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The Action Plan claims it will ‘implement a program of noise and dust management,
including coal veneering, enclosed hoppers and noise management’

Community members have been continually requesting improved environmental
management, dust and noise mitigation of NAC including enclesed hoppers. Why has
this not been instituted earlier instead of waiting until the expansion occurs (2016 or
later?). This shows a disregard of valid current and past complaints where we have
asked for better coal handling practices. Past and current environmental management
gives us little confidence NAC will be any better in the futhure, and our communities are
destined for poor health and living conditions if approval is given.

Judge NAC on past poor environmental management rather than promises
of wondrously improved future dust and noise mitigation.

Look at the history of ignoring community concerns at Jondaryan, including
bilaming everyone and everything else (insects, birds, highway traffic,
municipal dump traffic local farmers,local fires, grain storage depot) for the:
dust levels,

Review the March- September real time monitoring at Jondaryan and
compare to New Acland’s flawed monitoring.

Coal veneering has not been successful in reducing pollution and nuisance dust concerns in
Jondaryan. It has only partial efficacy at reducing coal dust from trains. It has no impact on
reducing coal dust poliution from empty return carriages.

Re Action ; Maintain the township of Acland , including Tom Doherty Park, the War Memorial,
and the Acland No2 Colliery

It is particularly offensive to || qill 2n< other Aland and Oakey district members that New
Hope intend to take over care of the Park and the town. This will fail and cause added conflict

and stress to residents. The Park has been well maintained previously by community with some
input by TRC,

We have no faith or trust in their ability to look after this Park- which was planted, cared for and
added to by the Acland community over the years. NAC seem to be totally insensitive to
community opinion in this regard.

In response to public submissions on this issue, NAC stated they would consult Goombungee
RSL on the War memarial. This is not an RSL memorial but a community funded and built
memorial. It has nothing to do with the RSL, '

Do not allow NAC to maintain Tom Doherty park or manage war memorial

Re Statement ‘Maintain a community grievance mechanism to allow landholders and other
stakeholders to lodge issues, concerns, questions or suggestions and have them responded to
in a timely manner’ and responsibility for this is ‘NAC and contractor’. What does this actually
mean?? Is NAC outsourcing this responsibility to a third party? Do they do this currently as it
says ‘ongoing’. Why is there no mention of this third party contractor elsewhere?

Is this a mechanism for NAC to avoid or deflect responsibility for community liaison issues?

Explain.










From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dear [Jjjij and others,

hotmail.com>

- Sunday, 28 September 2014 11:31 PM

New Acland Coal 3;
submission on additional EIS information

AEfresponseDRAFTSept2014_tosend28092014.pdf; || 201 1recap.pdf;

I - S 52012 pdf,
emallt_ZO‘l 1renoise.pdf; emallt_.pdf,

emailtojfN ovember2011.pdf; emailtJjjjjj5March2012.pdf; australia_coal_price.pdf;
coal-miners-axe-jobs-as-.pdf; |} ¢t a' 2014 The development and significance of the
fossil fuel divestment movement.pdf; ExpertAirqualityreport_ New Hope CoalStage 3
EIS_additional comment.pdf; ExpertNoise Report_New Hope Coal EIS_ARB.pdf;
receptorsammended.pdf; JJJAust23)uly2011.pdf; Judgement2007QPECO7-112.pdf

Please find attached my submission and related attachments as further comment on the AEIS re New Acland Coal’s revised

Stage 3 proposal. Please consider this in addition to my previous properly made submission.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any concerns of queries in relation to the attached or any other issue in

relation to this project.

I am sorry that time, ililnesses and other responsibilities have limited my capacity to respond. | hope and trust that you will
navigate the format and issues ok but please don’t hesitate to contact me if anything is unclear.

Kind regards

Oakey Qld 4401




_submission on the AEIS

example. | hope that people in such situations would have adequate rights. Similarly, | hope
that landowners even without houses on their land, would be appropriately recognized.

In section 5.3.1.1 NAC commits that “NAC will ensure that it has reached legal agreement with
all potentially affected landholders prior to the commencement of the revised Project.” How
can they be sure that they could reach such agreements “as soon as practical and in an
amicable and fair manner” as they assert? How would they force people into an “agreement”

in a particular timeframe?

