 

and is there intent to utilise council facilities?  

Recommendation - 23.AX 

Waste disposal site details are required by the proponent as council has limited capacity and restrictions on 

waste acceptance including solid, sewage, mixed etc.  

Response - 23.AX 

Waste management and disposal are presented in Volume 1, Section 16 of the EIS. Additionally an Interim 

Waste Management Plan has been developed for the site and is presented in SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.01.  
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Comment - 23.AY 

Section 2.6.4 water and wastewater 

Sludge and solids will require periodical removal- please provide further details on management, disposal and 

mitigation.  

Recommendation - 23.AY 

N/A 

Response - 23.AY 

Waste management and disposal are presented in Volume 1, Section 16 of the EIS. Additionally an Interim 

Waste Management Plan has been developed for the site and is presented in SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.01. 

There is limited capacity in the existing local infrastructure to manage sludge disposal. Accordingly, it is proposed 

to install a package composting facility for processing of sludge onsite for reuse as soil conditioner on-site. This 

plant is expected to be built early in the construction phase. Until this facility is established, there are currently 

two companies that service the Alpha region that can collect and dispose of dewatered sludge and solids from 

onsite facilities. In addition, the option for interim co- disposal of sewage sludge to the on- site landfill will also be 

investigated.   

Comment - 23.AZ 

Section 2.6.4 water and wastewater 

Provide details on sub-surface ‗C‘ class effluent irrigation  

Recommendation - 23.AZ 

N/A 

Response - 23.AZ 

Waste management and disposal including sewage are presented in Volume 1, Section 16 of the EIS. 

Additionally an Interim Waste Management Plan has been developed for the site and is presented in SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix T4.01. This management plan includes details of the potential disposal of sewage materials.  

Comment - 23.BA 

Section 2.6.4 water and wastewater 

How will potable water be sourced and provided, in particular during construction?  
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Recommendation - 23.BA 

N/A 

Response - 23.BA 

Information on the provision of raw water to site and its treatment are provided in Volume 1, Section 11.3.8.3 of 

the EIS.  Additional information is also provided in the SEIS Off Lease Assessment Report (Volume 2, Appendix 

I). 

Comment - 23.BB 

Section 2.6.4 water and wastewater 

The fire system will use …raw water dam. What studies have been conducted on the raw water dam and 

reliability of this water including ability to supply fire system?  

Recommendation - 23.BB 

N/A 

Response - 23.BB 

Information on the provision and availability of raw water to site are provided in Volume 1, Section 11.3.8.3 of the 

EIS.  Additional information is also provided in the SEIS Off Lease Assessment Report (Volume 2, Appendix I). 

Comment - 23.BC 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

Detailed design for surface water management is required. ‗Geotechnical and hydro-geological investigations for 

the mine water dam sites are to be undertaken…  

Recommendation - 23.BC 

Please provide further details as per comments, as there is insufficient information provided at this stage to 

enable further comments by Barcaldine Regional Council.  

Response - 23.BC 

As part of the EIS a comprehensive description of the surface water management on site was presented. Volume 

1, Section 11 and Volume 2, Appendix M of the EIS presents the surface water resource aspects of the proposed 

Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project. The information and assessments describe: 

 Relevant legislation for surface water management; 
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 Assessment methodologies; 

 Baseline (existing) surface water environment and associated environmental values; 

 Proposed Project surface water assessment; 

 Identification of potential impacts and impact assessment; 

 Residual risk potential impacts; and 

 Proposed mitigation measures. 

This information was compiled to meet the requirements of the Project terms of reference. Detailed design of 

surface water infrastructure is not required at the EIS stage of the Project and all of the design work will be to the 

required standard as stipulated by the appropriate regulatory authority. A revised Surface Water Hydraulics 

Report was undertaken and is presented in Volume 2, Appendix K of this SEIS. 

Comment - 23.BD 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

Please provide details on how EP Act and Environmental Protection Policy (EPP Water ) Water to protect waters 

and facilitate sustainable development will be implemented on-site. What protection measures are to be 

provided? How will on-site waters be managed and diverted? What separation will be available if clean waters 

become contaminated or dirty?  

Recommendation - 23.BD 

N/A 

Response - 23.BD 

The Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act) provides the key legislative framework for environmental 

management and protection in Queensland.  

Chapter 5 of the EP Act establishes a process for obtaining an Environmental Authority (EA) for mining activities. 

A Level 1 EA (mining activities) is applicable to the Project. In addition, an Environmental Management Plan (EM 

Plan) is also required under Section 201 of the EP Act. 

Under the EP Act, DEHP is the regulatory authority with responsibility for granting the EA, as well as compliance, 

auditing and monitoring of the environmental management of the Project activities.  

As part of the EIS a comprehensive description of the surface water management on site was presented. Volume 

1, Section 11 and Volume 2, Appendix M of the EIS presents the surface water resource aspects of the proposed 

Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project. This section includes the segregation of clean and impacted ―dirty‖ water. The clean 

stormwater runoff is carefully managed to minimise the potential for contamination.  If ―clean‖ water is impacted it 

can be used on site for processing, dust suppression etc. 
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Comment - 23.BE 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

Have levee designs incorporated rerun of hydrological and hydrogeological models to assess their potential 

impact?  

Recommendation - 23.BE 

Please provide further details as per comments, as there is insufficient information provided at this stage to 

enable further comments by Barcaldine Regional Council.  

Response - 23.BE 

As part of the EIS a comprehensive description of the surface water management on site was presented. Volume 

1, Section 11.3.11.1 and Volume 2, Appendix M of the EIS presents the surface water resource aspects of the 

proposed Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project. 

A detailed surface water study was completed for the Project (refer to EIS Volume 2, Appendix M. The study 

included an assessment of the hydrology of the Project‘s catchment area, flood modelling and a geomorphologic 

impact assessment. Hydrological and hydraulic models were developed and used to determine flood behaviour 

for frequent and large design floods. 

The flood flow estimates made for the Kevin‘s Corner Project were based on best practice and compared rainfall 

modelling based estimates, against frequency analysis estimates, and empirical estimates. 

The initial loss assumptions used in the modelling to estimate the 1:50 AEP and 1:100 AEP floods do not relate 

to a dry catchment.  The selected initial loss values were selected to provide a reasonable match between the 

runoff modelling methods and flood frequency methods. The approach used is consistent with best practice 

recommendations in Australian Rainfall and Runoff which is the preeminent reference for flood estimation in 

Australia. The model was run with a undeveloped (no mine) and developed case (levees, diversions etc) both of 

which are presented in the EIS. A revision or rerun of the model is not considered necessary. 

A Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report is presented in Appendix K of the SEIS, including updated 

information on surface water hydrology. 

Comment - 23.BF 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

‗Location and design of high wall dams has not been considered‘- please provide further details.  

Recommendation - 23.BF 

Please provide further details as per comments, as there is insufficient information provided at this stage to 

enable further comments by Barcaldine Regional Council.  
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Response - 23.BF 

Volume 1, Section 11.3.8.6 of the EIS states: 

highwall dams and levees upslope of the open-cut pits to reduce peak runoff inflows and velocities from 

undisturbed or approved rehabilitated catchments. The location and design of highwall dams has not been 

considered at this concept level but will be further refined during detailed design; 

The inclusion of the highwall dams and levees are not deemed critical to the water management system at the 

conceptual stage of development and will be designed and implemented to the required guidelines as required 

as part of the overall site water management system. The proposed onsite highwall dams design and other 

applicable dams will be assessed and certified as a ‗regulated structures‘, and will then be constructed as per the 

approval under the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act). This is a separate approval to the EIS process. 

Comment - 23.BG 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

‗Raw water dam to store imported raw water‘. Where will the raw water be sourced? What proportion is predicted 

for evaporation/ losses? What is the reliability of the water source? The water balance model notes that storage 

capacity for 1:100 AEP. How will water be managed in event i.e. 1:1,000 AEP as per the risk based approach? 

What impacts would this have on raw water supply and alternative options? As the mine is self-contained is there 

a need for supplementary source and how will this be found?  

Recommendation - 23.BG 

The proponent needs a detailed risk assessment which is required to assess various consequences of disaster 

i.e. extreme flood and needs different methods to recover the mine, staff and infrastructure in the event of a 

major incident. Risks and management actions have not been fully addressed. 

Further discussions with Barcaldine Regional Council and local disaster management planning group(s) are 

recommended in addition to risk assessment to align planning and provide regional understanding of disaster 

management.  

Response - 23.BG 

Volume 1, Section 11 and Volume 2, Appendices M.1 - M.4 of the EIS present the surface water resource 

aspects of the proposed Kevin‘s Corner Coal Project. Included in these sections are details around the raw water 

sources, water balance models and risk assessments. 

While a risk assessment  assessing the consequences of a disaster is not required within the Terms of 

Reference, general risks and management actions are included in the Surface Water sections listed above and 

are also summarised in Section W.3.4 of the Environmental Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix W) 

contained in the EIS. Further to that, information on the Project water supply assurance has been developed in 
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consultation with DEHP and can be found in the Off Lease Assessment Report, Volume 2, Appendix I of this 

SEIS. 

HGPL will continue to hold discussions with Barcaldine Regional Council relating to all of BRC‘s topics of interest 

including disaster management. 

Comment - 23.BH 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

S2.6.8.4 dams- how will SunWater Connor‘s River Dam pipeline impact the region? What is the reliability and 

ability for dam to store 1,010ML?  

Recommendation - 23.BH 

N/A 

Response - 23.BH 

The SunWater Connor‘s River Dam and pipeline is the subject of a separate approvals processes not being 

undertaken by HGPL.  

The final design capacity of the raw water dam will be confirmed as part of the final design process of the mine. 

Detailed design of surface water infrastructure is not required at the EIS stage of the Project and all of the design 

work will be to the required standard as stipulated by the appropriate regulatory authority. Any applicable dams 

will be assessed and certified as a ‗regulated structures‘, and will then be constructed as per the approval under 

the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act). This is a separate approval to the EIS process. 

Comment - 23.BI 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

Figure 2-20 has insufficient design detail to provide further comment. Please provide details on diversions and 

levee designs, including mitigation of impacts and protection of raw and receiving water sources.  

Recommendation - 23.BI 

N/A 

Response - 23.BI 

Figure 2-20 is a component of the Project description (Volume 1, Section 2 of the EIS). Additional detail of the 

surface water infrastructure proposed for the site is presented in Volume 1, Section 11 (Surface Water) of the 

EIS 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 323-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Comment - 23.BJ 

Section 2.6.5 Surface water 

Please provide details of monitoring programs and water sampling/testing. How will reuse water be tested and 

treated? Is there a provision for disposal if not suitable for treatment? What is the rehabilitation plan for dams and 

storages?  

Recommendation - 23.BJ 

N/A 

Response - 23.BJ 

Detail on monitoring programs, water sampling/testing and water treatment can be found in Section 11.5 of the 

EIS and Volume 2, Appendix M- Site Water Management (Basis of Design) Report of the SEIS. Management 

Plans including a Sewage Treatment Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.10), Surface Water 

Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.11), and Mine Water Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T4.12) will also be developed for this purpose. 

Comment - 23.BK 

Section 2.6.9 Energy 

Please provide details on greenhouse/carbon impacts of energy and power use. What impacts are considered?  

Recommendation - 23.BK 

Please provide further details as per comments.  

Response - 23.BK 

Greenhouse Gas and Carbon Emissions are calculated and the potential impacts are detailed in the GHG and 

Climate Change Section, Volume 1, Section 14.3.2 and 14.3.3 of the EIS and Volume 2, Section 5 of Appendix 

G- Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment, SEIS. 

Comment - 23.BL 

Section 2.6.10. Communications 

Dedicated fibre optic connection from existing Alpha network. How will this benefit the community? 

Will the local regional council and community have access to the fibre optic cable?  
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Recommendation - 23.BL 

The impacts from the mine also provide benefits through provision of services that supporting contractors, local 

and regional council and the community may be connected. This is particularly important due to the distances in 

the region and also the need for the proponent, contractors and council to participate in ongoing 

communications, committees and groups.  

Response - 23.BL 

These discussions are underway and ongoing. It should be noted that these are not project impacts and 

therefore not assessed in the EIS. This is a regional development issue. 

Comment - 23.BM 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

Lacking detail and V1 S26 contains discussion only.  

Recommendation - 23.BM 

N/A 

Response - 23.BM 

Section 26 provides a framework for the decommissioning and rehabilitation of the Kevin‘s Corner Project, 

including details on the relevant regulatory requirements, proposed decommissioning activities required for 

infrastructure at closure, and describes the options, strategies and methods for progressive and final 

rehabilitation of the environment disturbed by the Project (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T3.8). 

A detailed rehabilitation strategy (Rehabilitation Management Plan) will be a condition of the mine EA issued by 

DEHP and is typically prepared post-approval (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.09). The Rehabilitation 

Management Plan is updated as a continuous improvement tool as success criteria information for the different 

areas (domains) of the mine site become clearer (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8).  

Comment - 23.BN 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

Can the EIS identify the extent of dispersive soils?  

Recommendation - 23.BN 

Please provide information as to the suitable landforms for the identified soil types.  
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Response - 23.BN 

Volume 1, Section 2 (Project Description) from which this comment originates is designed to give an overview of 

the Project and its components. The subsequent technical section provide more detail which is summarized 

where appropriate from the technical appendices. Additional information to address this comment can be found 

in Volume 1, Section 5.4.4 of the EIS. 

Comment - 23.BO 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

How long before progressive rehabilitation will occur?  

Recommendation - 23.BO 

N/A 

Response - 23.BO 

The length of the period at which rehabilitation will occur can be found in Section 26.4.5 of the EIS. Table M-32 

of the Environmental Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1) describes the progressive rehabilitation 

throughout the life of the Project.  

Comment - 23.BP 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

How has void wall stability of 17degrees (where required) been assessed ? Where will this be implemented and 

what is the final land form?  

Recommendation - 23.BP 

N/A 

Response - 23.BP 

The final landform slope angles have been determined through preliminary geotechnical investigations and are 

based on the required factors of safety for the mine pits. As more information is acquired in the detailed design 

phase of the Project these slope angles will be confirmed. The final void slope angles will vary depending if it is 

the low wall (eastern spoil) side of the pit or the natural material predominantly to the west of the pit. These slope 

angles will be dependent on the competency of the soil and rock material found at these locations. An updated 

final landform figure is presented in the SEIS EM Plan (Volume 2, Appendix T1). 
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Comment - 23.BQ 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

Benching is mentioned for consideration- will there be benching? 

Recommendation - 23.BQ 

N/A 

Response - 23.BQ 

Further detail on benching as a decommissioning technique can be found in Volume 1, Section 26.3.5.2 of the 

EIS.  

Comment - 23.BR 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

With the projects understanding of the dispersive soils, what is the appropriate landform design (slopes) to help 

manage the landform from erosive impacts?  

Recommendation - 23.BR 

N/A 

Response - 23.BR 

Volume 1, Section 26.4.6.4 of the EIS provides information on landform design.  

Comment - 23.BS 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

What is the principle and parameters of the drainage design to minimise erosion, considering the soil types?  

Recommendation - 23.BS 

The above mentioned drainage , erosion and sediment control measures are generic. If the appropriate soil 

science has been completed, then the detailed design criteria should be undertaken to ensure that the proposed 

measures will work for the proposed landforms on the known soil types.  
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Response - 23.BS 

Additional information on erosion control and mitigation measures is presented in Volume 1, Section 26.4.6.4 of 

the EIS. A detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.04) will be 

developed prior to the commencement of construction works (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.7.6; 

SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.5) 

Comment - 23.BT 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

What is the design criterion for the contour banks?  

