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15th September 2021 
 
Attention: Coordinator-General  
 
C/- EIS Project Manager, Winchester South Project 
Office of the Coordinator-General 
PO Box 15517 
City East QLD 4002 Australia  
By email: winchestersouth@coordinatorgeneral.qld.gov.au 
 
Winchester South EIS Submissions 
 
Please accept this submission from Lock the Gate Alliance in relation to the Winchester 
South Coal Project- a proposed new open-cut coal mine to extract 15-17Mtpa of ROM coal 
for about 30 years.   
 
The Project should be refused on the basis of its EIS because of its contributions to the 
accretion of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, its ecological and social impacts, its 
inadequate plans for rehabilitation of mine pit voids, its impacts to surface and 
groundwater, and its adverse economic impacts taking into account a full and complete cost 
benefit analysis. 
 
If the project is not refused now, then we believe a range of additional assessments and 
studies are required to more accurately and properly quantify it’s impacts, and we have 
provided recommendations in bold throughout this submission with regard to assessments 
and information that should be required as part of a supplementary EIS. 
 

Attached to this submission are four expert reports reviewing the EIS, as follows: 

Attachment 1: Professor Penny Sackett on climate change related issues 

Attachment 2: Professor John Quiggin on the economics of the project 

Attachment 3: Alison Ziller on the social impact assessment 

Attachment 4: Dr Cherie McCullough on mine closure and rehabilitation planning 

 

The impacts of the continued accretion of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere  
 
The scientific consensus is clear that expansion of fossil fuel production must be stopped in 
order to reduce global GHG emissions and avoid the potentially catastrophic impacts of 
unmitigated global warming and climate change.1  
 
197 countries, including Australia, agreed under the Paris Climate Agreement to limit “the 
increase in the global average temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and 
pursu[e] efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels”.2 

 
1 “Production Gap Report 2020,” UNEP, December 2020 
2 UNFCC, Paris Agreement, Article 2(1)(a). 

mailto:winchestersouth@coordinatorgeneral.qld.gov.au
https://www.unep.org/resources/report/production-gap-2020
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf
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The Paris Agreement also recognises (our emphasis) “the need for an effective and 
progressive response to the urgent threat of climate change on the basis of the best 
available scientific knowledge”.  

 
The Queensland Government accepts the science of climate change and supports the Paris 
Agreement.3 
 
The accretion of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere as a result of human activities has 
already caused changes in the climate system with tangible impacts, including in 
Queensland:4 

 

• exacerbation of heatwaves; 

• long-term increase in extreme fire weather and length of the fire season; 

• changes in rainfall patterns resulting in severe flooding events; 

• mass bleaching of the Great Barrier Reef; and 

• worsening drought conditions. 
 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change released its sixth assessment report on the 
physical science basis to climate change in August 2021 (IPCC AR6). The report states, with 
high to very high confidence, that specific to Australasia: 

 
Australian land areas have warmed by around 1.4oC between approximately 1910 and 2020; 

• heat extremes have increased, cold extremes have decreased, and these trends 
are projected to continue; and 

• relative sea level rose at a rate higher than the global average in recent decades. 
 
On current trajectories, the impacts of the changes in the climate system will be significantly 
exacerbated. The Federal Court in Sharma by her litigation representative Sister Marie Brigid 
Arthur v Minister for the Environment5 accepted evidence put forward in respect of the 
future impacts of climate change and found:6  

 
“It is difficult to characterise in a single phrase the devastation that the 
plausible evidence presented in this proceeding forecasts for the Children … 
The physical environment will be harsher, far more extreme and devastatingly 
brutal when angry. As for the human experience – quality of life, 
opportunities to partake in nature’s treasures, the capacity to grow and 
prosper – all will be greatly diminished. Lives will be cut short. Trauma will be 
far more common and good health harder to hold and maintain. None of this 
will be the fault of nature itself. It will largely be inflicted by the inaction of 
this generation of adults, in what might fairly be described as the greatest 

 
3 For example: Transcript Public Hearing on 4 March 2019 State Development, Natural Resources and Agricultural Industry 
Development Parliamentary Committee inquiry into the Mineral Resources (Galilee Basin) Amendment Bill 2018, per Mr 
Roberts, Deputy Director-General, Environment Policy and Programs, Department of Environment and Science p2. 
4 See for example climatechangeinaustralia.gov.au 
5 [2021] FCA 560. 
6 at [293]. 
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inter-generational injustice ever inflicted by one generation of humans upon 
the next.” 
 

There is growing momentum globally for decisive action to stop coal expansion and to 
accelerate the necessary transition away from coal production and consumption: 

 

• In May 2021, the International Energy Agency (IEA) called for an end to new fossil 
fuel investments in order to achieve Net-Zero emissions by 2050 in alignment with 
the aims of the Paris agreement, stating “If governments are serious about the 
climate crisis, there can be no new investments in oil, gas and coal, from now – from 
this year.”7 (Faith Birol, IEA Executive Director). The IEA’s Net Zero by 2050 report 
concluded that “there is no need for investment in new fossil fuel supply” under a 
Net-Zero by 2050 scenario.8  

• Since February 2021, United Nations Secretary General Antonio Guterres has 
repeatedly called for the cancellation of all new coal projects globally,9 stating that 
existing coal use must be phased out in the OECD by 2030, and in the rest of the 
world by 2040 in order to achieve the aims of the Paris climate agreement.10 

• In April 2021, U.S. special climate envoy John Kerry called for the abandonment of 
coal use “now” in order to avoid catastrophic climate change.11 

• In April 2021, 101 Nobel Laureates called for an immediate end to coal and fossil fuel 
expansion, endorsing a global Fossil Fuel Nonproliferation Treaty.12 

 
At 2019, approximately 500 billion tonnes of CO2e could be emitted before emissions will 
cause the 1.5°C threshold to be exceeded.13 “Committed emissions” from existing 
infrastructure amounted to 800 billion tonnes of CO2e.14    

 
A recent paper found that 95% of Australia’s coal reserves must remain in the ground if the 
world is to have a 50% chance of staying under 1.5oC warming.15 
 
The Winchester South Project involves the mining of up to approximately 17 million tonnes 
of coal per year for 30 years.  The EIS estimates approximately 547 million tonnes of GHG 
emissions will be associated with the Project over its life.  
 
As a result, the Project is inconsistent with the aims of the Paris Climate Agreement and is 
contrary to the public interest. 
 