Some information in response to the Mine’s statements in section

5.3.21. [ o
Monitoring a_ and misleading statementis

The proponent states “In addition, the extensive range of air quality and noise monitoring

conducted regularly at ||| GG s cc the commencement of

. .operatigns at the.Mine has falied to ldentxfy any significant i ISSUGS 7 (p211) ThiS is entirely
;.;,:mlsieadmg and based on lles - :

'~As well 35’ checlﬁng w:th_ | also checked this Wlth_ who does the

- rioise: m@mtormg for thé mihéto check whetherhe was aware of any monitoring also. No-one

: +is aware.of dnyficise moniterihg being done at [N - ith the possible

' exceptlon that there may ormay Hiot have heena noise measurement taken over a decade ago
mine started or soon after. The proponent’s statement that there has been

f air guality and noise monitoring conducted regularly at [
since the commencement of operations at the Mine” is blatantly untrue.

The “extensive air quality... monitoring ...” at | SN ' cforred to is
only a funnel in a jar about 400m down the hill from ||| | | N 2rd the quarterly

PM10 monitoring done just north from ||| (o- the side away from the mine,

" sheltered by the house). | have previously noted concerns about the validity of the PM10

monitoring given hoth that the mine is advised of it in advance and also that the samples often
seem to be after rain. Further, if memory serves me correctly, any high levels of dust found in
the depositional monitor seem to have heen dismissed by the mine as supposedly been due to

farming despite the absence of any evidence to support this.

. The mine also states that “NAC has conducted dust deposition, surface water, groundwater,

~ PM10 and noise monitoring at . A majority of this monitoring
‘has been conducted on a regular basis since the Mine commenced operations in 2002.” This is
erroneous and misleading in that it would seem to significantly overplay the amount of

monitoring that has been done and its location.

13




I ;b ission on the AEIS

I have noted above serious doubts about whether any noise monitoring has EVER been done at

I - c believe categorically that none has been done within the last

decade or so and if any was ever done it was a limited sample many, many years ago.

Further, there has been very little water monitoring. The mine specifically ceased monitoring
any ground water (they were only monitoring 1 bore anyway) on our property many, many
years ago. | also doubt that there has been much surface water monitoring at all. When
showing NAC staff around parts ||| | | JJEEEE ir re'ation to possible surface water monitoring
locations after a flood event I recall that the Environmental Officer expressed an unwillingness
to get a sample from anywhere that might require much walking.

As I note elsewhere, they do have a funnel in a jar for dust deposition down the hill several
hundred metres away ||| | I - c do sometimes (max of 4 days a year)
have a PM10 monitoring machine located in a spot just to the north of their house (the other
side to the mine).

Given the above, | don’t believe that the proponent’s statement at all acknowledges the
limitations and deficiencies of their monitoring.

| suggest that the Government request.the mine to provide all the actual results to monitoring
that NAC have collected to see exactly what has and has not been done in terms of monitoring.
This should be provided together with a statutory declaration from the people who collected
the data to try to ensure the veracity of the data provided. Ideally-this should be forwarded
awectly as sent from any external consultants where applicable. : -

Modellin‘g issues

The mine also stated that they modelled “’ worst case” scenarios and that “the various air
quality and noise modeis completed for the revised Project failed to identify any significant
impacts at ||| | | - Gi < that the intensity and proximity of the
mining activity will increase (i.e. closer to the residence and larger scale) and that the mine is
already causing significant problems such as noise at this residence, it would suggest this may
identify a problem with the models. Further, as | and others have noted in previous
submissions, they have not actually modelled the worst case scenarios.

proximity to Mine [N

The proponent’s statement that “the revised Project’s active mining operations are moving

further away from || R s .ntrue. The area where the mine is

currently mining stage 2 on the eastern side of Bottle tree hill is noticeably further away from
B - the northern parts of the Manning Vale West Pit. (see maps e.g. Figure

5.1.2C noting that ||| is just to the right of the index table at the top left.
Approx. 13.5 cm with stage 2 vs 9.5cm with Manning Vale West in Stage 3. The scale as printed

seems to be approx. 13mm / km i.e. stage 2 mining approximately 10km away whereas Stage 3
pits will be approx. 7.3km). Also consider that there will be out of pit dumping to the north of

14
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Balgowan
Qld. 4401.

28 September 2014

The Coordinator General

¢/-EIS Project Manager: New Acland Coal Mine Stage 3
Coordinated Project Delivery

PO Box 15517

City East Qld. 4002

Phone: [N

Email: newaclandproject@coordinatorgeneral.gld.gov.au

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am writing this submission on the Additional information to the Environmental Impact Statement
(AEIS) of the Stage 3 New Acland Coal Mine proposal. | take this opportunity to reiterate my
obje’c—tch to tﬁigproject proposal on numerous grounds. Comments below are provided in response
to I\[AC AEIS comments, which are, in turn, in response to my comments and suggestions made on

the @raft EIS. These are outlined below in Table 1.