What are the sediment dams design criteria? 

Recommendation - 23.BT 

Please provide design criteria for contour banks, voids and sediment dams.  

Response - 23.BT 

The information provided in the revised EM Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8) relating to 

rehabilitation criteria is considered appropriate for this stage of the Project. As per current industry practice, 

success criteria will be regularly assessed and updated based on a "continuous loop of improvement" with 

respect to future rehabilitation strategies and relinquishment. During operations rehabilitation works will be 

designed specifically to optimise the potential for rapid ecosystem re-establishment. It is in the Proponent‘s 

interest to successfully rehabilitate the available areas of the mine to reduce their financial assurance exposure. 

As part of the continued development of the site‘s rehabilitation criteria measurable and/or definitive goals will be 

set. 

Comment - 23.BU 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

What monitoring, testing and assessment will be undertaken on soil stability, final coal content, minimization of 

spontaneous combustion, voids, water infrastructure dams and diversions? What criteria will be set to ensure 

that rehabilitation has been achieved?  

Recommendation - 23.BU 

N/A 
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Response - 23.BU 

The final monitoring and assessment of rehabilitation goals for the site have not yet been determined. These are 

typically finalised following site rehabilitation trials once operations and rehabilitation has commenced. 

Preliminary information on the rehabilitation success criteria is included in Volume 1, Section 26.4.9 of the EIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix T1- Environmental Management Plan (Mine Lease), Section T.3.8 of the SEIS and Volume 

2, Appendix T4.09- Rehabilitation Plan.  

Comment - 23.BV 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

Risks of void water and water quality from discharges require further detail? How will risks be assessed and 

managed? What mitigation is proposed?  

Recommendation - 23.BV 

N/A 

Response - 23.BV 

Detail on risk management and mitigation regarding void water and discharge water quality can be found in 

Volume 1, Section 26.3.5 of the EIS.  

Comment - 23.BW 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

What funds will be preserved for the rehabilitation? What is the percentage annual spending on rehabilitation? 

When will the 2 years post operation be assessed for implementation of rehabilitation?  

Recommendation - 23.BW 

N/A 

Response - 23.BW 

The SEIS Environmental Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix T1) details the decommissioning and 

rehabilitation commitments that HGPL will undertake during the mining life of Kevin‘s Corner. The 

decommissioning and rehabilitation plan will be developed and submitted as part of the Projects EA conditions 

which is administered by DEHP.  
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Comment - 23.BX 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

Safety measures proposed including fencing, berm and signage are considered inadequate to reinstate access 

and/or grazing post mining. What post mine commitment is provided by the proponent including activities and 

funding for ongoing management and maintenance of land post mining +30 years post LOM? Local government 

cannot be responsible to undertaken broad scale land management post mining and rehabilitation needs to 

provide means of agriculture/ alternative industry to be returned post mining.  

Recommendation - 23.BX 

N/A 

Response - 23.BX 

The proposed safety measures are considered industry standard for the decommissioning of mining leases. 

HGPL as part of the EM Plan and EA conditions (Volume 2, Appendix T1 of this SEIS) for the site will have to 

develop a post closure mine plan that will monitor rehabilitation success criteria many years after the cessation of 

mining. HGPL will have to satisfy the requirement of the regulatory authority at the time of mining lease 

relinquishment that the rehabilitation criteria are met and are sustainable.  

Additional detail can be found in Volume 1, Section 26.4.1 of the EIS. Additionally HGPL will have to determine 

the financial assurance calculation to be able to provide the Queensland government a bond. 

Comment - 23.BY 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

The proponent and the Queensland Government are requested to ensure that pre-construction a detailed mining 

rehabilitation strategy is developed in collaboration with Barcaldine Regional Council and other key stakeholders 

and that final land form design criteria with environmental controls such as water management is provided as 

included within conditions of approval. A percentage bond on rehabilitation activities should be held to ensure 

that activities are undertaken (i.e. within 2 years etc) and that there are sufficient funds available. An ongoing 

management fund is required due to the noted impacts on the surface.  

Recommendation - 23.BY 

N/A 

Response - 23.BY 

HGPL has presented within the EIS Volume 1, Section 26 the overarching rehabilitation strategy for the site. This 

detail is reiterated within the site Environmental Management Plan (EM Plan) Volume 2, Appendix T1 of the 

SEIS.  As part of the environmental authority  (EA) conditions that are yet to be finalised between DEHP and 
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HGPL a rehabilitation management plan will be required to be developed by the site. This management plan will 

be revised over the life of mine as site rehabilitation trials and research inform the most successful methods for 

site specific rehabilitation. Following the granting of the mining lease, HGPL will have to develop a Plan of 

Operations that details the rehabilitation to be undertaken over the life of that plan (1 to 5 years).  Additionally 

HGPL will have to determine the financial assurance calculation to be able to provide the government of 

Queensland a bond for the completion of site rehabilitation works should it be required. 

Comment - 23.BZ 

Section 2.7 decommissioning and rehabilitation 

Please provide further details as per comments, as there is insufficient information provided at this stage to 

enable evaluation or further comments by Barcaldine Regional Council.  

Recommendation - 23.BZ 

N/A 

Response - 23.BZ 

Volume 1, Section 2.7 Decommissioning and Rehabilitation of the EIS is only part of the Project Description, thus 

contains no substantial detail. Volume 1, Section 26, Decommissioning and Rehabilitation contains all the details 

as required by the Terms of Reference. 

2.23.8. Climate  

Comment - 23.CA 

Rainfall is highly variable 

Impacts of climate change on the project area 

Recommendation - 23.CA 

Please provide further details on how variable rainfall will impact on project and provision of water.  

Response - 23.CA 

The impacts of variable rainfall on the Project and the provision of water have been assessed through water 

balance modelling which has considered the rainfall record since 1900. Simulations of variable rainfall have been 

run using rainfall records from 1900. The mine water management system capacity has been optimised to 

ensure that there would be no uncontrolled releases from the mine for events less than 1:100 AEP. The water 

balance modelling has identified that the site will not require an off-site source of water before year 5 which is at 

the end of construction and halfway through total operations ramp-up. The preferred option for supplementary 
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water supply following year 5 is a new pipeline from the Connors River Dam under a SunWater contract lease, 

supply and transport agreement.  However other reasonable and practical alternative water supply options are 

available, should an alternative supply be required (Volume 2, Appendix I).   

Comment - 23.CB 

Volume 2, Appendix M, includes geomorphology of Sandy Creek which notes sediment transport and extensive 

flood plain flow at 1:50 ARI magnitude events including bank erosion- please provide further details on impacts 

and mitigation and post-mine rehabilitation.  

Recommendation - 23.CB 

N/A               

Response - 23.CB 

The Kevin‘s Corner Project is unlikely to cause additional bank erosion of Sandy Creek because Sandy Creek 

will be retained intact (i.e. no diversions or subsidence of Sandy Creek). There will only be a minor increase in 

the velocity of water in Sandy Creek within the mine lease (due to the influence of the flood protection levees). 

The only foreseeable potential cause of bank erosion in Sandy Creek would occur if there was a significant 

reduction in sediment delivered to Sandy Creek to the point where creek flow could erode banks to regain 

sediment, or where streampower increases significantly as a result of floodplain constriction from the Project 

levees. These impacts are not expected to occur (EIS Volume 1, Section 11.4.7, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix K- 

Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report, Section 6.2). 

2.23.9. Geology  

Comment - 23.CC 

―The mine of 2 open cut mines and four longwall underground mines delivering 56 Million tonnes per annum‖- 

see earlier comment 1.1.  

Recommendation - 23.CC 

Please clarify production quantities and mining operations with rates.  

Response - 23.CC 

Table 2-2, Volume 1, Section 2 from the EIS clarifies the production rates.  
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Comment - 23.CD 

‗groundwater inflows can occur… and requires pumping… ‗An active dewatering system is required to reduce the 

pressure and risks associated with pit floor ingress? How will this impact on groundwater tables? What is the 

interaction with the geological faults noted in S4.4? What monitoring will be undertaken? How will this impact on 

operations? Is there a way in which to minimize subsidence issues and depths and have these been considered 

/investigated by HGPL?  

Recommendation - 23.CD 

Further details on the mitigation of impacts noted in 4.12 are required. 

Please provide further information as per comments as there is insufficient information provided on groundwater 

inflows, seismic survey etc in order for Barcaldine Regional Council to assess.  

Response - 23.CD 

Groundwater assessment data is presented in EIS Volume 1, Section 12. Additional groundwater data, using 

predictive groundwater modelling, has been compiled and is included in SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L. The 

groundwater modelling technical report includes groundwater ingress predictions, drawdown impacts predictions 

(life of mine and 300 years post mining), ongoing and proposed monitoring, and long term groundwater rebound 

(allowing for structures and goaf alterations to aquifers and geological units). 

SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 4.4, Figure 4-6, and Section 4.4.6 provide additional information regarding 

minor faulting mapped across Kevin‘s Corner MLA 70425. These faults, delineated using seismic surveys, are all 

located within the proposed underground mine workings. The predictive groundwater model was calibrated for 

both steady-state and transient conditions, allowing for heterogeneous aquifer parameters across the site (SEIS, 

Volume 2 Appendix L Section 9). 
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The long term predictive modelling includes for aquifer hydraulic alteration due to longwall mining, allowing for 

the assessment of groundwater rebound, influences of final void(s), and long term groundwater levels and flow 

patterns (SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 12). 

Subsidence details and assessments were included in Kevin‘s Corner EIS submission Volume 2 Appendix J 

Subsidence. 

Comment - 23.CE 

Please provide further information on cracking and subsidence and mitigation actions to be undertaken by 

HGPL.‘ Maximum subsidence generally less than 2.9m‘ is a large risk of fall for persons/vehicles/cattle post 

mining. More information on rehabilitation activities and mitigation measures is required.  

Recommendation - 23.CE 

N/A 

Response - 23.CE 

The Interim Subsidence Management Plan contained in Volume 2, Appendix N of this SEIS details the potential 

cracking as a result of Subsidence. Mitigation measures and management strategies are also presented in the 

Interim Subsidence Management Plan.  

Comment - 23.CF 

How will acid generating overburden and wastes be tested, analysed, investigated and managed? 

What are the ‗precautions‘ which will be undertaken to prevent water flow? Monitoring periods are suggested at 

‗5 yearly App M1‘? Please provide further details on what will be monitored and what actions would be 

undertaken based on the monitoring. 

Recommendation - 23.CF 

What additional characterization and geological activities are proposed and how will these mitigate the noted 

impacts?  

Response - 23.CF 

Testing, analysis, investigation and management of acid generating overburden  

The EM Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1) at Section T3.6.8 describes the commitments made by HGPL to 

identify and manage any Potentially Acid Forming (PAF) coal and mining waste materials. In particular, an 

Overburden and CHPP Rejects Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.07) will be developed similar 

to that developed and utilised at the Alpha Coal Bulk Sample Test Pit operation in 2011 and an infill drilling and 
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geochemical testing program is already underway. The main material type identified as PAF is coarse reject, 

although tailings may have a relatively small capacity to generate acid. The overwhelming majority of overburden 

and interburden materials are Non-Acid Forming (NAF). Some coal seam roof, floor and parting materials located 

directly adjacent to or within the economic and uneconomic coal seams below the base of weathering may be 

PAF and these PAF materials will be identified and handled in a similar manner to PAF coarse reject materials at 

the Project (ie. selective handling, compaction, possible lime amendment and encapsulation within a thick layer 

of NAF overburden). Visual identification of these materials through open-pit mining geological control coupled 

with pre-mining and ongoing geochemical sampling and testing of coal seam and near coal seam materials will 

be used to delineate the extent of any PAF overburden materials and ensure that these are selectively handled 

and managed in an appropriate manner. For tailings, lime amendment will be used if the tailings are less benign 

than predicted and the pH of the tailings decant water decreases below the predicted range of pH 5-6. These 

management measures are described in some detail in the updated EM Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1) in 

Sections T.3.6.1 and T.3.6.6, and Section T.3.4.9 (Table W-7).  

Precautions to prevent water flow  

The sentence states that ―precautions will be taken to prevent water flow over the dispersive materials of 

overburden dumps, by avoiding placement at the final top surface of the outer slopes and batters‖, or to 

paraphrase by avoiding placement at the final top surface of the outer slopes and batters, water flow over the 

dispersive materials of overburden dumps will be prevented. 

Monitoring and Response 

A substantial monitoring programme has been developed and is already underway. Details relating to how 

programme will be applied to the monitoring of mine waste, can be found in Volume 2, Appendix T1 of this SEIS, 

under subsection T.3.6.7 and the commitments made by HGPL to manage mine waste can be found in 

subsection T.3.6.8. Details relating to the Surface Water Monitoring program cross-referenced in the above 

comment, can be found in sub-section T.3.4.7 and Volume 2 Appendix M- Site Water Management (Basis of 

Design) Report of the SEIS. 

Comment - 23.CG 

Council are concerned about the ‗spontaneous combustion propensity‘  

Recommendation - 23.CG 

The mine will develop a closure plan to minimize the impacts and rehabilitate the soils and to allow for pre-mining 

land use. Please provide further details as per comments.  

Response - 23.CG 

The mine will develop a closure plan to minimize the impacts and rehabilitate the soils and to allow for pre-mining 

land use. This closure plan will be supported and informed by the site‘s Rehabilitation Management Plan (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8.9, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.09) and Overburden and CHPP Rejects 
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Management Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.6.3 and T.3.6.8) to ensure that any potentially 

spontaneous materials are appropriately placed in the mining landform. 

Comment - 23.CH 

Mineral and petroleum exploration- Hancock MDLS are over pegged by petroleum exploration permit to Tri-star 

Petroleum Company EPP 668 and petroleum exploration permit Comet Ridge EPP 744. How does this impact 

the proposed mine? What are the tenure/permit rights?  

Recommendation - 23.CH 

N/A 

Response - 23.CH 

Under the MR Act, a mining lease applicant is obliged to make reasonable attempts to reach agreement with holders of 

applicable petroleum tenures in relation to its proposed development. Failing agreement, a mining lease applicant may use 

the statutory process to request the Minister to make a ‗preference decision‘ about whether the coal resource should be 

developed in preference to the potential petroleum resources. 

Currently, HGPL are in private consultation with potentially effected landholders. These negotiations will commence prior to 

construction/operation and will be confidential between HGPL and each key stakeholder. 

Comment - 23.CI 

‗only limited seismic surveying has been undertaken in the vicinity of Hancock MDLs- please provide further 

detail.  

Recommendation - 23.CI 

N/A 

Response - 23.CI 

This comment relates to seismic surveying (publically available results) conducted for mineral and petroleum 

exploration within the portion of the Galilee Basin containing the Kevin‘s Corner Project.  

Section 4.5 of the EIS Volume 1, Section 4 Geology details the site specific seismic survey data conducted with 

the Kevin‘s Corner MLA. These data indicate limited faulting and uniformity. The seismic data on site suggests 2 

to 3 km spacing of faults this is considered sufficient to address the Project needs.  
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Comment - 23.CJ 

Section 4.1 tenure  

With regrouped mining leases, in what name will the MLA be applied for? 

Recommendation - 23.CJ 

N/A 

Response - 23.CJ 

The ML application 70425 (Kevin‘s Corner Project) is in the name of Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd.   

Comment - 23.CK 

Section 4.1 - Tenure  

Please confirm the interest of overlapping petroleum exploration permit held by Comet Ridge Ltd ATPA 744 and 

impact on project? 