Legal framework for considering GHG emissions 

 
7 “No new oil, gas or coal development if world is to reach net zero by 2050, says world energy body”, The Guardian, May 
18, 2021 
8 “Net Zero by 2050: A roadmap for the global energy,” International Energy Agency, May 17, 2021 
9 “Cancel all planned coal projects globally to end ‘deadly addiction’ says UN chief,” The Guardian, March 2021 
10 “World on the verge of climate ‘abyss’, as temperatures continue to rise: UN chief,” United Nations, April 2021 
11 “Abandon coal now or face catastrophe, US envoy says,” Sydney Morning Herald, April 2021 
12 “101 Nobel laureates urge world leaders to keep fossil fuels in the ground,” Fossil Fuel Nonproliferation Treaty Initiative, 
April 2021 
13 Tong, D. et al. Committed emissions from existing energy infrastructure jeopardize 1.5 °C climate target. Nature 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1364-3 (2019) 
14 Ibid, Tong. D. et al. 
15 Welsby, D., Price, J., Pye, S. et al. Unextractable fossil fuels in a 1.5 °C world. Nature 597, 230–234 (2021) 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/may/18/no-new-investment-in-fossil-fuels-demands-top-energy-economist
https://www.iea.org/events/net-zero-by-2050-a-roadmap-for-the-global-energy-system
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/mar/02/cancel-all-planned-coal-projects-globally-to-end-deadly-addiction-says-un-chief
https://news.un.org/en/story/2021/04/1090072
https://www.smh.com.au/environment/climate-change/abandon-coal-now-or-face-catastrophe-us-envoy-says-20210401-p57g0y.html
https://fossilfueltreaty.org/nobel-letter
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The EIS is required to address the GHG emissions associated with the Project because: 

 

• it is now clear that the impacts of GHG emissions, including scope 3 emissions, 
are relevant to be considered as part of the consideration of the public interest 
of the project under the Mineral Resources Act 1989 (Qld) (MR Act)16 and a 
mandatory consideration under the EP Act;17 

• the continued accretion of GHGs in the atmosphere is not consistent with 
ecologically sustainable development and maintaining the ecological processes 
on which life depends; 

• the impacts of the continued accretion of GHGs in the atmosphere will limit the 
human rights of people in Queensland now and in the future, in accordance with 
the Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) (HR Act);  

• the Coordinator General must not act or make a decision in a way that is not 
compatible with human rights;18 and 

• the Coordinator General arguably owes a duty of care to Australian children with 
respect to the potential personal injury harms that will result from climate 
change, to which this mine will contribute.19  

 
The climate change impact from this Project is relevant to the statutory criteria under the 
MR Act20 and a mandatory consideration under the EP Act. 21 

 
It has been accepted that GHG emissions of a development are relevant to an assessment of 
its environmental impacts with reference to the standard criteria of the EP Act and public 
interest criteria of the MR Act.22  

 
The Queensland Land Court has found that climate change is a matter of general public 
interest and the impact of greenhouse gas emissions must be considered in the grant of a 
mining lease.23  This includes the impacts of downstream, or ‘scope 3’, emissions.24 

 
Emissions from the Alpha Coal project were considered by the Queensland Land Court “real 
and of concern” and could not be dismissed as negligible.25 The Rocky Hill Coal Project in 
NSW was refused on grounds including the proposed production of approximately 38 Mt 
CO2-e greenhouse gas emissions from the mine. The proposed emissions arising from the 

 
16 Xstrata Coal Queensland Pty Ltd & Ors v Friends of the Earth – Brisbane Co-op Ltd & Ors (2012) 33 QLCR 79; Hancock Coal 
Pty Ltd v Kelly & Ors [2014] QLC 12 at [212], [216] – [218], [232]; 33 QLCR 79 at [576] Coast and Country Association of 
Queensland Inc v Smith & Ors [2016] QCA 242. 
17 Coast and Country Association of Queensland Inc v Smith & Ors [2016] QCA 242 at [11]. 
18 HR Act, s58. 
19  Sharma v Minister for the Environment [2021] FCA 560 under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999 which is analogous to the EP Act. 
20 Xstrata Coal Queensland Pty Ltd & Ors v Friends of the Earth – Brisbane Co-op Ltd & Ors (2012) 33 QLCR 79; Hancock Coal 
Pty Ltd v Kelly & Ors [2014] QLC 12 at [212], [216] – [218], [232]; 33 QLCR 79 at [576] Coast and Country Association of 
Queensland Inc v Smith & Ors [2016] QCA 242. 
21 Coast and Country Association of Queensland Inc v Smith & Ors [2016] QCA 242 at [11]. 
22 Coast and Country Association of Queensland Inc v Smith & Ors [2016] QCA 242. 
23 Xstrata Coal Queensland Pty Ltd & Ors v Friends of the Earth – Brisbane Co-op Ltd & Ors and Department of Environment 
and Resource Management [2012] QLC 13, [576] and [582]–[584]. 
24 Hancock Coal Pty Ltd v Kelly (No 4) [2014] QLC 12, [218]. 
25 Hancock Coal Pty Ltd v Kelly (No 4) [2014] QLC 12, [209]. 
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Rocky Hill mine were less than one-tenth of the emissions that would arise from the 
Winchester South Project. 

 
The New South Wales Land and Environment Court Chief Judge Preston has found that: 

 
“… the exploitation and burning of a new fossil fuel reserve, which will 
increase GHG emissions, cannot assist in achieving the rapid and deep 
reductions in GHG emissions that are necessary in order to achieve “a balance 
between anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks of 
greenhouse gases in the second half of this century” (Article 4(1) of the Paris 
Agreement) or the long term temperature goal of limiting the increase in 
global average temperature to between 1.5ºC and 2ºC above pre-industrial 
levels (Article 2 of the Paris Agreement).” 

 
This is the case regardless of the type or quantity of the coal produced, or the location of its 
production.26 This also holds regardless of whether a proposed project is classified as an 
‘extension’ or as a greenfield development. 

 
Chief Judge Preston also found that GHG emissions are a relevant consideration for the 
principle of intergenerational equity, which is part of the statutory criteria under the EP Act. 