For cbmpleténess and traceability, | have attempted to expand the original table to incorporate the
subséquent response stages, as | feel it is important for the Coordinator General to gain a visual
awareness of the low number of specific responses NAC have provided. As such, it is the far right-
hand column that pertains to my responses to NAC's AEIS statements and responses. For ease of
’ naviéation‘, | have highlighted my responses to the information set out within NAC’s AEIS in red text.

However, it is worth noting that tracing NAC's submission responses within the AEIS appeared quite
convoluted and Appendix Al (Submission Analysis Register) did not appear to clearly identify in
which section of the AEIS NAC had responded (if at all) to my draft EIS submission issues as part of
their general further information, compared to those responded to separately within section 5.3 of

Chapter 5 of the AEIS.
I also provide several additional comments from my reading of the AEIS for the Coordinator

General’s consideration. These derive from ‘new’ issues encountered from reading the AEIS and, |
believe, warrant further consideration by the Coordinator General. These are provided in Table 2.

I have previously worked

asa

- currently |

Based on these qualifications, | consider myself to have an above average appreciation of the issues

involved in the Stage 3 mine expansion proposal.
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11-21

11-20

amounts to an approximate total of 2.16 Mt CO2-e, This
is equivalent to approximately 1.6% of Queensland entire
greenhouse gas emissions.

NAC state that the operation of the Phase 3 project
would increase GHG emissions by 0.055 Mt CO2-¢ on
existing GHG emissions. However, this is an unfair and
inappropriate comparison since the Acland Mine
operations would otherwise be completing in 2017 and
GHG emissions would be zero.

NAC state that the Department of Environment and
Heritage Protection {DEHP) “...has acknowledged that a
PNL [planning noise level] of 28 dB({A} is an inappropriate
level for practical compliance purposes.” As such, NAC
have not considered this in their noise assessment.

Despite it being a government guideline that major
projects (and internal DEHP guidelines) still refer to, the
absence of this document online limits the ability of any
member of the public to read and scrutinise the
guideline. Nevertheless, the intent of the Planning for
Noise Control Guidelines appears largely twofold; this
being to:
¢ Protect sensitive receptors for unreasonable
noise levels from new developments
e Protect general amenity from cumulative noise
creep

The key point here is that DEHP should not be referring
to a guideline and holding it up as a standard in publicly
available information if that same guideline is being by-
passed when it suits the proponents and government
agencies. Presumably, the Planning for Noise Control
Guidelines were developed with such mining
developments in mind, and the methodology it employs
{and the resultant noise levels it generates) /s pertinent
to o/l developments. if there is a suggestion that this
guideline is not applicable, then there are existing
legislative processes that enable these to be amended.

Also, an alleged “acknowledgement” by DEHP without
any supporting reasoning is simply not good enough for
NAC to discard the use and application of this key
government guideline.

NAC admit that despite implementation of mitigation
measures, “...the predicted noise levels from the mining
operation will still exceed the Planning for Noise Control
Guidefine’s PNL at a number of noise sensitive receptors.”

NAC to amend this Comment noted.

sentence to accurately
account for the otherwise
closing of the mine and
resultant reduction in GHG
emissions from the mine
site.

There are two solutions
proposed for this item:

e NAC'sStage 3 EIS
application be
refused; and

e NAC provide
further
evident/detail
from DEHP directly
about why the
Planning for Noise
Control Guideline
is deemed
unobtainable and
should be omitted
from this project
assessment.

Comment noted.

NAC's Stage 3 EIS Comment noted.

application be refused.

POE page

However, no working out is demonstrated so it is
unclear whether it is accurate.

No further comment provided by NAC.

No further comment provided by NAC,

No further comment provided by NAC although some
further information is provided within section 5.1,

3
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9-60

data regarding health impacts on coal mine workers,
there are an increasing amount of data that points
towards chronic adverse health impacts on communities
surrounding coal mines. For example, a University of
Sydney review in 2012 focussed on international and
local evidence for health and social impacts on local
communities by coal mining (Colagiuri et al., 2012).
Results cited “clear indications from international health
research literature that there are serious health and
social harms associated with coal mining, with local
communities to coal mines exhibiting higher mortality
rates, higher rates of cardiopulmonary disease,
hypertension, kidney disease, asthma and a reduced
quality of life. Further detailed information can be found
at: '

http://sydney.edu.au/medicine/research/units/boden/P
DF_Mining
Report_FINAL_October_2012.pdf

Other additional objective works are readily available for
NAC to review, should they wish to.