Recommendation - 23.CK 

N/A 

Response - 23.CK 

The south east corner of ATP 744P overlaps with the western half of MLA 70425 (Kevin's Corner). The ATP 

holder has provided consent for the proposed Project as required under the Mineral Resources Act. 

A Coal Seam Gas Statement was compiled by Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd, which included an initial development 

plan in support of the mining lease application for the Kevin‘s Corner Mining Project.  

It is considered that based on the shallow nature of this coal little or no CSG is associated with these coal 

measures. Comet Ridge has identified areas of promising results some 500 km northwest of Kevin‘s Corner (still 

within ATP 744P) where the coal is located at depth. CSG is typically associated with coal seams at depths of 

500+ m where there is sufficient pressure to keep CSG sorbed to coal.  

The removal of coal at Kevin‘s Corner would remove potential CSG reserves; however, based on the shallow 

nature of the coal the potential for CSG is not considered viable. 

Comment - 23.CL 

Section 4.1 - Tenure  

Will application for renewal be made for MDL 333 due on 30 September 2012 and if so in whose name? 
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Figure 4.3 does not show ATPA 744 as indicated, also legend shows both boundary lines as MLA70425- please 

confirm? 

Recommendation - 23.CL 

N/A 

Response - 23.CL 

The renewal application went in on 31/03/2012 under the name Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd. 

Comment - 23.CM 

Section 4.1 - Tenure  

Figure 4.3 does not show ATPA 744 as indicated, also legend shows both boundary lines as MLA70425- please 

confirm? 

Recommendation - 23.CM 

N/A 

Response - 23.CM 

A Coal Seam Gas Statement was compiled by Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd, which included an initial development 

plan in support of the mining lease application for the Kevin‘s Corner Mining Project. This document, included in 

Appendix B (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L) includes maps and tenures indicating the overlaps. 

Comment - 23.CN 

Please confirm correct mining operations and rates.  

Recommendation - 23.CN 

N/A 

Response - 23.CN 

The Project will comprise three underground longwall operations and two open-cut pits. 

The Kevin‘s Corner mining schedule is shown on Figure 2-18. Mining is set to commence in late 2014 from two 

open-cut operations, with underground operations to commence the following year.  Production will ramp up over 

a number of years to a total production of 30 Mtpa of product coal.  The operation has a nominal life of 30 years, 

but it is anticipated that reserves will push the mine life beyond the 30-year period. 
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In the first few years of the operation coal will be taken from box-cuts in the east of the Project area.  The smaller 

north pit (Figure 2-18) will be mined out after several years, but the larger southern pit will continue operation 

until 2042. Mining underground will be undertaken through three separate underground mines (northern, central, 

and southern).  
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Comment - 23.CO 

Section 4.4 Mining method 

3 underground longwall operations are proposed in three independent mines, independent set of mains for 

access, coal clearance and ventilation 

‗Open cut mine in 2 pit areas, extending over 11km‘ 

Recommendation - 23.CO 

Please confirm sequential construction and operations for underground operations. 

Please confirm detailed mining methods 

Response - 23.CO 

Mining methods can be found in Volume 1, Section 2.4 of the EIS.  

Comment - 23.CP 

Section 4.4 Mining method 

‗Maximum backfill height will be around 30m above the natural surface‘? Please provide detailed final land form 

proposal and indication of surface topography  

Recommendation - 23.CP 

Please provide further details on final land form  

Response - 23.CP 

The below Figure 2-19 shows the proposed final landform with the indicative topography post-rehabilitation. 
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Comment - 23.CQ 

Section 4.4 Mining method 

‗There is an indication of faults at Kevin‘s Corner‘- please provide information on management actions and water 

management with known fault locations.  

Recommendation - 23.CQ 

N/A 

Response - 23.CQ 

Seismic survey data indicates possible isolated (poor fault interconnectivity) faults at 2 to 3 km spacing with 

throws up to 3 times the seam height. There is no evidence, based on exploration data (no seam conflict), of any 

large scale geological structures (faults, etc.) within the proposed Kevin‘s Corner mine area. Minor and localised 

faults have been identified in exploration core (calcitic healed faults) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 

4.4.6). 

Dewatering and depressurisation will be conducted to ensure safe mining conditions. The use of (out-of-mine) 

dewatering / production bores is envisaged for effective water management, this active system allows for the 

targeting of high transmissivity areas (such as faults). A detailed dewatering scheme will be developed, including 

bore optimisation, timing, and layout, using the predictive groundwater modelling once several envisaged 

dewatering pilot bores, borefields, and systems have been constructed and assessed prior to coal extraction 

(EIS, Volume 1 Section 12) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix C, Section C.12). 

Comment - 23.CR 

Some weathering and erosion effects are expected‘- please provide clarification on impacts and slope 

stabilisation.  

Recommendation - 23.CR 

N/A 

Response - 23.CR 

Volume 1, Section 5.4.3 of the EIS provides information on erosion impacts and slope stabilisation.  

Comment - 23.CS 

Section 4.4 Mining method 

Is there 25 to 30Mtpa to be processed with rejects and washery fines plus water to be managed each year?  
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Recommendation - 23.CS 

N/A 

Response - 23.CS 

Following construction, operational activities will be ramped-up over five years, peaking at production of 

approximately 40 Mtpa of ROM coal. The mine has the capacity to produce up to 30 Mtpa of product coal 

through the CPP. Typical coal production levels are expected to be around 26 to 27 Mtpa of product coal.  

Detail on coal production quantities and mining operation rates can be found in Table 16-6, Volume 1, Section 

16.13.1 of the EIS. 

Comment - 23.CT 

Section 4.4 Mining method 

The underground component of mining requires further detailed planning to assess impacts and mitigation and 

poses a significant risk to waterways, as a result of flooding and post mining reinstatement.  

Recommendation - 23.CT 

N/A 

Response - 23.CT 

An Interim Subsidence Management Plan has been prepared (Volume 2, Appendix N of the SEIS) which 

provides details on the potential impacts on surface waterways from the proposed underground mining activities. 

Mitigation measures to minimise the potential for adverse impacts to arise are presented to ensure that 

underground mining does not pose a significant risk to waterways.  

2.23.10. Soils, Topography and Land Disturbance  

Comment - 23.CU 

Section 5.4.3 - soil erosion 

‗Severe erosion is predicted where overburden is free dumped and benched‘ further detail is provided on the 

management and placement of overburden. As noted by the proponent that graded banks which need reshaping, 

grading, topdressing, and seeding within quickest possible timeframes is needed to minimize severe rainfall 

events. Please detail how this will be incorporated into mining operations and practices. What consideration of 

this has been included in the final land form? Are the proposed methods suitable for this type of rehabilitation? 
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Recommendation - 23.CU 

The proponent and the Queensland Government are requested to ensure that closure plan to minimize the 

impacts and rehabilitate the soils and to allow for pre-mining land use is included within conditions. Please 

provide further details as per comments.  

Response - 23.CU 

The erosion rates for various disturbance levels and landforms were calculated, as detailed in Volume 2, 

Appendix I, Section 5.3.2 of the EIS, titled Potential Erosion Rates, in order to assess the likely "high risk" times 

of the mining and rehabilitation operations. High risk times include situations throughout the operations where the 

short term placement, positioning or movement of soil and overburden increase its vulnerability to be eroded, 

especially in cases of high wind and rainfall events.  Such times required adequate erosion and sedimentation 

control measures to be implemented in order to minimise impacts of potential rainfall events, as outlined in Soils 

& Land Suitability Report (Volume, 2, Appendix I, Section 5.3 of the EIS). The incorporation of this information 

into mining operations lies with the mine planning process during the operational phase. 

The concepts proposed in regard to the final landform have been formulated according to results of industry-wide 

research and experience. The main objective of regrading is to produce slope angles, lengths and shapes that 

are compatible with the proposed land use and not prone to an unacceptable rate of erosion. Section 5.3.3 of 

Volume 2, Appendix I details the most suitable approach to reshaping, grading, topdressing and seeding this 

final landform to further reduce the rate of erosion. 

Comment - 23.CV 

Please confirm that the site is not within a Strategic Cropping Land (SCL) area.  

Recommendation - 23.CV 

N/A 

Response - 23.CV 

Section 6.9.4 of the Land Use Chapter states that MLA 70425 is not located within a SCL trigger area.  

The Project site is not within a potential strategic cropping land (SCL) area. This is stated in EIS Volume 1 

Section 5.3.2. 

Comment - 23.CW 

Section 5.4.5 topsoil recommendations note ‗0.1 m on all re-graded spoil or disturbance areas‘- please provide 

further details on how this mitigates the impacts noted in the EIS.  
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Recommendation - 23.CW 

N/A 

Response - 23.CW 

The minimum of 0.1m of topdressing is required to ensure there is an A horizon in the rehabilitated soil profile, 

which will facilitate the germination and growth of vegetation, especially grasses and pasture. This minimum 

depth will assist in the achievement of post mining land suitability classes and therefore plays a role in mitigating 

the impacts of mining on post mining land suitability. 

2.23.11. Land Use and Tenure  

Comment - 23.CX 

Please confirm land ownership and HGPL parcels comprising MLA 70425 area.  

Recommendation - 23.CX 

N/A 

Response - 23.CX 

It is not common practice to include land ownership details within an EIS. Land ownership details have not been 

provided for any allotment.  

Comment - 23.CY 

Section 6.4.2 does not provide details of Utilities Impacts. What third parties will be undertaking the work? How 

will the impacts be mitigated? What access will there be provided to council/ community for these utilities?  

Recommendation - 23.CY 

N/A 

Response - 23.CY 

Third party contractors have not been appointed for various elements of the construction phase of the Project. 

Announcements in this regard will not be made until Q3 2012. Ongoing consultation between HGPL and the 

relevant service providers for the region will continue and will include discussions regarding capabilities for 

provision of services. 
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Comment - 23.CZ 

Please provide details as per S6.5.5 on how infrastructure will be co-located as details provided are limited. What 

are the cumulative impacts?  

Recommendation - 23.CZ 

N/A 

Response - 23.CZ 

Opportunities are being investigated to co-locate linear infrastructure items, such as water, power, 

telecommunications and transportation services which are required to service the Project. 

Please note that it is not a ToR requirement to assess the cumulative impact of moving infrastructure. 

A cumulative impact assessment report was presented in Volume 2, Appendix X of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS.  

An update to the cumulative impact assessment methodology is presented in Volume 2, Appendix O of this 

SEIS. This assessment will be ongoing over the life of the Project. The scope of the cumulative impacts report 

has been discussed with OCG, DSWEPaC and DEHP. 

Comment - 23.DA 

Section 6.6.3 inadvertent land contamination may occur via the following methods: 

a) Wind blown dust 

b) Stormwater runoff from coal stockpiles etc 

c) Spills of contaminated water from mining/processing area 

d) Effluent from the sewage treatment plants 

e) Leachate and windblown rubbish from waste disposal sites 

f) Spillage of chemicals or fuel 

g) potential for acid and metalliferous drainage from mine waste materials 

Recommendation - 23.DA 

Please provide further details as per comments, as there is insufficient information provided at this stage to 

enable evaluation or further comments by Barcaldine Regional Council.  

Response - 23.DA 

The list of impacts as presented in the EIS Section 6 was with the knowledge that such impacts have a potential 

of occurring on a mine site but may not actually occur. If such occurrences were to take place, the site would 

have to deal with them on a case specific basis. General impacts and mitigation measures for the Project are 

described within the relevant sections of the EIS. Furthermore, an Environmental Management Plan, Volume 2, 
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Appendix T1 of this SEIS has been developed to minimise the occurrence of and mitigate these potential 

impacts. 

2.23.12. Soils, Topography and Land Disturbance  

Comment - 23.DB 

Land degradation may occur via the following methods: 

a) Topsoil removal or compaction 

b) A reduction in land suitability of the project, post mining and 

c) Increased soil erosion caused by land disturbance. 

Recommendation - 23.DB 

These impacts have not been fully addressed (comment 164/165) by the proponent and to address the TOR 

further details are required.  

Response - 23.DB 

The issues of potential impacts of mining are outlined in detail in the EIS Volume 2, Appendix I, Section 4.2.1. 

The impacts outlined within this report consider the temporary stripping of topsoil within the disturbance foot 

print, however management recommendations demonstrate the industry best practice to use valuable soil, both 

topsoil and subsoil if required on rehabilitated landforms. The overall ‗loss‘ of topsoil is considered minor, given 

the proposed management actions for rehabilitation. The impact assessment does not consider compaction to be 

a major issue post mining, provided rehabilitation recommendations are followed. The decommissioning and 

rehabilitation section of the EIS (Volume 1, Section 26) details the process of rehabilitating compacted surfaces 

such as hardstands and haul roads. The post mining land suitability assessment in EIS Volume 2 Appendix I 

Section 5.3.1 details the predicted changes in land suitability classes as a result of the proposed project. In 

summary there is a reduction Grazing Land Suitability of 5.8 % for LS3, 0.6% for LS4 and a gain of 6.4% for LS5. 

The erosion assessment is outlined EIS Volume 2 Appendix I Section 5.3.3 and contains mitigation measures 

required to minimize the impact of potential erosion during high risk surface disturbances. These mitigation 

measures are accepted as industry best practice and form the basis of erosion and sedimentation plans for 

mining operations.   

2.23.13. Land Use and Tenure  

Comment - 23.DC 

Section 6.10.3 Local Government planning scheme 

Please clarify what percentage of the workforce will reside in Jericho?  
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Recommendation - 23.DC 

N/A 

Response - 23.DC 

Please refer to Section 20 of the EIS. The workforce is anticipated to be predominantly fly-in, fly-out (FIFO) due 

to the location and distances to population centres capable of accommodating such a large workforce (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix D, Section A.2).  

Comment - 23.DD 

Section 6.10.3 Local Government planning scheme 

Post mine rehabilitation and land suitability requires further explanation.  

Recommendation - 23.DD 

N/A 

Response - 23.DD 

All Decommissioning and Rehabilitation information, as per the TOR, can be found in the Decommissioning and 

Rehabilitation report of the EIS (Volume 1, Section 26). A Rehabilitation Plan will be produced for the site (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T4.09).   

Project closure has also been addressed in Community and Stakeholder Engagement Section of the SIMP (refer 

Section 6.4). 

Comment - 23.DE 

Section 6.10.3 Local Government planning scheme 

How will community services flow on to nearby townships?  

Recommendation - 23.DE 

N/A 

Response - 23.DE 

To ensure involvement of the local communities throughout the life of the Project, a Local Industry Participation 

Plan (LIPP) will be developed to support the SIMP. Where possible, the LIPP will seek to facilitate use of local 

products and services as part of Kevin‘s Corner operations. 
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Where possible HGPL will also look to maximise the benefits to the local community through the implementation 

of a Local Employment Policy and training and development actions as part of the SIMP Training and 

Employment Action Plan.  

In addition, HGPL will support community services and infrastructure development through the Hancock 

Community Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and subsequent opportunities for assistance will 

be reflected in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan. 

Comment - 23.DF 

Section 6.10.3 Local Government planning scheme 

How will infrastructure provision benefit the community?  

Recommendation - 23.DF 

N/A 

Response - 23.DF 

The Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D) has been developed and is intended 

to support ongoing management of the potential social impacts of the Project.  HGPL believe that through 

investment in social infrastructure, the Project can contribute to improved livelihoods and amenity in project-

impacted communities. The Hancock Community Development Fund is an important part of achieving this goal 

and is the means by which HGPL can support the realisation of local development opportunities.  The Hancock 

Community Development Fund will be used to support projects aimed at enhancing the character and amenity of 

the community. 