 
Given the significant impacts predicted to arise from the continued accretion of greenhouse 
gases in the atmosphere, the approval of projects that will result in further GHG emissions 
has implications for the human rights of people in Queensland now and in the future. Such 
implications must be given proper consideration in accordance with the HR Act.27 
 
The Project should not proceed 
 
Approval of the Project, being a new coal mine: 

 

• is not consistent with ecologically sustainable development and maintaining the 
ecological processes on which life depends;  

• is not consistent with intergenerational equity as it contributes to “what might 
fairly be described as the greatest inter-generational injustice ever inflicted by 
one generation of humans upon the next”;28 and  

• would limit the human rights of people in Queensland to an extent that is not 
reasonable and justifiable; and 

• would potentially breach your duty of care to the Australian children.  
 
Key milestones identified by the IEA in the pathway to net zero emissions by 2050 include 
“no new coal mines or mine extensions” approved for development by 2021.  

 

 
26 Gloucester Resources Limited v Minister for Planning [2019] NSWLEC 7 

27 Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld), s58(1)(b). 
28 Sharma by her litigation representative Sister Marie Brigid Arthur v Minister for the Environment[2021] FCA 560 at [293]. 
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This milestone is consistent with a carbon budget approach which determines the 
magnitude and rate of emissions reductions required to meet the goals of the Paris 
Agreement. This is done by mapping the approximately linear relationship between the 
cumulative increase in carbon dioxide emissions from human activities since pre-
industrialisation against the increase in global average surface temperature, and developing 
a carbon budget; the amount of carbon that may be used before the target temperature is 
exceeded. 

 
In accordance with the carbon budget approach, a rapid phase out of fossil fuel combustion 
is required such that no new fossil fuel projects or extensions can reach production.  
 
As highlighted by Professor Sackett in Attachment 1, the EIS also demonstrably fails to meet 
the Coordinator General requirements set down in the Terms of Reference, as it: 
 

• Failed to consider climate change at all as part of the risk assessment conducted for 
the project 

• Failed to consider the risks from climate change related weather extremes, 
particularly heatwaves, on employees 

• Failed to consider the indirect impacts of the project in relation to climate by failing 
to consider the impacts that will occur in Queensland as a result of the enormous 
532Mt downstream (Scope 3) emissions 

• Failed to provide baseline information in relation to climate change as a relevant 
environmental risk 

• Failed to compare project outcomes on climate to current state policies including the 
Queensland 2030 and 2050 targets 

• Failed to propose or even discuss meaningful greenhouse gas abatement measures 
 
The Scope 1 emissions of 14.2Mt alone will also make it almost impossible for the 
Queensland Government to meet its 30% emissions reduction target by 2030.  Meeting the 
Queensland 2030 target will require an annual new reduction of about 2.18Mtpa CO2e, 
whilst the project would add 0.507Mtpa CO2e every year on average, thus working in the 
opposition direction and nullifying nearly a quarter (23.3%) of intended reductions in all 
other areas of Qld industry and commerce. 
 
The very limited mitigation measures proposed for Scope 1 and 2 emissions are completely 
inadequate and do nothing to meaningfully limit emissions or deliver genuine abatement.  
In Section 4 of the EIS (p4-105), Whitehaven state they would develop a plan to abate 
carbon dioxide emissions which would include: 
 

• “Regular maintenance of plant and equipment to minimise fuel consumption and 
associated emissions, including training staff on continuous improvement 
strategies regarding efficient use of plant and equipment 

• Regular assessment, review and evaluation of greenhouse gas reduction 
opportunities 

• Procurement policies that require the selection of energy efficient equipment and 
vehicles 
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• Monitor and maintain equipment in accordance with manufacturers 
recommendations; and 

• Optimise diesel consumption through logistics analysis and planning (eg review of 
the mine plan to optimise haul lengths, dump locations and road gradients).” 

 
This appears to be a case of Whitehaven dressing up business as usual as a greenhouse 
abatement strategy, without actually doing anything substantial to mitigate, reduce or 
manage emissions.  There is no commitment to use renewable energy to power the site, no 
commitment to electric vehicles, no reference to VAM technology or offsets.  Basically, the 
Whitehaven plan as outlined above is a plan to maximise Scope 1 and 2 emissions from the 
project, regardless of the severe environmental impacts. 
 
A recent report produced by scientists at Karryos involved analysis of methane satellite 
imagery for the Bowen Basin29.  The analysis concluded that “Methane emissions from the 
Bowen Basin have the same impact on the climate as the carbon dioxide emissions of an 
entire mid-sized European country. The type of coal mined in the basin has a higher methane 
content than the global average, and the associated emissions increase the carbon footprint 
of end-use sectors such as steel and electricity by 26%”.  In light of this report, the complete 
failure of Whitehaven to propose any meaningful abatement measures is nothing short of 
disastrous. 
 
Lock the Gate has reviewed the reported Scope 1 emissions of adjoining coal mines in the 
Bowen Basin against coal production figures.  The average for neighbouring mines is 0.048 
tCo2-e/tonne of coal.  However, Whitehaven estimates appear to be based on 0.041 tCo2-
e/tonne of coal.  If Whitehaven was closer to the average, then it would be producing more 
like 720,000 tCo2-e per year, raising questions as to its Scope 1 estimates and whether they 
should be higher.  
 
The proponent also failed to quantify the greenhouse emissions from landclearing close to 
2,000 hectares of vegetation in total and over 700 hectares of remnant vegetation (see 
Section 4, p 4-105).  There are no valid grounds to ignore the emissions which will occur as a 
result of the clearing proposed. 
 
The Project should not proceed because: 

 

• the Project’s GHG emissions would contribute to the continued accretion of 
GHGs in the atmosphere to an extent that is not consistent ecologically 
sustainable development and with maintaining the ecological processes on which 
life depends; 

• the Project’s GHG emissions would contribute to the reasonably foreseeable 
personal injury to future generations; and 

• the Project’s GHG emissions would contribute to the limitation of human rights 
of Queenslanders. 

   
The public trust doctrine 

 
29 Kayrros 2021. Methane Emissions from Australia’s Bowen Basin 

https://www.kayrros.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Bowen-Basin-Press-Release_0506.pdf
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There is another avenue by which the Project should be refused due to water and climate 
change impacts; that is, the doctrine of the public trust.    

The state is subject to a public trust duty to protect the air, atmosphere and water 
resources, including groundwater. This is reflected in the object of the EP Act, namely “to 
protect Queensland’s environment while allowing for development that improves the total 
quality of life, both now and in the future, in a way that maintains the ecological processes 
on which life depends (ecologically sustainable development)” (section 3).    