NAC state that “...current assessment procedures using
dispersion modelling, local meteorological data and NPI
emission estimation techniques can provide some
confidence that predictions are accurate to within a

- factor of two.”

Accuracy to within a factor of two, in cases such as this

where a large number of sensitive receptors are
predicted to be regularly close to statutory air quality
maximums, is simply not good enough. if the inherent
error in NAC's predictive approach for air quality is
known and understood to be this significant, this should
be reflected in the maximum predictive air quality levels
for surrounding sensitive receptors after NAC's “adaptive
management” measures are in place {i.e. with a breach of
air quality objectives >50, and known model accuracy
being two-fold, the maximum predictive air quality level
should not be greater than 25).

The EIS provides a greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory for
scopes 1, 2 and 3. While polluting industries are only
required by law to report to NGERS on scopes 1 and 2 at
this stage of the polluter, there is a moral responsibility
to consider scope 3 emissions in the decision over
whether the Stage 3 mine expansion should occur.

NAC state that the mine will produce approximately 0.18
Mt CO2-e in GHG annually for the life of the mine. This

communities surrounding
coal mining and coal-fired
power stations to
objectively discuss this
subject in the context of
their proposed project,
rather than rely on a single
15 year likely outdated
study in a seemingly
dismissive manner.

NAC amend maximum air
quality levels to account
for apparently significant
inaccuracies, and that
these be enforceable
within the respective EA.

NAC to adopt a socially
responsible approach and
include Scope 3 GHG
emissions within their
assessment and mitigation
measures committed to.

NAC's Stage 3 EIS
application is refused.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

E\lé
y

the author discovered “clear indications from -
international health research literature that there are
serious health and social harms associated with coal
mining, with local communities to coal mines:
exhibiting higher mortality rates, higher rates of
cardiopulmonary disease, hypertension, kidney
disease, asthma and a reduced quality of life.”

While | understand NAC's use of conversations with
two Oakey-based medical personnel to support of
there being no empirical increase in mine-sourced
medical conditions {it is obviously necessary to use
empirical evidence where possible}, it still needs to be
recognised that NAC's absolute refutation of the
mines impacts on health based on this limited data (in
quantity and scope) appears flawed,. For example, the
subjectivity of medical professionals note-taking alone
renders this approach statistically dubjous, without
exploring other assumptions made.

No further comment provided by NAC.

No further comment provided by NAC.

No further comment provided by NAC although NAC
do dispute this % total inf various parts of the AEIS.

€>f§:" Newop 3 3
I
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6-62 and
6-68

6-62; 6-68
and Figure
6-31

6-62; 6-68
and Figure
6-31

6-62; 6-68
and Figure
6-31

6-69

There is an apparent break in the text between page 6-62
and 6-68.

NAC illustrate fairly significant reductions in streamflow
from Oakey Creek and Myall Creek. NAC state that they
do not have streamflow gauging data for Myall Creek and
so it is unclear how NAC have calculated their projected
impacts on Myall Creek.

NAC illustrate fairly significant reductions in streamflow
from Oakey Creek and Myall Creek. The Oakey Creek
streamflow data used is from approximately 37km west
of the project site. It is very feasible that a difference of
37km between sites could translate into a considerable
difference in flow regimes, which brings doubt in the
accuracy of this data used by NAC.

NAC illustrate fairly significant reductions in streamflow
from Oakey Creek and Myall Creek. While NAC provide
maximum projected daily losses to the stream flow in
these creeks, it should be noted that the use of daily
averages in this way is unlikeiy to fully reflect the
asymmetry of the streamflow system. As ephemeral
creeks, the streamflow may be very seasonal and so

‘averaging out the data in this way may not be a very

accurate way of projecting and understanding such
impacts.

Under the sub-heading of "Effects on Groundwater Levels
Post Mining" NAC state that "...groundwater levels are
predicted to gradually recover so that for the most part
there is less than 5 m residual drawdown outside the
revised Project’s boundary as depicted in Figure 6-33 and
Figure 6-34."