Comment - 23.DG 

Section 6.10.3 Local Government planning scheme 

How will the loss of Open Space and Recreation areas be offset for the benefit of the community over LOM and 

post-mining?  

Recommendation - 23.DG 

N/A 

Response - 23.DG 

The SIMP (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix D) prepared for the Project details how the community will benefit from the 

establishment of the Project and how those impacts to the social fabric including recreation will be managed and 

offset. 
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2.23.14. Landscape Character  

Comment - 23.DH 

Please provide detail on what screening vegetation will be retained? What ecological value does the screening 

have e.g. corridor etc? 

How will offsets assist in assisting return of grazing industry and social/environmental values including visual 

amenity of landscape. 

How will sky glow be addressed and what mitigation is available?  

Recommendation - 23.DH 

N/A 

Response - 23.DH 

The indicative extent of existing vegetation with screening potential that surrounds the Kevin‘s Corner mine 

disturbance footprint is illustrated in the EIS Figure 7-6 Visual Analysis and Visibility. The vegetation screening 

will have some ecological benefits for any community likely to be potentially impacted by dust, noise and 

vibration from the activities that it is designed to screen. Further ecological landscape values are detailed within 

the EIS, Section 9.0 Terrestrial Ecology. 

The Kevin‘s Corner Offset Strategy is included in Appendix Z of the Kevin‘s Corner EIS. Landscape amenity 

visual values are not a consideration within the offset strategies which more directly address environmental 

issues to achieve a conservation outcome. However, offset areas do have the potential to provide an indirect 

positive outcome for the visual amenity of the landscape by enhancing existing visual characteristics through 

planting and implementation of good landscape management practice (such as weed control). Offset areas 

would also offer greater protection to existing visual amenity by controlling activities that may be detrimental to 

loss of visual amenity, such as land clearing or agricultural improvement work. 

Offsets will not assist in the return of grazing land. The offsets will be for the return of impacted remnant 

vegetation and potential habitat for listed species. These offsets will not be on site and so will not affect ongoing 

visual amenity. The site rehabilitation plan which will be developed as part of a mine EA condition will outline the 

amount and location of grazing land and bushland. The mix of grazing and bushland will assist in determining the 

ongoing benefits to the grazing community and the site‘s visual landscape. 

Cumulative illumination from individual light sources within the mine could result in sky glow which would be 

visible from surrounding view locations. Sky glow could be more noticeable during periods of low cloud cover or 

fog where light would be diffused and reflected; however, the intensity of sky glow would diminish as the distance 

between view location and light source increases.  
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The impact of sky glow from individual view locations (including highly sensitive residential locations) would be 

partially mitigated by the extent of existing tree cover screening views toward the mine as well as the broader 

influence of surrounding topography. 

Whilst sky glow would be visible from areas beyond the mine it may be minimised by mitigation measures to 

address and control light spill from individual light sources. The EIS identified a number of potential mitigation 

measures to minimise lighting impacts including installation of light hoods and louvers where practical, orientation 

of building lights and organisation of work programs to carry out surface operations during daylight hours where 

possible.  

Comment - 23.DI 

Please describe how proposed Kevin‘s Corner airport will avoid impacts to the Barcaldine Region community.  

Recommendation - 23.DI 

N/A 

Response - 23.DI 

The proposed airport will meet all regulatory requirements. Airport facilities will also be made available to 

emergency services through a Memorandum of Understanding with key service providers, including use by the 

Royal Flying Doctor Service planes or as an emergency evacuation route for the community. 

2.23.15. Land Contamination  

Comment - 23.DJ 

It is noted that the majority of impacts would be derived from the on-site mining related activities  

Recommendation - 23.DJ 

The controls and actions noted by the proponent should be considered in the conditions for the mine.  

Response - 23.DJ 

Noted. 
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2.23.16. Terrestrial Ecology  

Comment - 23.DK 

Barcaldine Regional Council acknowledges that the proposed mining area has many ecological values including 

environmentally sensitive areas and protected flora/fauna.  

Recommendation - 23.DK 

Please provide details regarding weed management strategy, offset plans, rehabilitation for flora and fauna 

including incorporation of consultant comments and recommendations ARC Vol 2 L.  

Response - 23.DK 

An offsets strategy was prepared for the EIS (Volume 2, Appendix Z). This strategy has been refined to ensure 

that all State and Commonwealth offset requirements are being fulfilled in a cooperative and coordinated effort 

and a revised version can be found in Appendix P of SEIS (Volume 2, Appendix P).  

A Pest and Weed Management Plan has also been developed as part of the SEIS (Volume 2, Appendix T4.02) 

and will be implemented prior to the commencement of construction activities. The Pest and Weed Management 

Plan describes how the weeds are to be managed in accordance with the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route 

Management) Act 2002 and/or local government requirements for weeds that are not declared under State 

legislation. 

A rehabilitation strategy will be developed for the Project site. This strategy will embody the concepts and 

recommendations presented within the EIS and include provision for monitoring of rehabilitation progress over 

the life of the operation. 

2.23.17. Aquatic Ecology and Stygofauna 

Comment - 23.DL 

There is riverine RE noted along Well Creek and further details are required regarding potential impacts and 

mitigation measures  

Recommendation - 23.DL 

When surface water samples were collected Table 10-1 and what was the preceding rainfall. 

Please elaborate on key issues noted in previous comments.  
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Response - 23.DL 

Potential impacts and mitigation measures for waterways and riparian systems are covered in detail in Volume 1, 

Section 10.2.4 of the Kevin's Corner EIS. Additional information on potential impacts and mitigation measures for 

waterways and riparian systems are detailed in Volume 1, Section 9.3.2 of the EIS. The combined level of detail 

presented in the EIS is considered sufficient to manage potential impacts to these ecosystems.  

Comment - 23.DM 

There is riverine RE noted along Well Creek and further details are required regarding potential impacts and 

mitigation measures  

Recommendation - 23.DM 

Mitigation activities have not been noted to address all of the impacts listed- please elaborate.  

Response - 23.DM 

Detailed information on potential impacts and mitigation measures for riparian ecosystems and waterways is 

presented in Section 9.3.2 of Volume 1, Section 9 and Section 10.2.4 of Volume 1, Section 10 of the EIS. The 

level of detail presented is considered sufficient to identify and manage potential impacts to these ecosystems.  

Comment - 23.DN 

There is riverine RE noted along Well Creek and further details are required regarding potential impacts and 

mitigation measures.  

Recommendation - 23.DN 

Potential sources and impacts of the exceedences for water quality analytes have not been fully discussed.  

Response - 23.DN 

It should be noted that the exceedances reported for water quality analytes are based on comparison with 

ANZECC guidelines which are based on a relatively coarse dataset that may have limited relevance to the 

watercourses of the Project site. The ANZECC guidelines recommend, that where possible, it is preferable to 

develop local water quality objective based on a local monitoring program which includes reference sites. The 

Proponent has been implementing a baseline monitoring program for the purpose of describing the existing 

conditions and also to inform the development of locally relevant water quality objectives.  Ongoing data will then 

be interpreted against the local water quality objectives in preference to the ANZECC defaults. The SEIS EM 

Plan (Volume 2, Appendix T1) presents proposed Environmental Authority conditions which will ensure that the 

Project does not cause adverse impacts on the water quality of surface water resources.  
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Comment - 23.DO 

Please confirm that only 3 groundwater sampling and analysis events were conducted 21/3/10, 29/6/10 and 

11/11/10. ‗additional groundwater sampling locations should intersect alluvial horizons in order to ensure that 

shallow and deeper aquifers are represented. Will HGPL undertake this additional monitoring and analysis? Or if 

already conducted what was the outcome? There is currently limited information to assess the presence of 

stygofauna communities.  

Recommendation - 23.DO 

Please elaborate on key issues noted in previous comments.  

Response - 23.DO 

The bore (bore number 103443) from which positive results for Stygofauna were recorded, is located within the 

alluvial planes of the Native Companion Creek approximately 5 km south-east of the MLA. It is understood that 

this bore, is not in hydraulic connectivity with those predicted to be impacted by the proposed Kevin‘s Corner 

Project. That is, it is outside of the predicted drawdown cone of the mining operation. 

The guidelines state that clear definition and delineation of the impact zone (that where significant project 

drawdown and or any contamination or disturbance will occur) should be considered in designing the pilot survey 

(EPA, 2007). Should the survey produce significant subterranean fauna, more extensive investigation is required. 

Given Hancock‘s additional groundwater surveys and subsequent drawdown modelling post EIS, we now have a 

more accurate predicted cone of depression (i.e., impact zone) for the Project. This impact zone will be further 

refined as a result of the cumulative model the groundwater team is currently running. This groundwater 

modelling has provided a greater level of clarity on the disconnect between the groundwater system the 

Stygofauna were located in and the system being impacted by the Project. In such circumstances, it is HGPL‘s 

understanding that further surveys would not be required under the guidelines. 

Since the submission of the EIS additional groundwater sampling events and well installations have occurred on 

the Kevin‘s Corner MLA.  Information regarding this is presented in the SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L 

Groundwater Report Section 14.2.2. 

Comment - 23.DP 

Please provide details on how local groundwater changes will affect the stygofauna communities and what 

mitigation actions will be undertaken to avoid impacts. Please define the proposed ongoing program.  

Recommendation - 23.DP 

N/A 
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Response - 23.DP 

Based on the consideration that there will be mine dewatering and depressurisation and that this can cause 

declines in groundwater levels and dewatered, then there is the potential for mining to impact on possible 

Stygofauna.  

Based on the sampling (11 bores) undertaken during the EIS no stygofauna were captured within the 

groundwater resources within the MLA.  One sample, collected from DEHP registered bore 103443, located ~ 5 

km to the east of MLA70426 and ~ 13 km from MLA70425 within the Native Companion Creek catchment was 

found to contain stygofauna.  

The sample contained eight individuals of the Parabathynellidae family, a genus that is known to inhabit 

subsurface environments. 

Groundwater drawdown predictions (SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 10.6) indicate that dewatering does not 

extend to the east, across or through the Joe Joe Formation aquitard due to the limited groundwater potential of 

this unit. The cross-section (Figure 2-20 below) illustrates the discontinuation of alluvium and overlying Tertiary 

units between the Sandy Creek and Native Companion Creek catchments, thus any potential dewatering 

(induced) of the shallow perched water table(s) in Sandy Creek catchment would not extend into the shallow 

groundwater resources associated with bore 103443 (considered to be associated with shallow Native 

Companion Creek alluvium). 

Given these results it is unlikely that populations of stygofauna will be impacted by the proposed mine 

dewatering and depressurisation.  

No additional stygofauna assessments are considered based on the baseline study and predicted impacts. 
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2.23.18. Surface Water 

Comment - 23.DQ 

We request that the Co-ordinator General introduce conditions to address the noted concerns for the 

management and impacts to surface waters.  

Recommendation - 23.DQ 

N/A 

Response - 23.DQ 

Noted  

Comment - 23.DR 

Recommendation that Alpha Coal work with BOM, Main Roads and BRC to investigate, develop locations and 

installation/reporting of additional water (flood) level station within the river/creek system to provide regular data 

and information. This information will be essential to address the proposed diversion of creek systems and to 

provide a tool (environmental reporting/disaster management) for effective water management.  

Recommendation - 23.DR 

N/A 

Response - 23.DR 

HGPL has installed a stream gauging station on Lagoon Creek within the Alpha Coal mine lease which is 

currently recording water level and flow. A second gauging station is proposed on the Kevin‘s Corner lease on 

Sandy Creek. The location of this gauge is provided in Table T-12 of EM Plan SEIS (Volume 2, Appendix T1). 

HGPL will meet with BRC to discuss the location of these gauging stations within the context of the broader 

network of flood level stations. 

Comment - 23.DS 

Please provide baseline monitoring data pre-construction  

Recommendation - 23.DS 

N/A 
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Response - 23.DS 

Baseline water quality data is provided in the Surface Water Quality Technical Report which is provided in 

Appendix M4 of the EIS. This information will continue to be collected prior to construction commencing and will 

be available to BRC on request. 

Comment - 23.DT 

Due to the impacts of flooding for 4km upstream and 6km downstream further understanding of the cumulative 

impacts of the mine and surrounding mines is required to ensure that the flooding risks and impacts noted are 

reflective of the combined influences and that appropriate mitigation measures can be implemented as required.  

Recommendation - 23.DT 

N/A 

Response - 23.DT 

This submission does not properly interpret the detailed flooding assessment information presented in the EIS 

technical reports in Volume 2 Appendix M. The Project will not cause downstream impacts on flooding. The 

upstream impacts on flooding will only affect the flood protection levee heights required for the Alpha Coal 

Project. Agreements will be reached with Alpha Coal Project regarding the changes that may be required for that 

project‘s levee heights. The Cumulative Surface Water Impact Assessment has been conducted and attached as 

Appendix S of the SEIS. 

It should also be noted that afflux (increase in flood level) at the upstream (Kevin‘s Corner) lease boundary is 

actually considered beneficial as it mitigates rather than exacerbates risk of channel instability upstream of the 

mine lease as detailed in the Revised Surface Water Hydraulics Report, Appendix K of the SEIS. 

Comment - 23.DU 

The report recommends that there are gaps requiring further investigation. 

Stability of Lagoon Creek under developed conditions 

Channel roughness and design 

Uncertainties in hydrological modelling noted 

Recommendation - 23.DU 

N/A 
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Response - 23.DU 

For an EIS there are always some data gaps, and it is important to continue appropriate planning, investigation 

and design adjustment to resolve gaps and risks throughout subsequent phases of the Project. The Proponent 

considers that the detailed information provided in the EIS technical reports in Volume 2 Appendix M was 

extensive and suitable for an EIS. 

The concern about stability of lagoon creek in relation to the Kevin‘s Corner is not applicable as Lagoon Creek is 

not on the Kevin‘s Corner lease area, and Kevin‘s Corner will not adversely impact on Lagoon Creek. 

The hydrological study presented as part of the EIS (Volume 2, Appendix M) was detailed and is one of the most 

comprehensive flood hydrology studies undertaken for a mine EIS. The Revised Surface Water Hydraulic Report 

can be found in Volume 2, Appendix K of this SEIS.  

Comment - 23.DV 

The proponent and Queensland Government need to include provision for subsidence monitoring program, 

ecological surveys, water monitoring and assessment  

Recommendation - 23.DV 

N/A 

Response - 23.DV 

A Subsidence Management Plan will be completed pre-construction and an Interim Subsidence Management 

Plan can be found in Volume 2, Appendix N of this SEIS. 

Extensive Ecological Surveys have been conducted and are detailed in the EIS. 

Water monitoring programme details can be found in the Revised Environmental Management Plan found in 

Volume 2, Appendix T1 of this SEIS. 

2.23.19. Groundwater  

Comment - 23.DW 

Please provide baseline monitoring data pre-construction and describe how this data will be used. 

Reductions in bore yields have been noted for 5m or greater up to distance of 15km from deepest section of the 

mine. 
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Recommendation - 23.DW 

Please confirm that groundwater monitoring will continue throughout the LOM and that baseline data will be 

reviewed and supplied to Barcaldine Regional Council for consideration in their water cycle planning and to 

address any regional implications for the area.  

Response - 23.DW 

Predictive groundwater modelling using a refined groundwater model has been conducted to assess potential 

impacts on groundwater resources as a result of proposed mine dewatering and depressurisation (SEIS, Volume 

2 Appendix L). At-risk bores were identified (bores within the largest predicted 1 m drawdown cone associated 

with the D seam) these bores will be reassessed to validate baseline data and obtain all available groundwater 

data. These data will be used in the make-good (water replacement) agreements. 