The assets are held in trust for the people. The public trust doctrine regulates 
the Queensland Government’s exercise of power under the EP Act to determine the 
development application for the project, either as part of the ‘public interest’, or separately 
under the common law. That duty is breached by a determination to grant development 
consent in circumstances where the development will cause harm to the environment of 
Queensland and contribute to anthropogenic climate change which will be responsible for, 
amongst other impacts, harm to the Great Barrier Reef.   

This argument arises from the particular application of the public trust doctrine to essential 
natural resources. With respect to these core resources, the state’s public trust obligations 
prevent it from depriving a future legislature of the natural resources necessary to provide 
for the well-being and survival of its citizens. The roots of the public trust doctrine are in 
Roman law, the Institutes of Justinian, part of the Corpus Juris Civilis. The Institutes of 
Justinian declared ‘the following things are by natural law common to all –the air, running 
water, the sea, and consequently the seashore.’    

The public trust operates similarly to basic trust principles, which impose upon the trustee a 
duty to protect the trust property against damage or destruction. The trustee owes this duty 
equally to both current and future beneficiaries of the trust. In natural resources cases, the 
trust property consists of a set of resources important enough to the people to warrant 
public trust protection.51 The government, as trustee, has a duty to protect the trust assets 
from damage so that current and future trust beneficiaries will be able to enjoy the benefits 
of the trust.    

Of the nature of the public trust doctrine as it relates to natural resources, Preston CJ writes 
(extrajudicially):52   

“The public trust doctrine has its origins in Roman law, specifically in the 
property concept of res communis. These are things which, by their nature, 
are part of the commons that all humankind has a right in common to 
access and use, such as the air, running water, the sea and the shores of the 
sea, and that cannot be appropriated to private ownership. Ownership of 
these common natural resources is vested in the state as trustee of a public 
trust for the benefit of the people. The state, as trustee, is under a fiduciary 
duty to deal with the trust property, being the communal natural resources, 
in a manner that is in the interests of the general public, who are the 
beneficiaries of the trust.”  

The Institutes of Justinian included the air in the list of assets “by natural law common to 
all”. Just as the state has a duty to ensure the continued availability and existence of its 
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water resources for present and future generations, so it has a duty to protect the air, 
atmosphere and the climate from substantial impairment.   

Approval of the Project is fundamentally inconsistent with each duty.   

Other impacts and reasons for refusal 

Whitehaven’s environmental history 

 

This is Whitehaven Coal’s first coal mine in Queensland, however they have operated for the 

last 10 years in NSW.  Unfortunately, over that time Whitehaven has shown a disregard for 

compliance with environmental laws and have repeatedly infringed and broken the law 

without concern for the impacts on water resources, the environment or affected 

communities. 

 

In the last 10 years Whitehaven Coal and it’s subsidiaries have been found guilty or 

investigated for breaches of the law on 35 occasions, many of them including multiple 

offences. They have been prosecuted numerous times and have incurred $1,497,500 in 

penalties to date. Offences including taking 1 billion litres of water without a licence at the 

Maules Creek Coal mine, polluting waterways, breaching noise constraints, clearing illegally 

and serious workplace health and safety failures. 

 

Attachment 5 provides a referenced summary of Whitehaven’s environmental compliance 

history.  We believe that the Coordinator General needs to consider this history when 

assessing the EIS, because the commitments made by Whitehaven in relation to operating 

standards and environmental protections need to be weighed against the actual history and 

operating record of the company.  This is particularly the case in relation to a project which 

will have such significant impacts on water resources and which adjoins, and represents a 

serious pollution risk to, the Isaac River. 

 

We ask that the Coordinator General seeks an independent review of Whitehaven’s 

environmental performance in NSW.   In our view, that record is so poor to warrant 

Whitehaven being considered a company that is unsuitable to operate in Queensland. 

 
Economic impacts 
 
We consider that the economic assessment is deficient on numerous grounds.  Professor 
Quiggin provides an expert review of the assessment in Attachment 2. 
 
In particular, we note that the EIS fails to consider the cost of the downstream emissions 
(Scope 3) from burning the coal produced.  This omission is fundamentally flawed, as all 
emissions, direct and indirect from the project, will contribute equally on a tonne-per-tonne 

https://www.lockthegate.org.au/whitehaven_coal_shame_file
https://www.lockthegate.org.au/whitehaven_coal_shame_file
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CO2e basis to climate changes impacts, and hence costs, to the state.  Those costs are 
incurred in Queensland and should be assessed as part of the economic assessment. 
 
The costs of Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions are dramatically underestimated, by using a 
very outdated forecast European Union Emission Allowance Units price for the ‘social cost 
of carbon’ in the EIS ‘central case’.  The EIS uses a cost of $11.68 per tonne price when 
currently the EUA futures price is about $97.82 (AUD).  This means that the total estimated 
cost provided by Whitehaven is $22M when it should be $1.5B. If properly costed, the Scope 
1 & 2 emissions alone dramatically undermine the economic case for the project. 
 
Notably, the project is based on a flawed assumption that global thermal and metallurgical 
coal demand and prices will remain largely unchanged till 2050, which flies in the face of all 
other available evidence, and which essentially assumes that the world will face 
catastrophic global warming of more than 2 degrees.  It fails to assess the project against 
the IEA’s sustainable development scenario or against the IEA’s more recent Net Zero by 
2050 Roadmap.   
 
It fails to consider risks, which have been raised as a major issue by Whitehaven at a recent 

Federal Parliamentary Inquiry, that they will be unable to secure debt finance, insurance 

and other financial services, as a result of the divestment policies of Australian and 

international financial institutions.  

 
Whitehaven describe the coal as 60% metallurgical and 40% thermal coal.  However, they 
indicate that the primary product will be pulverised coal for injection (PCI).  PCI coal is not 
necessarily metallurgical coal but is generally thermal coal that can be sold into the thermal 
or PCI market.  This raises questions about the reliance on metallurgical coal prices to 
forecast economic outcomes.   
 
Rehabilitation plan 
 
The advice from Dr McCullough provided at Attachment 4 indicates that the rehabilitation 
plan and conditions fails to accord with best practice or even leading practice in mine 
rehabilitation and indicates the information provided to support it is inadequate. 
 
Whitehaven propose to leave 4 final voids with pit lakes that will act as groundwater sinks in 
perpetuity, draining over 104ML of groundwater annually and leaving 576 hectares of land 
permanently unusable. 
 