However, when comparing these two figures with Figures
6-22 to 6-28 it is clear that there is very little change in
the groundwater impact even 100 years after mining
operations have stopped.

Worryingly, this appears particularly the case for private
landholders outside the NAC boundary. To provide the
excuse that the land reaches a post-mining "...new
steady-state equilibrium..." offers little comfort. Rather, it

complaints of decreasing
bore yield that appears
linked to mine operations,
and to 'make good' any
bores that are impacted.

NAC to rectify mistake in Comment noted.
text so that it reads

correctly.

NAC to elucidate how Comment noted.

projected impacts on Myall
Creek were calculated,
given the apparent
absence of empirical data.

NAC to explain how Comment noted.
representative the Oakey

Creek streamflow data is,

and potential feedback’ or

‘knock-on’ effects in any

subsequent modelling

based on any inaccuracies

in this data and any flawed

assumptions.

NAC to provide Comment noted.
streamflow data a form

that accounts for the

ephemeral nature of the

creek streamflows.

NAC to appropriately 5.3.22.4 Issue 4

acknowledge the extent

and longevity of the impact Updated groundwater modelling, including a sensitivity and

uncertainty analysis, has been undertaken for the revised

local area and upon local Project since the public release of the draft EIS and is
reported in the IESC Submission presented in Appendix F,

Users. H and N of the AEIS. The updated model has further refined
the groundwater impact predictions presented in the draft
EIS. The groundwater modelling undertaken in the draft EIS
and the subsequent AEIS has included a revision to the

assessment of likely impacts post-mining.

upon groundwater in the

Importantly, NAC has committed to ‘Make Good’ measures
for affected landholders as outlined in the draft EIS and the
revised Project's GMIMP located in Appendix H of the AEIS
(i.e. as an update version). As outlined in the GMIMP, and to
ensure consistency with the Water Act, a complaints
process for affected landholders will be set up, and NAC will
follow this process to investigate and confirm groundwater

No amendment evident by NAC.

No response evident by NAC.

No response evident by NAC.

No clarity on the matter evident by NAC.

In addition to NAC's commitment toward making good
on any groundwater impacts upon nearby private
landowner water bores, NAC should additionally
undertake appropriate baseline assessments on all
likely and potentially affected water bores prior to any
extension of the mine (should the proposed project be

approved).

These baseline assessments should be undertaken in
accordance with the requirements set out in DEHP’s
Baseline Assessment Guideline.




6-72

6-72

just confirms thatthe impacts of this transient operation
on groundwater are of much greater extent and duration
than should be allowed.

NAC estimate the evaporation from the final voids as
being up to 2.4 Gigalitres/year {or 2.4 Billion litres), with
the final void area of approximately 1.6km” (or 160 ha)
below the water table. In comparison, NAC's Stage 2 EIS
estimated an evaporation loss of approximately
349Mi/yr based on a lake evaporation factor of 0.7 with
a final void area of 50ha. Using the same formula, one
would expect an evaporation loss of approximately 1.1
GL/yr, which is roughly half what NAC are now preposing.
Itis understood that NAC have adopted BOM information
for the Stage 3 calculation but it is not clear why (a) NAC
appeared to use other data in the Stage 2 EIS, and (b)
wny they made the change towards the BOM information
to generate these projections.

NAC estimate that water inflow during and after mining
will peak at nearly 1.5 Gigalitres/year and 1.3
Gigalitres/year respectively. A significant portion of these
losses will comprise groundwater losses, which is
supported by the following statements by NAC in Chapter
4 of the EEIS (page 4-66):

“Diversion bunds will be strategically constructed around each
depressed landform to prevent the ingress of surface water
from either overland flow during significant rainfall events or
flooding within the Lagoon Creek floodplain.”

There are several points to be made around this figures
stated:

NAC to address
differences in the
evaporation rates stated
for Stage 2 and 3 in their
respective EIS documents.

Two suggestions are
suggesied:
® NAC not be given
project approval
for the proposed
Stage 3 mining
operations
e NAC be made to
address the long-
term water loss
impacts of their
operations,
beyond a simple
statement (as

impacts following a complaint. Should these investigations
confirm the complaint, NAC will reach agreement with
affected landholders for ‘Make Good’ measures.

In addition to the complaints process, NAC has already
commenced the process of putting Landholder
Agreements in place for those landholders that have been
identiffed as having bores that may be impacted by the
revised Project. NAC is committed to ensuring that its
neighbours with the potential for groundwater impacts from
the revised Project possess a legally binding process to
investigate groundwater complaints, and as required, to
rectify identified groundwater issues through ‘Make Good’

measures.