Baseline data and ongoing monitoring (at dedicated monitoring points / bores not production wells) will be used 

to validate the groundwater model predictions on a regular (3 year) basis during mining. 

Comment - 23.DX 

Long wall mining impacts include:  

a) Increased aquifer interconnection 

b) Hydraulic connection to surface and  

c) Interflow between aquifers. 

There are no proposed mitigation actions and there is a reliance on low permeability soils. Please provide further 

details incorporating information relating to soil and aquifer assessment. 

Recommendation - 23.DX 

N/A 

Response - 23.DX 

Details of the groundwater regime conceptualisation (SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 6), model construction 

(Section 8) and impact assessment (Section 10 and Section 13) for the Kevin's Corner Project is compiled in the 

modelling report.  

The report is compiled according to the groundwater modelling report guidelines (Aquaterra, 2000) and has been 

reviewed by an independent third party. 

Impacts of longwall mining on groundwater resources is discussed and incorporated into the predictive modelling 

when considering long term impacts. The integrated model (Section 12) includes aquifer alteration as a result of 

goaf, which aided in compiling long term groundwater rebound / recovery predictions and final void assessments. 
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Comment - 23.DY 

Post mining predictions indicate that groundwater flow will be towards the final void at Alpha Mine- please 

provide further information on extent, volume, duration, depth and area of interference. Include drawdown zone 

and area of influence.  

Recommendation - 23.DY 

N/A 

Response - 23.DY 

Final void assessment, allowing for the prediction of long term impacts on the groundwater (local and regional) 

regime has been compiled for Kevin‘s Corner alone and for Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner combined (SEIS, 

Volume 2 Appendix L Section 13).  

The modelling allowed for the assessment of groundwater rebound after mining at Kevin‘s Corner is complete, 

including goaf impacts on aquifers. The pseudo steady-state of final void water level was assessed allowing for 

the prediction of post mining groundwater contours, gradients, and flow patterns. In additional decant risk and 

final void quality over time was included (Section 12). 

Long term groundwater flow patterns have been compiled and compared to pre-mining conditions, for a period of 

300 years. These long term predictions, considering impacts of final voids, is included in SEIS, Volume 2 

Appendix L Section 13.4.4. Final void predictions have been made using the integrated model for Alpha Coal 

(Alpha Coal predictive modelling). It was considered that the Alpha Coal final void, based on its large size, will 

alter long term groundwater flow patterns and levels within this portion of the Galilee Basin.  

Groundwater recovery was simulated for both mine projects and the influence of the two final voids (Alpha Coal 

and Southern open pit) was predicted after 300 years. The long term groundwater flow patterns and groundwater 

levels indicate a marked difference to the initial (current pre-mining) groundwater patterns. The much larger 

Alpha Coal final void will permanently alter the long term groundwater flow patterns, and will impact on the 

groundwater recovery at Kevin‘s Corner. 

Comment - 23.DZ 

Active dewatering will be conducted during operations, provide details to how this will be addressed post-mining.  

Recommendation - 23.DZ 

N/A 

Response - 23.DZ 

Final void assessment was conducted using the predictive groundwater model. Groundwater rebound, post 

mining groundwater flow patterns were predicted. Long term alterations to groundwater were considered. The 
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results from this assessment are presented in the SEIS revised Groundwater modelling report (Volume 2, 

Appendix L, Section 13.4.4). Dewatering of the site post mining is not anticipated.  

Comment - 23.EA 

Groundwater quality will likely be impacted with: 

a) ‗seepage from water and waste facilities adjacent to Sandy Creek.. resulting in downward leakage 

through surficial sediments until reaching lower permeability weathered sediments.‘ What monitoring is 

proposed? What alternative locations have been investigated for siting the water and waste facilities? 

b) Potential seepage from in-pit tailings is expected 

c) Out of pit TSF can act as continuous seepage source, which could potentially impact on the 

groundwater reserves (i.e. first 5 years) 

Recommendation - 23.EA 

N/A 

Response - 23.EA 

Additional groundwater monitoring points have been installed since the EIS submission. Nested bores (shallow 

and deep) have been constructed adjacent to Sandy Creek to evaluate aquifer hydraulic properties and perched 

water table(s) and confined piezometeric levels. 

Seepage potential and modelling (using contaminant propagation) was conducted (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, 

Section 13.5) to evaluate migration potential, using geotechnical study data for the Quaternary and Tertiary 

cover. The seepage assessment looked at long term trends for Kevin‘s Corner alone and Kevin‘s Corner and 

Alpha Coal final voids / long term groundwater flow patterns. For Kevin‘s Corner alone little or no contaminant 

propagation is predicted over 300 years after mining ceases. This is due to the limited impact of Southern open 

pit final void and the low groundwater flow gradient to the north. These factors limit contaminant propagation to 

the area directly below the proposed out-of-pit TSF. 

For the long term groundwater flow pattern created by the cumulative impacts of Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner 

final voids the groundwater will be drawn down below the out-of-pit TSF. This results in an increased gradient 

which facilitates potential seepage migration. Contaminant propagation can thus occur towards the south, 

towards Alpha Coal final void. This indicates that any potential seepage would remain on site and not migrate off 

site or towards the surface water systems. 

Comment - 23.EB 

Cut off trenches are a noted control action for off-site seepage- please provided detailed designs as to how these 

will be incorporated? Where will they be placed? How will they be cleaned/ monitored and maintained during life 

of the mine?  
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Recommendation - 23.EB 

N/A 

Response - 23.EB 

The use of cut-off trenches is an example of seepage control that could be considered if seepage management 

is required. The selection and design of suitable seepage control measures would be undertaken only if shallow 

seepage is monitored adjacent to water and waste storage facilities. 

The design and seepage collection system selection will depend on site conditions. Consideration of operation 

and maintenance would be included in the system selection.  

Seepage potential and modelling (using contaminant propagation) was conducted (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, 

Section 13.5) to evaluate migration potential, using geotechnical study data for the Quaternary and Tertiary 

cover. Seepage predictions indicate that possible seepage would migrate towards final voids and not off site. 

Comment - 23.EC 

The potential for known off-site impacts to occur including contamination needs to be addressed as part of the 

obligations under the Environmental Protection Act. There is a limited detail, design or control/mitigation measure 

proposed to avoid environmental impacts which may in turn impact on human health and industry (such as 

agriculture) and affect the long term viability of the region. These impacts are also not part of effective and 

sustainable development.  

Recommendation - 23.EC 

N/A 

Response - 23.EC 

EIS Volume 1, Section 12.12.4 considered potential impacts on shallow groundwater and surface water systems 

from mine waste and water infrastructure. Mitigation and management of potential seepage was compiled in 

Section 12.13.3  

An assessment of the final void (water level and quality) has been conducted to assess risk of decant (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 12). In addition, an assessment of seepage migration was conducted for the 

proposed out-of-pit tailings (Section 13.5).  

Migration off site or into surface water systems was considered. Any potential seepage is predicted to remain on 

site and not migrate off site (within the groundwater regime) or towards the surface water systems. 
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Comment - 23.ED 

The drawdown and cumulative impacts on town water and stock water supplies is limited with minimal sampling 

to date. The long term impacts may be irreversible. Please respond.  

Recommendation - 23.ED 

N/A 

Response - 23.ED 

The potential impacts of mine dewatering and depressurisation within the Permian units has been reassessed 

with updated modelling (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L). These data allowed for an assessment of groundwater 

level impacts, none of which (Kevin‘s Corner alone or Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner) extend anywhere near 

Alpha township. 

At-risk bores have been identified within the 1 m drawdown contours. The Proponent will develop make-good 

commitments with each potentially groundwater user, which will mitigate impacts of reduced groundwater 

resources (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 14). 

The make-good commitments and agreements with at-risk groundwater users will ensure alternative water 

supplies are provided during and post mining. 

Based on predictive groundwater modelling an assessment of Sub-E sands, providing alternative groundwater 

supplies, was conducted. Predictions indicate that it is viable to target the deeper sub-E sandstone by 

constructing deeper bores to replace at-risk bores (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 13.3.5).  

Comment - 23.EE 

‗The water table is predicted to recover over a period of `250- 300 years, …water levels will equilibrate at about 

280mAHD. Please advise which regional model is being developed? What information was provided? How will 

the proponent facilitate the reinstatement of grazing in the region, including stock watering/ potable water 

sources?  

Recommendation - 23.EE 

N/A 

Response - 23.EE 

Long term groundwater impacts were assessed based on predicting groundwater rebound allowing for goaf 

impacts (final void modelling) (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 12).  

The mine dewatering and depressurising is predicted to alter groundwater flow patterns and reduce available 

groundwater resources in the long term (300 year projections). The impact of Kevin‘s Corner southern open pit 
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final void is limited, whereas the Alpha Coal final void will alter the groundwater flow patterns to the north of 

Alpha Coal project.  

The final void assessment allowed for the estimation of long term groundwater levels and flow patterns (Section 

13.4.4). 

The integrated modelling predicts that the final void water level (for Kevin‘s Corner alone) reaches a pseudo 

steady-state after ~ 100 years, at around 208 m AHD, which is some 100 m below surface. An uncertainty 

assessment, allowing for varying climate conditions (long term climate change) indicates that the variation in in / 

out flux components in the integrated model do not markedly alter predictions, ~ 1 m. Make-good agreements will 

ensure replacement of lost groundwater supplies. Shallow perched groundwater, for vegetation, springs, and 

surface water, due to the confining Tertiary sediments will (outside any mining voids or infrastructure) not be 

directly impacted by mining (Section 14). 

Comment - 23.EF 

What impacts will salinity and acid waters have on groundwater, ecosystems and human health?  

Recommendation - 23.EF 

N/A 

Response - 23.EF 

Long term groundwater flow patterns will be towards the final voids (either Alpha Coal or Kevin‘s Corner open-cut 

south). This will result in local groundwater migrating towards the final voids and preventing any poor quality 

groundwater migrating off site (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 13.4.4). 

The final void assessment predictions and those of seepage migration indicate little or no risk of poor quality 

water leaving site through the groundwater. The lowest elevation around the Southern open pit final void, where 

decant could potentially occur, is along the western pit wall, at an elevation of 320 m AHD. The integrated 

modelling predicts that the final void water level (for Kevin‘s Corner alone) reaches a pseudo steady-state after ~ 

100 years, at around 208 m AHD, which is some 100 m below surface. 

Final void quality is recognised to deteriorate over time due to the concentration of salts as a result of 

evaporation. The final void water could be utilised for ~ 130 years before the salinity reached 5,000 mg/L TDS, 

the ANZECC 2000 guidelines for cattle livestock drinking water. 

Comment - 23.EG 

If mine induced groundwater drawdown is identified… mitigation through the Proponents ‗make-good‘ 

commitment will be made, which could include artificial recharge of affected areas with water from alternative 

sources.‘ Please identify alternative sources, recharge rates, and post mining impacts, mitigation measures, 

affect of drawdown, other impacts, links with subsidence, and interactions between groundwater tables. Further 

information is required for Barcaldine Regional Council to provide a considered response on the mitigation 
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proposed for the impacts and these are provided as comments for consideration pending final document with 

additional details as per comments.  

Recommendation - 23.EG 

N/A 

Response - 23.EG 

Artificial recharge will only be considered in areas where induced flow could impact on shallow water table 

resources. The risk of this impact on vegetation has been conducted (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 

10.6.3) and does not indicate any areas (based on EVs and limited drawdown) where this would be necessary. 

Predictive groundwater modelling was conducted to predict drawdown areas. These drawdown predictions 

(within the target D coal seam) were assessed and compared to the mapped TECs, and springs (Figure 2-21) 

Groundwater level and potentiometric pressure changes projects (300 years post mining) do not impact on any 

registered springs mapped on Figure 2-21, the long term groundwater levels and patterns are included in Section 

13.4.4).  
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Artificial recharge to assist groundwater rebound is not considered appropriate based on the final void impacts, 

which alter groundwater levels due to high evaporation. 

Subsidence impacts and goaf alteration of aquifers were included in the modelling (Section 12).  

Comment - 23.EH 

Please note Bandana formation is not shown on Figures 12-25 to 12-26.  

Recommendation - 23.EH 

N/A 

Response - 23.EH 

The Bandanna Formation is described to include the A and B coal seams and interburden to the top of C seam. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 12 Figure 12-25 indicates the coal seams mapped within the Bandanna Formation and 

Colinlea Sandstone. 

EIS Volume 1, Section 12 Figure 12-26 presents subcrop data for the A and B coal seams within the Bandanna 

Formation.  

Additional geological data is provided in the groundwater modelling report (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L Sections 

4), including the surface geology and descriptions.  

Comment - 23.EI 

‗Porosity and permeability of the Rewan group is thought to be highly variable‘ 9.3x10-5 to 9.3x10-4 m2/day. 

Although there is a general acceptance that the Rewan group is an aquitard there is limited evidence provided 

and there is the noted potential for faults and cracks to either be present or occur as a result of mining which can 

increase transmissivity and create preferential pathways between layers i.e. and may contribute to the Great 

Artesian Basin (GAB).  

Recommendation - 23.EI 

N/A 

Response - 23.EI 

Literature review indicates highly variable hydraulic conductivity data; however, site specific data (within the 

study area portion of the Galilee Basin) indicates very low vertical permeability (EIS Volume 1, Section 12 Table 

12-30). 

The potential impacts of depressurising Colinlea Sandstone units and the alteration of geology due to longwall 

(goaf) mining on the Rewan Formation and Clematis Sandstone was considered. Observation points within the 
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model domain were included to the north, south, and west of the Kevin‘s Corner mine, which allowed for the 

evaluation of groundwater level changes,  in different geological or hydrogeological layers, over time (during 

mining and for 300 years post mining). The predicted long term groundwater levels, as a result of mining and 

final void (rebound), indicate a permanent alteration to groundwater flow patterns and levels around the final void 

(both Kevin‘s Corner alone and for Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal combined).  

There are predicted changes in potentiometric pressure in the D coal seam, extending below the Clematis 

Sandstone outcrop, after 300 years, to the northwest of Kevin‘s Corner. This drawdown (some projected 7 m 

over 300 years) is sufficiently small (allowing for model uncertainty, topographic data accuracy, and natural 

(dry/wet) fluctuations) that the risk of induced flow from the Clematis Sandstone to the mine depressurised units 

is minor. Larger drawdown (~ 10 m) is projected below the Rewan Formation, which indicates limited potential (to 

the west of Kevin‘s Corner) to induce flow from this unit. The resultant change in groundwater levels would, 

however, not result in marked reductions in available groundwater resources. 

The impacts of longwall mining and dewatering are limited due to: 

 The thickness of the Rewan Group (average continuous thickness of ~ 175 m), 

 longwall mining does not occur directly below the Rewan Formation,  

 the argillaceous Bandanna Formation between the Colinlea Sandstone and the Rewan Formation,  

 no mapped major geological structures,  

 limited faulting within the Colinlea Sandstone, and  

 the clay-rich Tertiary (self-sealing sediments) limits the potential for long wall mining to create open 

structures from the Colinlea Sandstone to Clematis Sandstone.  

Model parameter data is presented and compared to site data (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 9.5). 

Geological structures were considered along with potential impacts of goaf (Section 4.4 and Section 12.1). 

Comment - 23.EJ 

Any proposal for make good or alternative water arrangements for landholder and bore owners needs to be 

developed as part of regional impacts strategy and not as part of isolated mitigation. The noted potential for 

groundwater contamination impacts has not been addressed, nor appropriate mitigation for the activities put in 

place including avoidance of impacts.  