The pit lakes will be hypersaline, reaching modelled peak concentration levels that are 4 
times more saline than seawater (215,500 µS/cm). 
 
The proposal fails to protect all potential receptors from the pit lacks – there are no 
measures to prevent birdlife accessing them and the proposed measures to prevent human 
access are inadequate.  It is apparent that the estimated concentrations of salt could be 
lethal to birds utilizing the voids and there should be a requirement to minimize such 
impacts. Ideally, the voids should be filled in.  The risks of the voids to wildlife are barely 
considered. 
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In our view, Whitehaven should be required to refill all final voids and they have failed to 
provide a cogent explanation as to why they are not doing so.   
 
Social Impacts 
 
Lock the Gate has worked with farmers, Traditional Owners and the community of north-
west NSW for more than a decade and witnessed firsthand the far-reaching social impacts 
of Whitehaven Coal activities. One of the most likely measures of the social impact of the 
project, the previous impact of Whitehaven as an operator of several coal mines in north-
west NSW, has not been addressed by EIS.  However, that history raises serious concerns 
about the likely social impacts of this project.   
 
A community survey of local residents commissioned recently by Whitehaven in the 
Narrabri region30 found that: 

1. Nearly 90% disagreed, most of them strongly, that ‘Narrabri Coal Mine is a good 
neighbour’. 

2. 81.6% disagreed, most of them strongly, that ‘Whitehaven Coal contributes to our 
community and cares about our region’ 

3. More than 80% disagreed, most of them strongly, that ‘Whitehaven Coal listens and 
responds to community concerns.’ 

 
This community sentiment can only be described as a damning indictment of Whitehaven 
Coal and the social impacts of its projects after more than 10 years of operation in the 
region.  This information is highly relevant to this SIA and provides real insight into lived 
experience that cuts through the platitudes provided by Whitehaven. 
 
Alizon Ziller provides an expert analysis of the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) for the project 
in Attachment 4.  The social impacts, particularly on Moranbah, are significant.  
 
Alison identifies that there are major omissions and flaws in the SIA. These include a failure 
to include a literature review of the social impacts of resource activities and an apparent 
lack of consultation with the wider community apart from select stakeholders. 
 
Alison identifies a failure to specifically interrogate the broad finding that primary adverse 
social impacts will be experienced in Moranbah while economic benefits will occur 
elsewhere.  She indicates there has been no consideration of a ‘no-go’ alternative as there 
should be and that Whitehaven has effectively mis-interpreted the SIA Guideline 2018 to 
unduly limit the scope of matters considered. 
 
There is no consideration of climate change and the social impacts of climate change, which 
is an extraordinary failing, particularly given the scale of the climate impacts of this 
proposal.   
 

 
30 CDM Smith (2020) Narrabri Underground Mine Stage 3 Extension Project Social Impact Assessment. Prepared for 
Narrabri Coal Operations Pty Ltd 

https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-10269%2120201023T021208.775%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-10269%2120201023T021208.775%20GMT
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The SIA fails to properly analyse the social impact of non-resident workforces and too great 
a reliance on overall social benefits arising from jobs most of which will be held by non-
resident workers. 
 
Finally, proposed mitigation measures are small financial contributions of diminishing value 
that are demonstrably inadequate, including just $500,000 for housing over the life of the 
project which is $16,667 per year. 
 
Biodiversity impacts 
 
There are a number of major concerns in relation to the biodiversity assessment and the 
impacts of the project on biodiversity. 
 
The EIS fails to provide a clear, upfront analysis of the total clearing of native vegetation 
(remnant and regrowth) that will occur.  That total figure appears to be in the order of at 
least 2,000 hectares, but instead of providing that information, the assessment and analysis 
is limited entirely to the impacts of clearing 719ha of remnant vegetation.  There is no 
finescale mapping provided of total native vegetation in the study area.  The result of this is 
that the assessment substantially understates the impact of the project.  The overall impact 
on biodiversity, in particular, is barely considered, despite the fact that the number of 
species indicates an area of significant biodiversity.  In fact, you have to look deep in an 
appendix to find that there were 257 native plants and 180 animals recorded in the study 
area.   
 
The EIS fails to acknowledge the high functional significance of all vegetation in a locality 
that is more than 90% cleared or to meaningfully assess and consider the impacts of all 
elements of biodiversity apart from threatened species.  All remaining vegetation, remnant 
or regrowth, is significant to species survival in such a landscape and this is well recognised 
in the scientific literature.  Pushing an area beyond 90% clearance is likely to have very 
severe impacts on ‘common’ and threatened species alike.  Therefore, this project can be 
considered likely to have very significant impacts on biodiversity. 
 
In addition to the overall impacts on biodiversity, the EIS indicates that at least 16 important 
or threatened elements of biodiversity will be affected, including the Koala, Greater Glider, 
Squatter Pigeon and Ornamental Snake, one threatened plant and several threatened 
ecological communities.  (As far as the Koala is concerned, the approach proposed by 
Whitehaven is that ‘if a Koala is found, it would be left to move away from the clearance 
area on its own accord, if safe to do so’ Section 4, p4-83).  However, the EIS approach to 
identifying the threatened species likely to occur and the impacts are also insufficiently 
precautionary.  It rules out breeding habitat for the Australian Painted Snipe based on an 
apparently very limited notion of likely nesting preferences.  However, the draft Recovery 
Plan for the species describes the following array of nesting sites: 
 

“The Australian Painted Snipe has also been recorded nesting in and near swamps, 
canegrass swamps, flooded areas including grazing land, among cumbungi, sedges, 
tussock grasses, various couch grasses, and samphires (Tecticornia spp.), also in 
ground cover of water-buttons and grasses, at the base of tussocks and under low 

https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/consultations/5e6b3fbf-ef4d-4d0a-b9c8-c8e29bb11afc/files/draft-recovery-plan-australian-painted-snipe.pdf
https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/consultations/5e6b3fbf-ef4d-4d0a-b9c8-c8e29bb11afc/files/draft-recovery-plan-australian-painted-snipe.pdf
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saltbush (Marchant and Higgins 1993). One nest has been found in the centre of a 
cow-pat in a clump of long grass (Marchant and Higgins 1993) and nests with eggs 
have been found with cattle foot-pugs on either side (Jaensch 2003a)”. 