For additional information regarding this matter, please refer
to Section 5.1.9 and Section 5.1.10 of the AEIS.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

POFE Page 13-

It is worth noting that NAC has made significant
reductions (over. 50%) in the projected evaporation
rates for the final voids, which (alongside some minor
amendments to the groundwater model methodology)
has resulted in significantly changes in the depths of
the final voids and conclusions regarding long-term
salinity.

While NAC defend this significant change in their
modelling methodology, it is worth noting that the
original evaporation rates were hased on local
empirical; evidence that is consistent by local farmers

understanding.

It is therefore unclear why, given the significant
differences in the two BOM datasets (both published
in 2011) for evaporation, NAC failed to utilise the now-
preferred dataset in the first place. While other
enhancements to the groundwater model appear
based on additional data, the switching over the BOM
datasets makes little logical sense.

Whilst NAC have drastically altered evaporation data
in amending final forms of the lake voids, the sheer
volume of ongoing groundwater loss remains
staggering.
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Manning Vale East pit in order to meet noise ob}ectives‘
{dependent on ambient conditions). This statement is of
real interest to my family since we reside approximately

2km from the mine currently, and have regularly needed -

to raise complaints (to both NAC and EHP).

Results of EHP noise investigation at our house identified

that NAC had breached their maximum noise levels
allowed whilst NAC's monthly monitoring (to our limited
knowledge) has not shown a breach but always appears
to coincide with anomalously low operational at actsvat:es
{and therefore anomalously low noise).

enforce/audit the
implementation of ‘best
practice operations”and

evaluate the efficacy of the

noise mitigation system
{comprising real time noise.
monitoring, meteorological
assessment and-resultant

¢ changes in NACmining

operations). As element of
this evaluation.must -

" include feedback from'.

. sensitive:receptors and be.

Upon questioning NAC and EHP about this apparent
pattern, both parties have informed us that it would be
unfeasible that NAC could vary their operations in this
way. Yet NAC now appear to be making a statement to
the contrary, which raises the question of whether this
has previously been feasible, and if so, why has this not
been communicated accurately to us {and EHP) or acted
upon in order to reduce noise impact on my family.

in response to the ecologically sustainable development
(ESD) objective "To enhance individual and community
well-being and welfare by following a path of economic
development that safeguards the welfare of future
generations." NAC's response, even the sub-section title
of "Individual and Community Well-being and Welfare"
has an unbalanced focus on short-term economic
outcomes and fails to address the key component of
“...that safeguards the welfare of future generations."
Thts is predictable given the following:

¢ As part of previous mine expansions, NAS has bought
out {and effectively destroyed) a tight-knit multi-
generational community in Acland Township.

» Areas of land that are suitable for cropping now orin

the future will be rendered sterile {apart from likely poor

quality grazing land). Given the increasing population and
pressures on increasing cropping yields in the future (a
key focus for the current LNP government) this could be a
significant impact on future generational welfare.

~ assessed by an

independent third party
auditor annually.

NAC to broaden their
focus to ALL aspects of the -
ESD principles and not just

. elements that their project.
- camlinkto. In particular,

NAC should comment on

how their proposed project

‘.. safeguards the welfare:
of future generations.”

been provided by NAC..

Given what appears a marginal confidence:in NAC's
ability to meet the relevant objectives and implement
the noise mitigation system, alongside the suggested
out-saurcing of the system auditing to-a third:party, |
still believe such a-change to EA conditions would be
consistent with the intent and current regulatory
direction of the administering authority.

5.3.22.2 Issue 2. While l.understand the ESD principles should. be
. . . o . viewed as a package, NAC's response fails to convince
NAC disagrees with the Private Submitier's views about the- on this matter. In addition to my previous statements,

revised Praject in relation: to ecological sustainable . ‘ . , b
development. NAC believes that the Mine has provided -~ ™ response ta NAC's subsequent response; |- will add