Recommendation - 23.EJ 

N/A 

Response - 23.EJ 

Noted - make-good alternative water supplies needs to be developed in conjunction with regional strategy. 

The EIS Volume 1 Section 12 contains a risk assessment and impact evaluation, which includes potential for 

groundwater contamination. Water and waste storage facilities will be designed constructed and operated to 

avoid any potential seepage risk.  
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An assessment and comments regarding seepage was included in the Project groundwater modelling (SEIS, 

Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 13.5 and Section 13.4.4).  

Comment - 23.EK 

The controls and mitigation measures proposed for groundwater which is identified as one of the major project 

impacts lacks detail and content. Further information is required in order for Barcaldine Regional Council to 

provide final comments. 

Trigger levels are to be established and revised with DERM and State Government. Please provide additional 

information.  

Recommendation - 23.EK 

N/A 

Response - 23.EK 

Additional information regarding predictive modelling and impact evaluation, and more details regarding 

commitments for groundwater impact management was compiled (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 10, 

Section 12, Section 13, and Section 14). 

Trigger levels and compliance limits will be set once sufficient hydrochemical data (at least 12 data sets) has 

been compiled.  The EM Plan (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1) has been updated to include draft conditions and 

all new monitoring points. SEIS, Volume 2 Appendix L Section 14 includes the existing and proposed monitoring 

points. 

The revised groundwater modelling report (Volume 2, Appendix L, Appendix A) contains the monitoring network 

details and data, including bore logs and construction details.  

Comment - 23.EL 

BRC note their strong concerns to the Co-ordinator General and request that the area be declared by the 

Queensland Government as a Cumulative Management Area (CMA) or similar and managed (i.e. by DERM/ 

QWC) as cumulative impact area for groundwater and that technical assessment include data from all proponent 

proposals. A long term management strategy for surface and groundwater within the Barcaldine Region and 

surrounds for the Galilee Basin be developed.  

Recommendation - 23.EL 

N/A 
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Response - 23.EL 

Noted - please be advised that current third party data is insufficient to allow for the development of a suitable 

regional model. 

An assessment of cumulative impacts on the GAB and Permian groundwater resources was compiled. This 

assessment is presented in SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix L, Section 10, Section 13.4, and Section 13.4.4. 

2.23.20. Air Quality  

Comment - 23.EM 

Air impacts for years 5 and 25 exceed PM 2.5 annual average ground concentration and may impact outside the 

boundary.  

Recommendation - 23.EM 

Please advise when ambient monitoring will be commenced.  

Response - 23.EM 

Project ambient air quality monitoring is currently being undertaken to characterise existing levels of dust 

generation. The operational mine will include an expanded monitoring programme which will be implemented as 

soon as the mine becomes operational. Full details of the programme are provided in the mine draft 

Environmental Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix T1) which will be approved by DEHP. 

Since completion of the EIS, the source emissions inventory has been revised due to the availability of updated 

datasets, adoption of revised dust mitigation methods and adjustments to the EIS model which are collectively 

known as the ‗Model Refinements.‘ The Model Refinements are described in more detail Section 1-1 of the SEIS. 

As a result of the Model Refinements, all predicted concentrations reported in the EIS have been updated, which 

include those from the Kevin‘s Corner Project alone and those from the Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal Mines in 

combination . These updated results are reported in Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4-1 of the SEIS and now 

include frequency of exceedence day plots.  No exceedences of the PM2.5 beyond the Project boundary are 

predicted. 

Comment - 23.EN 

Air quality needs to be considered as part of holistic approach to operations.  

Recommendation - 23.EN 

How will air quality be impacted in cumulative environment with surrounding proponents?  
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Response - 23.EN 

Since completion of the EIS, the source emissions inventory has been updated due to the availability of new 

datasets, adoption of revised dust mitigation methods and adjustments to the EIS model which are collectively 

known as the ‗Model Refinements.‘ The Model Refinements are described in more detail in Section 1-1 of the 

SEIS. As a result of the Model Refinements, all predicted concentrations reported in the EIS have been updated, 

which include those from the Kevin‘s Corner Project alone and those from the Kevin‘s Corner and Alpha Coal 

Mines in combination . These updated results are reported in Section 4-1 of the SEIS and include the frequency 

of exceedence day plots which were not included in the EIS. The cumulative impact results can be summarised 

as follows: 

PM10 (Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4-2-1) 

For the 24-hour averaging period, in year 5, exceedences are predicted at Receptors 1 (149% of the Project 

goal), 8 (154% of the Project goal) and 9 (214% of the Project goal), 13 (110% of the Project goal) and 14 (180% 

of the Project goal). 

PM2.5 (Volume 2, Appendix G, Section 4-2-2) 

No exceedences are predicted for the 24-hour average or annual averaging period. 

Plans for the development of the Waratah and Kevin‘s Corner Coal mines indicate a dominant component of 

underground mining with a relatively small proportion of high dust generating open-cut mining. The EIS‘s for the 

Kevin‘s Corner and Waratah coal mines have shown that emissions generation from the Kevin‘s Corner coal 

mine is likely to be significantly lower than the Alpha coal mine which means that the Alpha coal mine will be the 

dominant contributor to the cumulative impact.  

Such is the distance of the Kevin‘s Corner and Waratah coal mines from each other it is unlikely that the 

cumulative impact from all three mines will differ from the cumulative impacts of Alpha Coal plus Waratah or 

Alpha Coal plus Kevin‘s Corner coal mines. The distance of the Kevin‘s Corner and Waratah Coal Mines from 

each other (the mining leases are approximately 20 km apart at their nearest point), means that cumulative 

impacts from the two mines likely to be insignificant. 

The sensitive receptors at which peak concentrations are predicted which are Receptor 8 (Kia-Ora Homestead), 

Receptor 9 (Monklands Homestead), 13 (Spring Creek Homestead) and 14 (Glenn Innes Homestead) are 

located to the south and south-west of the Alpha coal mine. Therefore, the impact on peak concentrations at 

these receptors from dust generated during northerly and north-easterly wind events will be impacted 

cumulatively mainly by the Alpha Coal and Kevin‘s Corner coal mines. Similarly, during southerly wind events, 

these receptors will be impacted by emissions from the Waratah coal mine only. Under northerly wind conditions, 

modelling has shown that the Alpha coal mine will be the dominant contributor to the cumulative impact and 

Kevin‘s Corner coal mine is not predicted to produce any new exceedences that have not already been produced 

by Alpha Coal.  

It is unlikely that all three coal mines would contribute to the peak concentration at these receptors Receptor 8 

(Kia-Ora Homestead), Receptor 9 (Monklands Homestead), 13 (Spring Creek Homestead) and 14 (Glenn Innes 

Homestead) at the same time. However, all three mines could contribute to the number of exceedence days 
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during the year when winds are from the north (Kevin‘s Corner plus Alpha Coal) or south (Waratah plus Alpha 

Coal). It is expected that all three mines will adopt similar methodologies to manage impacts at sensitive 

receptors.  

Comment - 23.EO 

A query regarding the direction of impact which appears to vary from wind direction within climate report? Please 

confirm?  

Recommendation - 23.EO 

N/A 

Response - 23.EO 

Atmospheric dispersion modelling has been used to predict regional dust concentrations and those expected at 

sensitive receptors. These predictions were made using one year of historical, hourly, meteorological data 

generated using the TAPM and CALMET models with observations from nearby meteorological stations . 

Therefore, predictions have been made using all wind directions experienced in the area for each hour of one 

year. The short term or 24-hour average results reported in the SEIS, represent the concentrations predicted 

under the worst case or most conservative daily meteorological conditions during the year at each sensitive 

location (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix G- Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment, Section 4).  

Comment - 23.EP 

A meteorological monitoring station may be required on-site to mitigate on-site and potential drift impacts from 

dusts and gases.  

Recommendation - 23.EP 

N/A 

Response - 23.EP 

HGPL have developed a draft Environmental Management Plan (EM Plan) (Volume 2, Appendix T1), which 

includes the continuous, live monitoring of particulate matter concentrations at locations where adverse impacts 

are most likely. As part of the EM Plan dust control strategy, HGPL will also monitor local meteorology using a 

monitoring station which is proposed to be located at the airport which will generate real time data and further 

enhance the predictive capability for prevention and mitigation of activities which could generate gases and dust. 

These data will be used to identify the sources most likely to be the source of elevated concentrations and to 

allow mitigation resources to be targeted. Furthermore, such data will be used in the investigation of any 

elevated dust concentration events and the development of mitigation strategies. 
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Comment - 23.EQ 

The proponent and the Queensland Government can work to support/install/control an ambient air quality station 

which is required for local community for early warning and to assess potential impacts.  

Recommendation - 23.EQ 

N/A 

Response - 23.EQ 

HGPL have developed a draft Environmental Management Plan (EM Plan) (Volume 2, Appendix T1), which 

includes the continuous, live monitoring of particulate matter concentrations at locations where adverse impacts 

are most likely. This will include the use of three ambient monitoring stations, a meteorological monitor and three 

dust deposition gauges spread across the area of potential impact. The meteorological monitoring station, which 

is proposed to be located at the airport, will generate real time data to enable the prediction of likely elevated 

periods of dust generation. The EM Plan describes this 'trigger' system which provides advance warnings to 

HGPL when the hourly concentrations at the monitors indicate that there is a possibility that the Project goals 

may be exceeded. As part of the EM Plan, HGPL are committed to investigating the cause of these high values 

and implementing dust source specific, corrective actions to ensure that the Project goals for the protection of 

human health are not exceeded. The draft EM Plan will be approved by DEHP before implementation and 

monitoring will be a condition of the Environmental Authority approval.  

2.23.21. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change  

Comment - 23.ER 

Climate change impacts noted include medium risk of increased flood risk due to increased rainfall intensity, 

reduced process water due to decreased rainfall and increased evaporation, decrease in soil moist etc resulting 

in dust and amenity. 

A high risk for flood impacts is noted. 

There is risk of possible reduction in process water availability. 

Recommendation - 23.ER 

Based on information provided to date further works on the potential flood risks and detailed plans and 

investigations are required. 

Please provide details as to how mine infrastructure and workings will be protected from high flood risk to 1:3,000 

ARI as the planning documents state 1:1,000 ARI as the nominal level. 

How will alternative process water be sourced if required and what impact will this have?  
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Response - 23.ER 

Climate change impacts on flooding were assessed and described within the surface water section of the EIS 

(Volume 1, Section 11). The assessment drew from a paper entitled Implications of Climate Change for Flood 

Estimation. Discussion Paper for the Australian Rainfall and Runoff Climate Change Workshop No. 2 (February 

2011) which summarised climate change predictions for Australia as follows: 

 New South Wales recommends a sensitivity analysis with a 10% to 20% increase in extreme rainfall. 

 Queensland is considering adopting a 5% increase per degree of temperature change for the 1:100 to 

1:500AEP events. 

 The BoM concluded that it was not possible to confirm that probable maximum precipitation will 

definitely increase under a changing climate. 

For the purpose of the EIS in order to estimate the potential impacts of climate change on the proposed project it 

was assumed that all peak discharges could increase by 20%. The impacts on the Project in terms of flood risk 

of this increase in peak flows were predicted to be as follows: 

 The previous 1:2000 AEP flood event would become the 1:1000AEP event. 

 The flood protection levees would still provide the proposed level of protection of 1:1000 AEP but with 

less freeboard.  

 The more frequent events would have higher discharges, however the relative changes to the existing 

creek system would remain the same. 

Water Assurance for the Project has been considered under the Off Lease Assessment which has been 

undertaken for the Project which is provided as Appendix I of the SEIS. This document includes a water supply 

strategy for the Project which identifies alterative water supplies for the Project. 

Comment - 23.ES 

Have impacts of waste been assessed for greenhouse gas and climate change? Are there any carbon credit 

requirements for the mine?  

Recommendation - 23.ES 

N/A 

Response - 23.ES 

The contribution to greenhouse gases from the landfill was considered but determined to be immaterial and so 

was not included in the calculations. These calculations have been revised for the SEIS and are presented in 

Volume 2, Appendix G. Carbon credit requirements were not in the Project TOR and will be calculated prior to 

construction commencing.  
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Comment - 23.ET 

Barcaldine Regional Council cannot accept additional costs or carbon accounting requirements for facilitation of 

mining expansion without appropriate support from the mining proponents as the influx is above the community 

growth rate and not of direct benefit to the community. Please advise if HGPL intend to provide support should it 

be required.  

Recommendation - 23.ET 

N/A 

Response - 23.ET 

If it was determined that HGPL was contributing to additional costs or carbon accounting requirements by BRC, a 

suitable compensation arrangement would be required to be negotiated. 

Comment - 23.EU 

Please provide details on planned ‗progressive rehabilitation‘ including monitoring of rehabilitated areas for risk 

mitigation  

Recommendation - 23.EU 

N/A 

Response - 23.EU 

Section 26.4.5 of the EIS provides detail on planned progressive rehabilitation. The Environmental Management 

Plan provides details on progressive rehabilitation throughout the life of the Project (SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix 

T4.09, SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.8.5). 

Comment - 23.EV 

Limiting the area of disturbance was a requirement under the TOR, please provide details regarding how this is 

to be achieved.  

Recommendation - 23.EV 

N/A 

 

 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 378-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

Response - 23.EV 

Volume 1, Section 1.7 of the EIS details all of the considerations taken into account in the process of designing 

the Project. By considering all of the options, HGPL has ensured that the footprint of the Project minimises the 

impacts on the environment as far as practicable, and does not exceed that which is required.  

2.23.22. Noise and Vibration  

Comment - 23.EW 

Noise impacts from road and rail have been noted including vibration.  

Recommendation - 23.EW 

Any impacts on residences as a result of vibration/ noise should be borne by the mining proponents and fully 

compensated where required.  

Response - 23.EW 

Whilst relative increase in road noise would be considerable near rural homesteads, full compliance of the 

nominated noise and vibration limits have been predicted in the EIS and SEIS, without the requirement for any 

mitigation. Noise management strategies to minimise road noise were provided in Section 6.1 of the EIS 

Appendix report (Volume 2, Appendix P). Rail noise and vibration have also been discussed in the EIS and SEIS 

reports. No exceedances of the nominated criteria were reported. 

Refer to Sections 3 and 4.1 of the Revised Noise and Vibration Assessment Report (Volume 2, Appendix H). 

Comment - 23.EX 

Barcaldine Regional Council note that there are concerns regarding the accommodation village and impacts of 

overnight works and on-site airport for sleeping.  

Recommendation - 23.EX 

N/A 

Response - 23.EX 

The accommodation village is not predicted to be negatively impacted by noise issues. The sleep disturbance 

has been assessed in Section 5.6 of the EIS Volume 2, Appendix P report for construction and operations. No 

indication of sleep disturbance was reported. The proposed airport would not have a negative impact on sleeping 

as the operations are proposed for standard daytime (7am-6pm) or evening (6pm-10pm) periods. 
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2.23.23. Waste 

Comment - 23.EY 

a) 3,000t Concrete and brick potential off-site registered waste disposal for contaminants 

b) Final disposal options need to be provided for processed wood products, electrical , sealers/resins/ 

paints,  

c) 900t (or part thereof) Metals to Alpha or Emerald 

d) 800t plastic as per C 

e) 2,500t paper and cardboard as per C 

f) 260t glass as per C 

g) 18,000t putrescible waste as per C 

h) Query final destination of explosives casings? 

i) Tyre burial on site is not supported due to potential fire risk and contamination noted in groundwater/ 

surface water reporting. Please advise on progress for reprocessing. 

j) Sewage figures do not provide solid/liquid wastes proposed to be processed at Alpha/ Emerald. Please 

provide volume estimates/ duration etc as per previous comments S2. 

k) 100t sewage sludge to Alpha / Emerald 

Recommendation - 23.EY 

Waste figures provided do not include impacts of those commuting in the region and potential additional waste 

generation through retail purchases, local patronage which is estimated to be 12,000 to 13,000 single vehicle 

movements per annum 2014 and 2017.  