 
Similarly, the Painted Honeyeater is considered unlikely to occur in the study despite it 
containing likely habitat and occurring with the species range.  Instead, the absence of 
records is used to conclude that it does not occur.  This reverses the precautionary principle 
– the absence of evidence should not be taken as evidence of absence especially in relation 
to cryptic species like the Painted Snipe and Painted Honeyeater. The treatment of both 
Painted Snipe and Painted Honeyeater should be reconsidered for the EIS, and both should 
be treated as species likely to occur and the Snipe as potentially breeding in the study area. 
 
Further, the systematic survey sites for both flora and fauna within the indicative 
disturbance area are limited and predominantly located on the edges of vegetation patches 
or in cleared areas which is likely to skew results.  There are just 4 ‘tertiary sites’ for flora full 
floristic sites) and 6 ‘detailed fauna survey sites (systematic survey sites) within the 
indicative disturbance area, and even few in major remnant areas. Therefore, the major 
remnant stands of vegetation to be cleared are very poorly sampled with systematic sites. 
 
The EIS describes the May 2019 survey as a wet season survey, however, May is not the wet 
season in Central Queensland and Moranbah airport only received 4mm of rain in May 2019 
(and the preceding month only 7mm).  Therefore, the survey results from May 2019 would 
not be representative of best wet season conditions. 
 
The assessments undertaken do not comply with survey guidelines, including: 

o No harp trapping was utilised despite being recommended by prescribed 
Queensland and Commonwealth survey methods for Southern Long-eared Bat 

o No hair tubes were utilised despite being required by the prescribed Queensland 
survey methods for the Northern Quoll 

o The EIS (Appendix D, p38) acknowledged inadequate survey effort for the 
Ornamental snake, Yakka skink, Common death adder, Dunmall’s snake and 
Squatter pigeon.  

 
The EIS is inconsistent with regard to its categorisation of Brigalow ecosystems as MNES 
under the EPBC Act 1999.  In Table 17 of Appendix D, 105.3 hectares of Brigalow regional 
ecosystems are classified as endangered under the EPBC Act, but elsewhere it says that 
there is no Brigalow TEC under the EPBC present (see page 52 of Appendix D).  Whilst page 
21 implies that areas of poor condition were excluded from the TEC, which may explain the 
apparent contradiction, there is very little information provided to justify that exclusion.  
According to Fig5A, there were no full floristic flora sites located in the major stand of 
Brigalow and hence any decision to exclude it from TEC appears to be unjustified and 
contrary to the precautionary principle. 
 
The calculations to obtain the proposed Offset Areas are not given, nor are any of the values 
used to calculate the size of the Areas. These should be provided so a better assessment can 
be undertaken of this important aspect of mitigation. The ratio of significant residual impact 
to offset areas is not given, but it is for Matters of State Importance (1:4). The Stage 1 Offset 
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Area for the Ornamental snake is not satisfied.  Offset Area C which is to be used to 
compensate for grassland loss is in a fragmented condition and would be difficult to 
maintain and to monitor, a larger or different area should be proposed. 
 
The EIS fails to properly identify the unnamed waterway running through the centre of the 
project as a fauna corridor, despite there being considerable linkages and stepping stone 
habitat from the Isaac River west along that waterway.  This area is likely to be very 
significant for connectivity, but it is not recognised as such in the EIS. 
 
The EIS fails to properly consider the risks of waste products, contamination or artificial 
lighting on native wildlife and threatened species. In Appendix A, Part 2 the Terms of 
Reference response table does not take into account all proposed avoidance and/or 
mitigation measures.  Specifically, it fails to include any responses for ‘chronic low level 
exposure to contaminants’ or to ‘impacts on native fauna due to wastes on site’, which is 
problematic given the mobile nature of the fauna, and specifically birds. 
 
The EIS blithely discounts the impacts of artificial lighting on fauna (see s7.10 in Appendix 
D).  However, artificial lighting has been found to cause disruptions to the life strategies of 
several bird and bat species, as described further below.  It can be detrimental to fauna by 
changes in orientation, foraging and migratory behaviours 
 
Artificial night light can be detrimental to fauna species by causing changes in animal 
orientation, foraging and migratory behaviours31.  Many bird species are attracted to 
artificial light when migrating at night and artificial light can disrupt their orientation32 33 34.  
Dis-orientated flight can lead to mortality from exhaustion as a result of substantially-
increased flight times, and from direct collision with the light structures.  
 
The Commonwealth Draft National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife (Draft National 
Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife, Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory 
Shorebirds. 98 pp. Department of Environment and Energy, Canberra) should be applied to 
the installation of artificial lighting within the mine site. The aim of these guidelines is for 
artificial light to be managed so wildlife is:  

• not disrupted within, nor displaced from, important habitat; and  
• able to undertake critical behaviours such as foraging, reproduction and dispersal.  

 
There are no values given in Section 7 (General Environmental Protection Commitments and 
Model Conditions) for groundwater quality triggers and limits, level trigger thresholds and 
mine-affected water release points and limits.  The values for all of these trigger points are 
given as TBA.  However, these values are required before a full assessment of the mining 
development can properly be conducted. 

 
31 Gaston, K.J., Visser, M.E. and Hölker, F. 2015. The biological impacts of artificial light at night: the research challenge. 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: 370 (1667): p. 20140133 
32 Ronconi, R.A., Allard, K.A. and Taylor, P.D. 2015 Bird interactions with offshore oil and gas platforms: Review of impacts 
and monitoring techniques. Journal of Environmental Management 147:34-45 
33 Jones, J. and Franci, C.M. 2003. The effects of light characteristics on avian mortality at lighthouses. Journal of Avian 
Biology 34 (4): 328-333 
34 Haddock, J.K., Threlfall, C.G., Law, B, and Hochuli, D.F. 2019. Responses of insectivorous bats and nocturnal insects to 
local changes in street light technology. Austral Ecology 44 (6): 1052-7 
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Water Impacts 
 
Whitehaven indicate that they will be seeking an external water supply of 3,800 ML per year 
to meet water demand for coal washing and dust suppression (Project Description, page 
68).  They suggest this would give them a ‘greater than 75% probability’ of meeting all site 
demands in any one year.  It’s unclear what would happen in the 25% probable scenario 
that this amount is insufficient.   
 