social and economic benefits to the region and for the- that:
* revised Project expects these benefits to furtherincreaseas. - . - S
described in.Chapters 2,16 and 17 ofthe draft EIS. .~ * . o jtig only right that NAC's measures totmitigate
its environmental harm, such as the APC and
in regard to the Private Submiiter's.comment about theland - use ot TRC's Watella water, should:be.
acquisition within Acland, the majority of . R e M
landholders originally approached NAC for the sale of their consistent with the ESD’s “polluter pays
properties to take advantage of a better financial outcome principle, i.e. those who generate pollution
and the apportunity to advance their lifestyle aspirations. - and waste should.bear the costof -
Some of these former landholders have remained in the containment, avoidance or abatement
I’Oft?: are?. l?f"“e Oth‘?z L?c‘gef landhrc;ide'tr.s ha‘\:lertrzoved ' Howaver, NAC’s views still appear to betray a
urther afield in pursui eir opportunities. Furthermore, « . ‘ N
on analysis of*tr?e facts, NAC be%Zves that Acland was ‘ very short:stighted apprf)ach th?t results in
suffering the fate experienced by many small rural towns the long-term ESD principles being .
and was in a phase of senescence as a result of: compromised to allow short-term financial
nan aging population; gain. Importantly, NAC's reduction of the
1 & general migration of younger people to cities and larger viable agricultural capacity of the impacted
rural ceni_:rfessin search.of employment and other - ‘ land'will stretchi over thousands . of years.
:gﬁg?f r:;ig:; ¢ facilities: and Given future concerns regarding climate
o its geographical location in relation to larger rural centres change, it is likely that cropping land will be
which offer a greater degree and diversity of services and far more sensitive to such changes than
facilities (e.g. Oakey and Toowoomba). - grazing land. Considering the increased
' demand for agricuttural production-over the
 Therefore, NAC believes it has not destrc}yed‘ thelocal . . . coming decades, and sensitivity to extraneous
community, but rather has facilitated the inevitable evolution: ‘pékameters such'as climate change, it stil

of the local community as it adapts to the influences of'a

saciety progressing further into the. 21st Cenmry Importantly, -
NAC as a major landowneris committed to.a sustainable:* sense.
future.for Acland -and has provided.an AMPin Appendixdof .. ARy

doesn’t appear to make much. long-term




the AEIS.

NAC acknowledges the importance of agricultural land, and
as a result, the NHG formed the APC during 2006 to
manage land acguired for the revised Project ahead and
behind the active mine path. The APC also provides
expertise in relation o NAC's rehabilitation activities, grazing
management and weed and pest management.

NAC and the APC are committed to improving rehabilitation
performance over the life of the revised Project and are
continuing grazing trials and a rehabilitation monitoring
program to further promote this commitment. This objective
is supported by the economic benefits of returning
rehabilitated mined land to the highest possible level of
agricultural production. Good rehabilitation performance at
the revised Project site is critical to the maintenance of
NAC'’s “social licence to operate” on the Darling Downs. The
synergies of NAC's and APC's businesses demonstrate a
commitment to achieve a long term sustainable outcome
that provides social and economic benefits to the local
community both now and into the future.

Furthermore, as a result the NHG's sustainability vision and
holistic approach to land management within the Acland
district, the APC will continue to manage the post mined and
surrounding land as an agricultural enterprise into the future,
which will secure on-going farm based employment and
agricultural production at the cessation of mining in the
Acland district. The APC as a larger farming business in the
Acland district will also possess the advantage of
‘economies of scale’ through the amalgamation of smaller
farm blocks that were no longer economically viable on an
individual basis and were potentially being managed in a
detrimenta! manner as a result of income pressures o meet
the daily cost of living. This trend in the growth of farm size
to increase profitability is consistent with current trends
within the agricultural sector (Hooper et. al. 2002) and will
become a significant factor for the agricuitural sector with
the continued push to improve Australia’s agricultural
production into the future and as small family-owned and
managed farms continue to struggle within the current
economic circumstances (e.g. poor commodity prices and
increasing farm costs).

NAC's beneficial re-use of recycled water from the WWRF
over the life of the revised Project is providing the TRC with
a significant revenue stream that will deliver a continued
benefit to the local regional community both now via
improved council service delivery and into the future through
the construction of community infrastructure.

Therefore, NAC believes the revised Project supporis the
principles of ecologically sustainable development and will
ensure intergenerational equity is not negatively
compromised. The revised Project will deliver both short and
long term social and economic benefits. Further discussion
around this matter is provided in Chapter 2 of the draft EIS.
For additional information regarding this matter, please refer
to Section 5.1.9 and Section 5.1.10 of the AEIS.

g

Given the current stressed financial condition
of the coal industry, the financial case for the
proposed Stage 3 development appears shaky
at best. Since it's clear that the project holds a
long-term negative impact on the
environment, very debatable short-term and
long-term social advantages, and (in the
current financial environment) negligible
financial advantages, 'm really left uncertain
how this project justifies the compromising of
short-term ESD principles.