Response - 23.EY 

The Terms of Reference defines the scope of work to be completed, which was addressed in the EIS.  

It refers to waste sources associated with construction, operation and decommissioning on the Project and does 

not require consideration of potential for waste to be generated by a third party such as the retail sector. 

Waste management strategies for each waste stream generated through construction and operation of the 

Kevin‘s Corner Project are presented in Table 16-1, Table 16-2 and Section 16.7.6 of the EIS, which adopt the 

waste management hierarchy set out in Queensland waste legislation.. The Interim Waste Management Plan 

(IWMP) can be found in Volume 2, Appendix T4.01 of this SEIS. The IWMP also contains updated waste 

management strategies for each waste stream for the construction phase of the Project (SEIS, Volume 2, 

Appendix T4.01, Table 4-1). 

Comment - 23.EZ 

There is a potential that the mine site will generate up to 25,600 tonnes of waste for disposal at Alpha/ Emerald, 

which does not account for wastes generated off-site in the region associated with the mine. Clarification to the 
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waste management of Kevin‘s Corner by HGPL is required in consultation with Barcaldine Regional Council, 

waste providers, contractors and key stakeholders such as DERM.  

Recommendation - 23.EZ 

Further work is necessary to address the Waste Management Strategy targets proposed by the Queensland 

Government via DERM.  

Response - 23.EZ 

The waste strategy for the Kevin‘s Corner Project adopts the waste management hierarchy set out in 

Queensland waste legislation and aims to maximise waste segregation for beneficial reuse and recycling and 

minimise volumes of residual waste for disposal to landfill. The on-site landfill will be built as a priority due to very 

limited capacity in the local landfills. Local landfills will only be used as a stop gap measure for a very short time 

period during commissioning and for an emergency back-up option only. As far as practical waste to be disposed 

to the landfill will be minimised through a waste strategy that will be adopted onsite during the construction and 

operational phase.  

The scope of the Interim Waste Management Plan is summarised as follows and is addressed in Appendix T4.01 

of the SEIS: 

 Review the general and liquid waste streams and estimated volumes that may be available to ensure 

that anticipated waste streams (particularly larger waste components) are accounted for. Weekly and 

monthly generation rates, including peak generation rates, have been estimated for each waste stream. 

 Consulted with Council‘s and local waste service providers on available services and treatment/disposal 

capacity.  

 Identify options for waste management (such as service provider/s, transport arrangements, end 

destinations), including opportunities to integrate with and enhance regional waste/recycling services. 

 Provide qualitative review of constraints and make recommendation for potential preferred waste 

management strategies for each waste stream. 

Comment - 23.FA 

Council plan to undertake a feasibility assessment for alternative landfill/ waste transfer locations and conduct 

remediation of existing landfill sites where required. Support is required from the proponent and the Queensland 

Government to extend the proposed scope to meet the cumulative waste demands of mining expansion.  

Recommendation - 23.FA 

N/A 
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Response - 23.FA 

When the onsite waste landfill is designed, it will be designed with economies of scale in mind, to ensure that 

waste recycling is achieved. Opportunities will be extended to local councils, to assist in the reduction of wastes 

to their landfills where practicable.   

2.23.24. Transport  

Comment - 23.FB 

Figures for operational workforce conflict with those provided in Section 2 as per previous comments with 

operational personnel of 1,300 persons.  

Recommendation - 23.FB 

Council require assistance from the proponent in terms of utilisation, predicted movements, long term proposed 

staffing utilisation and details on any variance from discussions held with council so that impacts can be 

assessed. Whilst council will take into consideration forward planning undertaken by proponents for the airfield 

they will lead any proposed upgrade and may require financial assistance.  

Response - 23.FB 

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. With this breakdown, HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be 

sourced over the life of the Project. HGPL recognises that BRC is a key stakeholder in the Project‘s future and 

will continue to consult with Council as the workforce breakdown is revised and finalised, and as the Project 

moves forward. An outline of the Workforce Management Plan can be seen in Section D.4.2 within the Social 

Impacts Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix D, Section D.4.2). 

Comment - 23.FC 

Barcaldine Regional Council note there is a plan for collaboration to manage the road maintenance program for 

areas supporting the mine through provision of ongoing support as noted in 17.7.5.  

Recommendation - 23.FC 

A road maintenance program is planned and Barcaldine Regional Council wish to remain involved with the 

proponent, DTMR and key stakeholders.  
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Response - 23.FC 

Noted 

HGPL is committed to developing a Road Maintenance Program and will consult with Barcaldine Regional 

council and DTMR during the development and implementation of the Road Maintenance Program (Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C17; Volume 2, Appendix J, Section 8.1.5). 

Comment - 23.FD 

It is noted that there are impacts being created as the 2014 projections include 62 AADT DIDO from Alpha Town 

and an additional 5 AADT from Barcaldine Council. With annual projection in the region of 12,147 to Kevin‘s 

Corner from within Barcaldine Region during construction phases in 2014. 

There is a projected increase in year 2017 operational peak to 69 AADT DIDO from Alpha Town with an 

additional 5 AADT from Barcaldine council. With annual project estimated at 13,414 to Kevin‘s Corner from within 

the Barcaldine Region during operational phase in 2017. 

Based on the projections there will be a large impact on the community of Alpha (currently around 333)  

Recommendation - 23.FD 

N/A 

Response - 23.FD 

From a traffic and transport perspective additional analysis has been undertaken at the Capricorn Highway / 

Clermont-Alpha Road intersection using updated vehicle numbers (from both HGPL and the turning movement 

counts collected in March 2012). The results from these assessments can be found in Section 6.3.4 of Volume 2, 

Appendix J of this SEIS.  

Safety and road-use management, which is relevant to overall impact, will be considered in the RUMP - see 

section 8.1.4 of Volume 2, Appendix J of this SEIS for a draft outline of the RUMP document.  

The Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) (Volume 2, Appendix D) recognises both the positive and negative 

impacts of the Project on the township of Alpha. The SIMP will enhance benefits and mitigate negative impacts 

via five action plans:  Housing and Accommodation; Workforce Management; Local Business Development; 

Community Services and Infrastructure; and Community Safety and Wellbeing.  In particular, the  Community 

Safety and Wellbeing Action Plan addresses increased traffic issues in and around the township via a range of 

specific actions, including the development of Road Use Management Plan and Traffic Management Plan for the 

Project. In addition, the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan, via the Hancock Development Fund will 

fund significant road infrastructure upgrades between the Project and township of Alpha. HGPL will continue to 

consult BRC and key stakeholders during development of the SIMP and supporting action plans. 
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2.23.25. Indigenous Cultural Heritage 

Comment - 23.FE 

It is indicated that there is an Indigenous Peoples Policy- please provide copy of noted policy.  

Recommendation - 23.FE 

N/A 

Response - 23.FE 

HGPL is currently working on developing an Indigenous Participation Plan (IPP) to guide actions through the life 

of the Project. Consultation on the IPP will be undertaken with stakeholders prior to finalisation. The DATSIMA, 

representative on the Kevin‘s Corner Consultative Committee has indicated a willingness to work collaboratively 

with HGPL in the development of IPP and ongoing indigenous involvement in the Project. HGPL attended a 

recent meeting of the Barcaldine Negotiation Table as part of its commitment to keep indigenous stakeholders 

informed about the Project and proactively involve them in the development of the IPP. 

HGPL have also identified the need for an Indigenous Liaison Officer for the Project and this role will be identified 

in the Community and Stakeholder Management Plan.   

Comment - 23.FF 

Please identify whether indigenous cultural heritage survey has been completed.  

Recommendation - 23.FF 

N/A 

Response - 23.FF 

Section 18 of the EIS details the ongoing indigenous cultural heritage management process under the Aboriginal 

Cultural Heritage Act 2003. 

The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (ACH Act) imposes a cultural heritage duty of care on development 

proponents with respect to Aboriginal cultural heritage. As the Project requires an environmental impact 

statement, Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd (HGPL) is required under Part 7 of the ACH Act to prepare an approved 

CHMP to meet its cultural heritage duty of care. The CHMP manages all aspects of Indigenous cultural heritage 

matters for the Project, including mitigation measures. 

In accordance with the CHMP, Wangan & Jagalingou representatives have been conducting focused surveys for 

all areas where initial geotechnical or exploration works have been planned. Cultural heritage surveys are being 
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undertaken by Wangan & Jagalingou representatives accompanied by technical advisers (archaeologists) as 

part of the cultural heritage processes established in the CHMP. 

Cultural heritage surveys commenced in April 2011, and include both field assessment and thorough 

consultation with Aboriginal Parties. Surveys will continue as required by the Project and as agreed in the CHMP.  

Detailed cultural heritage survey reports will be prepared for the Wangan & Jagalingou People. Each report will 

culminate in a management plan established through consultation between the endorsed parties and their 

technical advisers, and accepted by the Proponent, which will provide guidance for the way in which Aboriginal 

cultural heritage defined by the cultural heritage survey will be managed before construction commences and 

during the Project. 

Comment - 23.FG 

Barcaldine Regional Council also request that advice will be provided on any infrastructure, roads or other mine 

related activities which council will have administration or ownership, in particular any noted obligations as 

outlined in the Cultural Heritage Management Plan CHMP.  

Recommendation - 23.FG 

N/A 

Response - 23.FG 

Advice on administration, ownership and other responsibilities to be held by BRC on mine related activities and 

infrastructure, in particular those reflected in the Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP), will be provided as 

the SEIS process is finalised. Ongoing consolation with BRC will occur regarding infrastructure that is 

administered by BRC. 

2.23.26. Non-Indigenous Cultural Heritage 

Comment - 23.FH 

The proposed mitigation measures are generic in detail and provide little substance as to the controls which will 

be implemented by the proponent other than avoidance, training and retention of qualified person. Please 

provide more specific details including how sites will be catalogued and recorded and where such records could 

be obtained. i.e. local/ state library.  

Recommendation - 23.FH 

N/A 
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Response - 23.FH 

If significant non-indigenous artefacts are discovered during the construction and operational phase of the 

Kevin‘s Corner Project the QLD Heritage Council will be consulted as to how the Project proceeds. It will be this 

advice, that will be used manage onsite significant areas as per the Queensland Heritage Act 1992 (Volume 2, 

Appendix C, Section C.19; Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section T.3.11.6).  

2.23.27. Social 

Comment - 23.FI 

Further information on the impacts to the local community and mitigations actions for the community are required 

and it is understood by Barcaldine Regional Council are in progress.  

Recommendation - 23.FI 

Request to proponent and Queensland Government for equity and access to services also for those not 

associated with mining (therefore not receiving the same level of economic compensation) to be considered 

including power, telecommunications, etc within Barcaldine Region. This would assist in supporting access to 

services for those residing in Alpha and Jericho and thereby the mining expansion. Request for further 

discussions between proponent(s), service providers, local and state government to co-ordination.  

Response - 23.FI 

HGPL recognises that the benefits and impacts to local infrastructure services such as water and electricity are 

cumulative. HGPL is currently consulting with state government agencies, BRC, other proponents and services 

providers to determine how best to mitigate service issues equitably.  

In developing the Kevin‘s Corner mine site, HGPL will secure water and power services to the mine site. The 

extension of these services further south to Alpha will require commitments by other parties.   

HGPL will support additional community services and infrastructure development through the BRC area via the 

Hancock Community Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and subsequent opportunities for 

assistance will be reflected in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan, and administered by BRC. 

Comment - 23.FJ 

Please provide detail on adequacy of sewage treatment infrastructure and capacity during rainfall events.  

Recommendation - 23.FJ 

N/A 
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Response - 23.FJ 

The sewage system has been designed to a capacity sufficient to balance the site potable water system usage. 

The BFS design criteria has assumed that all potable water post usage will enter the sewage collection and 

management system.  The sewage management system is designed to expand to accommodate future 

operations and any resultant volume increases. 

Segregation of Sewage and Grey Water from Mine Affected Water and Stormwater 

The system is designed to be a closed system in that no surface run off water will enter the sewage system. 

Water classified as mine affected water (MAW) and surface run off water classified as non-mine affected (e.g. 

from roadways and other non-mining operation disturbed areas) will be directed through a series of hydrocarbon 

and solids separator traps (in the case of run off from industrial areas) and sediment control and environmental 

management dams before being utilised within the mine operations or being allowed to flow into the various 

watercourses traversing the site. In all cases, the quality of any surface run off water will be in accordance with 

the site discharge limit requirements relevant to the local area. 

Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) components 

Sewage receptacles are located at each major infrastructure areas, which include: 

 Accommodation Village 

 Airport 

 Light Industrial Area (LIA) 

 CPP / open-cut MIA 

 Northern underground MIA 

 Central Underground MIA 

 Southern Underground MIA 

From each of the operational centres, sewage effluent is captured in a buried, pre-cast, package well system 

interconnected by rising mains, similar to that of a municipal collection system. From the collection points, 

sewage is pumped back to the central treatment plant located in the LIA. Sewage treatment for the whole of the 

mine site will occur at the LIA.  

The STP will be located in the LIA eastern side process equipment zone and has been sized to treat the sewage 

discharge from the whole of the mine site, including the LIA facilities, and will have a treatment capacity of 

approximately 730 kilolitres per day. This capacity equates to the total estimated daily load from all mine areas 

with a thirty percent (30%) contingency allowed for extraordinary operating conditions and an additional future 

expansion of up to another 30%. The STP design is a ‗packaged‘ modular design that allows expansion or 

contraction with minimal future effort and zero interruption to operation. 

Sewage will be treated to Class A+ effluent quality from the STP allowing a variety of uses for the water being 

expelled. Treated Sewage will not be reused as potable water. The treated water is then pumped from the 

treatment plant into the mine water management system for reuse as process and operations water. An 

estimated 1.5 Tonnes of recycled bio-organic solid waste will be retrieved each day. The dried, treated waste 



 
 

Section 02 | General Submissions and Responses | Page 387-397 | HG-SEIS-AP-RPT-0012 

product from the STP will be safely stockpiled and composted for reuse. Any excessive bio-organic waste will be 

disposed in accordance with regulatory requirements.  

The overall sewerage collection system is designed with three (3) rising main systems to the sewerage treatment 

plant. These are:  

 A rising main running from the Southern Underground MIA, passing through the Central and Northern 

Underground MIA‟s and the Open-Cut MIA and connecting to the sewerage treatment plant at the LIA. 

A pump station is located at each MIA;  

 A rising main from the accommodation village with a local pump station at the accommodation village 

and;  

 A rising main from the airport with a local pump station at the airport  

Figure 2-22 Kevin’s Corner Mine Site Sewage System Layout 

 

The major receiving pump station is located at the LIA and the sewage is pumped from this station into the 

sewage treatment plant. The schematic shown in Figure 2-22 outlines the proposed system.  

The proposed STP site is close to the nursery and rehabilitation centre as its treated dried sludge will be used in 

pelleted form suitable for fertilisation in mine site rehabilitation and smaller scale landscaping around the 

infrastructure concentrations. 
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Figure 2-23 Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) Process Flow Design 

 

Figures used to develop the capacity included an allowance for peak hourly flow (PHF) and average daily flow. 