Whilst Whitehaven states it would source water from an external supplier or via water 
sharing with other mines, it has not provided any evidence that this amount of water is 
available, or whether or not it would impact on other water users.  In times of drought, 
most mines in the region are likely to be short of water so water sharing is unlikely to be 
viable when most needed.  There is no place here for generalisations – the mine needs to 
explain how it will meet water demand in the driest year. 
 
Given Whitehaven’s sorry history at the Maules Ck mine in NSW of dramatically under-
estimating water demand and then out-competing farmers at the peak of the last drought 
to buy large volumes of groundwater, and illegally taking surface water without licences, all 
sources of water need to be properly identified upfront and impacts on other water users 
fully assessed as part of the EIS.  Whitehaven must be able to prove it has secure water at 
greater than 95% probability of meeting all site demands each year, at the very least. 
 
Whitehaven indicates that half the mine water demand will be provided from site runoff.  
Therefore, an over-estimate of runoff will place additional reliance on external water and an 
under-estimate will likely result in higher volumes of mine water to be released into the 
Isaac River.  Reference B section 6.3 states that Morton’s lake evaporation has been used in 
the water balance model.  However, according to the publication on Potential evaporation 
and evapotranspiration data provided by SILO (Queensland Government, 2020) 
Morton’s Lake model is only applicable to large lakes with depths shallower than 30m.  
 
There is no justification for adoption of Morton’s lake evaporation for assessment of water 
balance during mine operations as this will underestimate the actual evaporation. An under-
estimate in evaporation will likely result in a higher reliance on external water.  This is 
exactly what has occurred in NSW – Whitehaven has underestimated water demand and 
has found itself desperate for water during drier times which it has sought to buy, take 
illegally or otherwise dubiously acquire from landholders and the environment. 
 
In relation to the water balance model, the C1 variable used in the model exceeds the 
maximum default value with no comment provided.  Reference B claims that the parameter 
values are based on typical coal mines in this part of the Bowen Basin and calibration with 
the Deverill gauge however there is no evidence or transparency.  A justification of the 
variables is warranted. 
 
Finally, the interception of so much surface water from the project and then leaving 
permanent final voids which will capture runoff in perpetuity means that there will be a 
deficit of runoff to the Isaac River and Ripstone Creek.  Given the number of very large 
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mines in the vicinity now intercepting runoff to the Isaac River, this raises major concerns 
about long-term impacts on river flows and the alluvium.  On page 4-26 of Section 4, 
Whitehaven suggest that the area excised for Ripstone Creek would be 6% and the Isaac 
River would be 1.5%.  They describe this impact as ‘indiscernible’ – however a 6% reduction 
in run-off, for example, is hardly something to be ignored, especially in the context of 
cumulative impacts and as rainfall declines are predicted with climate change.  
 
There are numerous other risks to surface water from the project.  A number of unnamed 
watercourses and waterways will be mined through or destroyed.  The project proposes to 
release untreated mine-affected water to the Isaac River as controlled releases during 
moderate and high flows and there are risks of uncontrolled releases during major rain 
events.  Sediment dams will also discharge into the Isaac River. 
 
In total, there are 9 water storages that will overflow into the Isaac River and 2 that will 
discharge into Ripstone Creek.  This represents an enormous threat to those waterways. 
This water will be highly polluted (particularly the mine-affected water) and will increase the 
total pollutant load in the river, which already has some significant water quality issues.  The 
mine should be designed for nil release or at the very least all wastewater should have to be 
treated with reverse osmosis to a high standard.  The proposed monitoring regime of water 
quality in the storages and sediment dams is also inadequate.  More frequent monitoring is 
warranted. 
 
The proximity to the Isaac River and tributaries is also a concern given the dispersive nature 
or some waste rock.  As noted in Section 4 (p4-14) ‘some waste rock materials may be sodic 
(to varying degrees) with potential for dispersion and erosion (to varying degrees)’.  That 
section also acknowledges that ‘it may not be practical to selectively handle and 
preferentially emplace highly sodic and dispersive waste rock during operation of the 
Project.  However, reasonable measures would be taken to identify and selectively place (or 
alternatively manage) highly sodic and dispersive waste rock’.  This raises serious concerns 
about run-off from emplacement areas and construction sites where waste rock might be 
used.  The vague proposals by Whitehaven to deal with this issue are inadequate. 
 
The proposed flood levees will affect the distribution of flood waters, and in a very large 
flood event Whitehaven predict the levees will push water northwards beyond the project 
area but there is little information provided about the potential impacts on agricultural 
production in the affected area.   
 
The groundwater model on which the assessment of groundwater impacts is based has a 
Class 2 confidence level.  Given that graziers in the region are entirely dependent on 
groundwater, and the serious risks of cumulative groundwater impacts from the large 
number of coal mines in the vicinity, a model with Class 1 confidence level is warranted and 
should be required.  This is particularly important because of the risks to the Isaac River 
alluvium.  Any potential groundwater connectivity with the coal seams being targeted is a 
threat to alluvium. 
 
The risks to groundwater include dewatering of bores and potential direct or indirect 
drawdown of aquifers including the Isaac River alluvium.  The EIS (Section 4, p4-23) indicates 
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that there are 83 water supply bores within the extent of the groundwater model. There are 
numerous concerns with the EIS, including the monitoring network. 

The groundwater monitoring network appears inadequate.  There are only 3 bores in the 
Isaac River alluvium and none in the regolith within the project area (see p62) and instead 
the assessment relies on data from further afield provided from the proposed Olive Downs 
and other projects.  There has only been two years of baseline monitoring (2019 & 2020), 
which appears inadequate (see p61). Five monitoring bores were 'replaced' in October 2019 
(p61), but no explanation is provided as to why that occurred.  

The monitoring of the Isaac River alluvium bores has been patchy (there is no explanation 
given as to why).  For example, p75 says they were monitored 'sporadically' from 2012 to 
when routine baseilne monitoring started in  2019.  Knob Hill 1 was inaccessible throughout 
the 2019 monitoring period (p75).  Anomalous values during the final days of monitoring at 
Knob Hill 1 were removed from further analysis, despite the cause being unknown (p75). 

Two of the alluvium bores appear to show a strong correlation between water level and 
rainfall but one doesn't (the Winnet bore), which seems to raise the question as to how it is 
being recharged, but little attention is paid to it (p75).  Notably, the Winnet bore has been 
identified as being screened within the Isaac River alluvium, despite being located outside 
the extent of the alluvium (p61), which also raises questions about the mapping of the 
alluvium. 

The approach to the regolith does not appear to be precautionary and is 
contradictory.  Page 107 says the regolith is generally of poor quality and not considered 
suitable for stock, irrigation etc, describing it as 'highly saline' but then acknowledging it can 
be 'brackish to moderately saline'.  Whilst the assessment considers that the regolith 'is not 
commonly saturated', it acknowledges that one bore in the regolith (from adjoining project) 
records a saturated thickness of around 23m.  Furthermore, on page 100, the EIS indicates 
that of the 62 water bores identified in the bore survey for the study area with geological 
information available, 10 are within the regolith and 30 intersect Permian coal 
measures.   However, the existence of bores in the regolith is largely completely ignored 
elsewhere in the assessment. (Note, page 70 also indicates that recorded hydraulic 
conductivity is relatively high for the regolith). 

The coal seams themselves and the interburden are variable but suitable for stock watering 
and other uses in some cases, but the model predicts less than 1m drawdown in all privately 
owned bores (p132) within the vicinity of the project.  Notably, there are no maps provided 
of the water supply bores by source in the EIS, however this is necessary to properly assess 
the predicted drawdown. 

If the Project is not refused at this stage, it should be subject to a supplementary EIS  
 
If the Project is to proceed, we request that a supplementary EIS (SEIS) be prepared with 
opportunity for public comment, including further assessments and consideration of the 
following: 
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Impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions 
 

(1) consider the climate change impact of these emissions within a global carbon 
budget framework consistent with the aims of the Paris climate agreement to 
limit global warming to well below 2°C; 

(2) meet all the requirements of the Terms of Reference in relation to climate 
change that were not met in the EIS 

(3) include the social and economic costs of GHG emissions and their impacts in the 
cost benefit analysis, as referred to in Appendix K of the EIS, in a supplementary 
EIS; 

(4) provide a draft greenhouse gas abatement plan that provides best practice 
mitigation measures for greenhouse emissions 

(5) use methane satellite imagery to assess Scope 1 emissions from mines in the 
Bowen Basin against global averages and use that and reported emissions from 
other mines to stress test and benchmark the fugitive emissions from the 
project 

Ecological impacts 
 
(6) an independent review of Whitehaven’s environmental performance in NSW  
(7) detailed mapping and analysis of impacts on all native vegetation, including both 

remnant and regrowth   
(8) additional surveys be undertaken for locating the Threatened Northern Quoll 

and Corben’s Long-eared Bat using hair tubes and harp traps; 
(9) conduct an additional wet season survey given only one was undertaken for the 

EIS 
(10) conduct full floristic surveys in Brigalow regional ecosystems to enable an 

objective assessment of whether they meet the threshold for Brigalow TEC 
under the EPBC Act 1999 

(11) apply a precautionary approach which considers that both the Painted Snipe and 
Painted Honeyeater are likely to occur and conduct a proper assessment of both 

(12) apply The Commonwealth Draft National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife 
to the installation of artificial lighting; 

(13) provide the calculations and methodology for determining the proposed offset 
areas; 

(14) increase the offsets for Ornamental Snake in accordance with requirements and 
propose an alternative for Offset C; 

(15) provide the four proposed management plans as a component of the SEIS for 
public input; 

(16) conduct assessment of the likely risks of wastes contained on site on native 
wildlife and provide all relevant water quality objectives and trigger levels to 
enable proper assessment of the project 

Economics assessment 
 
(17) a substantial revision of the economic analysis including,  

(a) a sensitivity analysis examining the viability of the project under the EIA 
Sustainable Development Scenario updated with recent commitments; 
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(b) consideration of the project against the IEA Net Zero by 2050 Roadmap 
(c) correction of the analysis of the Scope 1 and 2 emissions using current 

prices for European Union Emission Allowance Units; 
(d) an updated financial analysis taking account of the high and rising capital 

costs faced by new coal mining projects 

Rehabilitation of mine pit voids 
 
(18) include consideration of leading practice literature as guidelines and case 

studies; 
(19) Undertake environmental risk assessments for pit lake water quality and also for 

human safety issues; 
(20) Ascertain potential end use options for pit lakes and explore these options 

through stakeholder engagement; 
(21) Transparently explain the formal options analysis (or similar) that determine if 

the current closure. If a formal analysis has not been undertaken, then 
undertake this analysis; and 

(22) Ensure pit lake access safety is not defined by outdated high maintenance/low 
effectiveness cloyed mine access controls such as fencing. 

Surface water 
 
(23) undertake a peer review of the water balance modelling including, the 

evaporation data adopted for ponds specifically, site operations generally and 

final lakes assessment; salt balance check in relation to releases; and 

confirmation of the runoff volumes generated in the water balance; 

(24) confirm the source of external water (to a 95% confidence that all water 

demand will be able to be met in any given year) and assess impacts on other 

water users and the environment; 

(25) conduct an assessment of options to treat mine-affected water and water from 

sediment dams with reverse osmosis, to limit further pollution of the Isaac River 

(26) monitoring frequency should be reviewed in the development of a monitoring 

plan to obtain confidence in water quality behaviour and provide more time to 

effectively manage the risk to environment for spills. 

 

Groundwater 

(27) Improve the groundwater monitoring network to fill gaps, including at least two 

bores in the regolith and additional bores in the alluvium 

(28) Produce a Class 1 confidence level model and extend the collection of baseline 

monitoring data for at least 2 years given the apparent sporadic nature of data 

collection to date 

(29) Provide maps showing the distribution of water supply bores by source 

 

Social impact assessment 
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(30) Undertake direct consultation with the wider community rather than just relying 

on selected ‘stakeholders’ and conduct a detailed literature review of the social 

impacts of resource activities. 

(31) Provide information on the current social standing of Whitehaven in 

communities in NSW where it currently operates mines, including providing the 

CDM Smith 2020 report in full as an appendix to the SIA 

(32) Properly consider and report against a ‘no-go’ alternative 

(33) Undertake a detailed consideration of the social impacts of climate change, 

particularly in relation to the increased risk of extreme weather, heatwaves, 

droughts, bushfires and floods and the consequences for local communities in 

Central Queensland 

 

Thank you for considering this submission and the attachments provided. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Carmel Flint 

National Coordinator 

Lock the Gate Alliance 

carmelflint@tpg.com.au 

c/- PO Box 55 Helensvale, Qld 

0400 521474 
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