At ADF, approx. 12 hours storage is available at each pump station (Excludes capacity provision within the rising 

mains) 

Class A+ effluent quality will be achieved from the STP allowing a variety of uses for the water being expelled but 

mainly being used as recycled water for further toilet flushing, truck washing or process plant uses. The treated 

water is pumped from the treatment plant into the mine water management system for its reuse as process and 

operations water. 

The sewerage system will generally be designed to the following criteria: 

 The selected STP will be simple to operate and maintain and allow for pumping out of sludge by others.   

 All components of the plant will be readily accessible for maintenance.  Openings will be provided to 

allow for the installation and removal of pumps.  Any equipment installed in wet wells will be removable 

from outside the well (for service or replacement) without the need for personal access into the well. 

 The plant will include all apparatus necessary for its safe, reliable and efficient working, whether 

specified herein or not.  

 The plant will be constructed and installed in a manner such that surface runoff water will not enter the 

plant nor cause any component of the plant to become buoyant. 

Figure 2-24 ITT Flygt Typical Pre-cast Sewage Pump Station 
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Figure 2-25 Typical OVIVO Package STP 

 

 The sewage pump well will be designed, supplied and installed complete with pipe work, valve work, 

overflow, vents, and connections to the STP switchboard, controls, hatches and covers. ITT Flygt are 

the preferred design vendor standard (see Figure 2-24).  

 Tanks will either be covered to support personnel with removable, sealed Gatic type lids or have a 

safety barrier or railings to AS 1657. 

 The STP will produce a tertiary treated effluent with the following quality that will meet with the 

requirements of the Department of Natural Resources and Mines ‗Guidelines for reuse or Disposal of 

Reclaimed Wastewater‘ typical characteristics being: 

o BOD5 < 20 mg/L 

o Nitrates < 20mg/L 

o Phosphates < 7 mg/L 

o Ammonia < 5 mg/L 

o Suspended Solids < 30 mg/L 

o pH 6.5 – 8.5 

o Faecal Coliforms < 1000 cfu / 100 ml 

o Free Chlorine 0.5 – 0.9 ppm (after 20 minutes contact) if chlorination is the adopted disinfection 

method) 

The following criteria have been adopted for the design and selection of the Sewage Treatment facility: 

 Sewage effluent is to be treated to Class A+ as prescribed in the Natural Resource Management 

Ministerial Council (NRMMC) and Environmental Protection Heritage Council (EPHC) 2005 draft 

National guidelines. 

 Treated sewage effluent will comply with the water quality criteria stated in section 18AE, Schedule 3C 

or Section 18AF, Schedule 3D, whichever is applicable, of the Public Health Regulation 2005. 

 There is no requirement for treated sewage effluent re-use or storage. The treated Class A+ sewage 

effluent will be discharged directly to the mine ―water management‖ system. 

 A sewage dump point is included to allow for sewage trucks to discharge raw sewage into treatment 

train. 

 The Sewage treatment Plant (STP) will consist of: 
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o A containerised packaged STP that is suitable for the demanding requirements of the mining 

industry. 

o A modular design STP with the capability of being expanded to allow for future mine site growth and 

plant expansion, which is easy to transport and install, is easy to maintain, and is suitable for use in 

the mining environment. 

 Vehicle access to the proposed Sewage Treatment facility 

 A security fenced compound which will have a gravel pavement hardstand and a double vehicle gate. 

 A concrete slab for the proposed STP 

 An effluent discharge main from the STP into the nearby mine ‗Water Management System‘ 

 An emergency overflow / storage tank located prior to the inlet into the STP. 

The STP will be fitted with the necessary equipment, controls and storage for the effluent to be automatically 

chlorinated to the stipulated regulatory levels. 

(Volume 2, Appendix T1, Section  T.3.6). 

Comment - 23.FK 

Waste disposal site details are required by the proponent as council has limited capacity and restrictions on 

waste acceptance including solid, sewage, mixed etc.  

Recommendation - 23.FK 

N/A 

Response - 23.FK 

An Interim Waste Management Plan can be found in Volume 2, Appendix T4.01 of this SEIS. Section 3 of this 

plan details the waste disposal site options available to the proponent ( Volume 2, Appendix T4.01, Section 3). 

Comment - 23.FL 

A more detailed study into the impacts on towns like Alpha and their needs for essential services including 

housing are immediately required.  

Recommendation - 23.FL 

N/A 

Response - 23.FL 

It is anticipated the social impacts on the town of Alpha will be minimal given the distance to Kevin‘s Corner and 

the Fly In/Fly Out nature of operations.  
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Accommodating workforce locally is not feasible given the lack of infrastructure services (telecommunications, 

water etc) available. Furthermore, the distances between the local towns and Kevin‘s Corner are beyond those 

considered safe for drive in/drive out operations. 

Although minimal, the level of social impacts on Alpha are proposed to be managed via the SIMP and supporting 

Action Plans. Monitoring actions will be included in all plans with locally specific triggers to highlight potential 

impact. Once reached, the triggers will initiate further action to support mitigation of negative impacts and 

maximisation of any benefits.  

A Local Industry Participation Plan will also be developed to support the SIMP. Where possible, the LIPP will 

seek to facilitate use of local products and services as part of Kevin‘s Corner operations. Where possible HGPL 

will also look to maximise the benefits to the local community through the implementation of a Local Employment 

Policy and training and development actions as part of the Training and Employment Plan.  

In addition, HGPL will support community services and infrastructure development through the Hancock 

Community Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and subsequent opportunities for assistance will 

be reflected in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan. 

The Housing and Accommodation Plan will include actions to monitor the impacts on housing (e.g. availability, 

affordability) locally and regionally. Should triggers indicate an increase in the number of workers residing locally 

in Alpha or Jericho, HGPL will work with BRC to explore options to expand and develop areas identified for 

residential use.   

Recognising that the benefits and impacts to local communities such as Alpha are likely to be cumulative, the 

Action Plans will provide for HGPL engagement and management of impacts with other industry stakeholders 

and government agencies via forums such as the Proposed Galilee Basin Cumulative Social Impact Assessment 

Roundtable. 

Comment - 23.FM 

Any community fund to mitigate cumulative impacts needs to be based on local/regional needs and led by local 

community representation in placement and distribution of funds through governing body.  

Recommendation - 23.FM 

N/A 

Response - 23.FM 

HGPL will support community services and infrastructure development through the Hancock Community 

Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and subsequent opportunities for assistance will be reflected 

in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan. 
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BRC will be consulted on the establishment and priorities for the Hancock Community Development Fund and 

will be responsible for its administration. In addition to BRC, local stakeholders will be consulted on the 

Community Services and Infrastructure Plan developed to support the SIMP. 

2.23.28. Community Consultation 

Comment - 23.FN 

Table 21-5 contains issues raised by Barcaldine Regional Council during 2010-11. Please advise how these 

have been incorporated into the social, community and mine planning and how impacts have been addressed.  

Recommendation - 23.FN 

Please provide update on issues raised by Barcaldine Regional Council and the mitigation actions.  

Response - 23.FN 

Issues raised by BRC via meetings in 2010-2011 with HGPL will be addressed in the revised Social Impact 

Management Plan and supporting Action Plans. 

BRC have participated in the KCCC and are aware of the mitigation strategies and enhancement measures set 

out in respective SIMP Action Plans. HGPL will commit to ongoing engagement throughout the Project. BRC are 

a key stakeholder and Project partner for the SIMP implementation, as acknowledged in Table 3.4. 

Comment - 23.FO 

Table 21-8 includes issues raised by stakeholders for Alpha. These are issues which need to be addressed 

further in the Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP).  

Recommendation - 23.FO 

Please provide update on issues raised by Barcaldine Regional Council and the mitigation actions.  

Response - 23.FO 

HGPL acknowledges the valuable input of local Alpha stakeholders in development of the SIMP. Issues raised 

will be addressed in the revised SIMP and supporting Action Plans. 

HGPL is committed to the consultation process and will continue to liaise with the stakeholders of Alpha and 

other interested groups as the Project progresses.  

Consultation actions will be reflected in the Community and Stakeholder Engagement Plan developed to support 

the SIMP. 
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Comment - 23.FP 

Please advise if a liaison officer for HGPL has been appointed or when one is likely to be appointed as a 

reference point for Barcaldine Regional Council.  

Recommendation - 23.FP 

N/A 

Response - 23.FP 

HGPL have appointed the Approvals Manager as the key Project contact until a formal Community Liaison 

Officer is appointed by HGPL. 

2.23.29. Health and Safety  

Comment - 23.FQ 

Investment is noted to be an offset to impacts including  

a) Aerodrome 

b) Roads 

Recommendation - 23.FQ 

Further information may be required to offset concern of the community regarding health and safety impacts.  

Response - 23.FQ 

Noted.  

Comment - 23.FR 

Please provide update on information for community health and safety and how social infrastructure provision will 

be supported.  

Recommendation - 23.FR 

N/A 

Response - 23.FR 

A Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan is being developed to support the SIMP. This plan will be further 

developed with key stakeholders as the Project progresses. Current actions in this plan will include the provision 
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of site-based paramedics/doctors. It is anticipated that these services will be available to local communities such 

as Alpha in an ‗open clinic‘ arrangement.  As part of this plan, HGPL will also develop and implement a 

Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) with key service providers to define protocols for accessing assistance from 

mine-based resources and infrastructure. In addition, HGPL will support community services and infrastructure 

development through the Hancock Community Development Fund. The establishment of the fund and 

subsequent opportunities for assistance will be reflected in the Community Services and Infrastructure Plan. 

2.23.30. Economics  

Comment - 23.FS 

There is no mitigation measures proposed for the inflationary pressure of wages as a result of the mining 

industry or impact due to loss of workers within local public and private sectors, including the local councils. Only 

those whom work directly, supply to or receive training directly will benefit from the mining activities. Skilled staff 

is also required to serve the local community through trades, labour, support, essential services etc however 

there is little incentive when the wage would not be comparable. Further discussions regarding a regional 

approach with the proponent(s) is proposed to assess alternative options: 

i.e. suggestion for apprentices or trainees serve part of their time in local community/public job roles for nominal 

period i.e. 6-12 months and are then available to transfer/relocate to the mines etc. 

Recommendation - 23.FS 

Detailed information as to the specific impacts on the regional economy, particularly on local providers and 

suppliers and contractors is required. The local suppliers could possibly service only part of the predicted extent 

of the operations.  

Response - 23.FS 

The extent to which the proponent can mitigate wage inflation is largely limited to employing a largely non-

resident workforce. Wage inflation can only be addressed through an increase in the supply of labour. The 

attractiveness of any given region for prospective residents is largely an outcome of the environment and local 

government. The suggestion to require workers to serve part of the time in local community / public roles would 

create significant OHS and labour management issues. Additionally, any attempt to impose such rigidity in the 

labour market would only serve to exacerbate inflationary pressures and reduce labour supply. 

Comment - 23.FT 

The indirect benefits to the community through volunteering have been noted as a key regional value which the 

community wishes to continue and for the proponent(s) workforce to participate in. This provides a social benefit, 

avoidance of cost in lieu of services on volunteer basis, assists continuance of arts, culture and sporting facilities 

in the region through patronage and support also providing a benefit to the mining proponent (i.e. liveability, 

attractiveness of the region, workforce retention etc).  
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Recommendation - 23.FT 

Please provide details on how the proponent will enable the workforce to participate in volunteer and other 

activities in the community.  

Response - 23.FT 

HGPL anticipates the opportunities for its workforce to volunteer locally will be limited given the Fly In/Fly Out 

nature of operations and the distances between the mine site and local towns. However, HGPL acknowledges 

the importance of volunteering in the community and is committed to ensuring existing volunteering 

arrangements such as those with the QFRS remain. The Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan, developed to 

support the SIMP, will incorporate including: 

 Ensuring that QFRS volunteers employed by HGPL are placed on staggered rosters where possible. 

 Investigating opportunities through employee agreements to encourage workers to continue to work as 

QFRS volunteers by ensuring they are paid during emergency response call outs where such call outs 

occur during work time. 

Comment - 23.FU 

Council is poised to lead planning studies in the provision of infrastructure to support the prospective mining 

expansion. Council requires financial input from proponents in order to undertake investigations into the airfield 

upgrade and associated facilities attributable to the increase in access and numbers.  

Recommendation - 23.FU 

N/A 

Response - 23.FU 

HGPL are proposing to use their own airfield that will be used to service the mine personal including contractors. 

BRC will not be responsible for any financial burden that may occur from developing the HGPL airport.  

Comment - 23.FV 

Provide information as to how the project will be funded.  

Recommendation - 23.FV 

N/A 
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Response - 23.FV 

The information related to funding of the Kevin‘s Corner Project is commercial in confidence and not available to 

the public. 

2.23.31. Cumulative Impacts  

Comment - 23.FW 

There is limited evaluation of the cumulative impacts, however revision may be possible based on recently 

available public data.  

Recommendation - 23.FW 

The proponent and Queensland Government can now attempt to identify cumulative effects from the various 

projects proposed in the region and provide a strategy to help the local communities assess process, manage 

and cope with the developments. BRC request the Co-ordinator General to assist council in reviewing policy, 

conducting planning, and developing strategies to address the cumulative impacts.  

Response - 23.FW 

Noted. 

HGPL have undertaken an Interim Cumulative Impacts Assessment to address the cumulative impacts as a 

result of the Project, this can be viewed in this SEIS, Volume 2, Appendix O.  

The proposed Galilee Basin CSIA Round Table will have a specific focus on the identification and assessment of 

cumulative social impacts, mitigation and management strategies; and initiatives that require a collaborative 

approach by state and local government and the resource industry (Volume 2, Appendix D).  

2.23.32. Environmental Management Plan  

Comment - 23.FX 

Please ensure that Environmental Management Plan incorporates comments made as part of this submission by 

Barcaldine Regional Council where appropriate.  

Recommendation - 23.FX 

N/A 

Response - 23.FX 

Noted. 
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2.23.33. Social Impact Management Plan  

Comment - 23.FY 

The social impact management plan should address the issues raised as part of the community engagement 

process and as discussed with stakeholders i.e. Barcaldine Regional Council. Social impacts need to be locally 

relevant and should also account for indirect impacts to external communities from FIFO (point of origin) as often 

the impacts of FIFO are located at the region where general residence location is (such as Mackay). Further 

work is required to amend the SIMP for further relevance and may require engagement outside of the 3 stage 

approach proposed by the proponent.  

Recommendation - 23.FY 

N/A 

Response - 23.FY 

The Workforce Management Plan has been significantly revised to now include additional detail on likely 

workforce supply and strategies that will need to be developed collaboratively between HGPL and key 

stakeholders (refer Section 4.2 and Appendix A). The regional catchments for the Project for workforce and 

health districts are shown in the SIMP (refer Figure 2.3). There is likely to be a need to monitor Project impacts in 

these communities and via representation on Galilee Basin CSIA  Roundtable.    

HGPL has prepared a breakdown of the anticipated workforce for the Workforce Management Plan in 

accordance with DEEDI guidelines. With this breakdown, HGPL will identify different skill sets for workers to be 

sourced over the life of the Project and what actions will need to be developed in the Accommodation and 

Housing and the Workforce Management Plans. 

Issues raised by BRC via submission and in meetings with HGPL will be addressed in the revised Social Impact 

Management Plan and supporting Action Plans. 

HGPL recognises that BRC is a key stakeholder in the Project‘s future and will continue to consult with Council 

as the SIMP are developed and finalised, and as the Project moves forward. 
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