As an aside, it’s probably not too appropriate to utilise
a 12 year old study to stress a point regarding current
trends in agriculture.
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NAC’s Additional Information Provided in Response to EIS Submissions
Section 5.1.8.2 of NAC’s “Additional Information” noted that:

“Issues relevant to health that were raised by Private Submitters included: a belief

that the revised Project will lead to unacceptable health impacts for sensitive receptors,
Jondaryan residents and surrounding areas due to coal dust from revised Project; noise
from revised Project will be disruptive at night and harmful to health (e.g. through
sleep disturbance); and the revised Project will cause impacts on mental health as a
result of noise, stress, anxiety or solastalgia, and mental health in the local area was
affected by the acquisition of land by APC.”

In response to these concerns, “NAC consulted with the Manager of the Cherry Street
Medical Centre and Oakey Hospital Superintendent (the Manager) and the Oakey Hospital
Director of Nursing (DON), to discuss the local health status and any health impacts from
existing mining activities in the area.”

On the basis of information obtained at these meetings, the authors of the NAC Additional
Information document concluded:

“On the evidence of the health providers consulted, the Oakey Hospital catchment
does not have a higher than average prevalence of mental health issues beyond what
would be expected in an ageing community with areas of low socio-economic status.
Incidences of depression related to drought have been seen in the region, and youth
suicide has been an issue of concern. Neither the Manager nor the DON were aware
of any incidences of depression or mental illness relating to Acland or changes to the

area.”

“Similarly, there were no elevated levels of affective disorders such as depression or
mental health issues in the region. However, the Manager had spoken with patients
from the Oakey area who were anxious about the potential for the Mine to encroach
upon Oakey. The Manager also noted that some local residents were concerned or
anxious about changes to the local area, however these concerns did not present as
requiring a mental health or other diagnosis.”

The NAC authors also briefly discussed research indicating elevated levels of depression in
areas of drought and, in some more detail, discussed the impacts known as “solastalgia”
noting that solastalgia would reflect distress about changes to “sense of place” associated with

changes in Aclaid due to the acquisition of propeities by APC and impacts on the landscape.

The NAC authors observed that:

“People who were attached to the area and who derived a sense of wellbeing from
living in Acland are likely to have experienced a significant change in their sense of
place, and for some, this led to a sense of loss and distress. Neighbouring residents
who will be able to see the revised Project from their properties and those who will
travel past are likely to find their sense of place affected in that the localify’s
landscape has changed.”

The NAC authors noted that “Changes to the physical and social environment in the Acland
area over the past 10 years have been substantial” and acknowledge that “these changes have
_distressed some residents who felt connected to the area, and valued its former attributes.”



On the basis of the discussions cited above, the NAC authors claimed that the two health
service providers they spoke to “did not identify any presentations by patients in relation to
solastalgia or other mental health issues related to NAC.”

The NAC authors concluded that:

“In summary: There is no epidemiological evidence, and no evidence from the
experience of the local hospital and general practice, which would indicate health
issues are being caused by NAC, or would be expected to result from the revised

Project.”

“Whilst investigations have shown that coal mining is unlikely to result in adverse
health effects, and health professionals in the vicinity of the current NAC operations
do not report any adverse population trends relating to the Mine, NAC recognises that
it is important to ensure residents are aware of the facts regarding health and coal.”

Comments on NAC’s Additional Information Provided in Response to EIS Submissions

It is apparent that the NAC authors of the “Additional Information” have failed to satisfy the
Section 6.1.3 Terms of Reference requirement for a “targeted baseline study of the people
residing in the project social and cultural area, to identify the projects social issues, potential
adverse and positive social impacts, and strategies and measures developed to address the

impacts”.

In the absence of any objective scientific information, the NAC authors’ conclusions rest
upon unspecified, informal discussions that they claim to have had with the Oakey Hospital

Superintendent and the Oakey Hospital Director of Nursing.

The NAC authors’ claim that there “is no epidemiological evidence, and no evidence from the
experience of the local hospital and general practice, which would indicate health issues are
being caused by NAC, or would be expected to result from the revised Project” is seriously
misleading because it suggests an evidentiary basis beyond comments made in an unspecified
discussion with some Oakey health professionals.

It is very misleading to suggest that these very limited conversations support the claim that
there is “no epidemiological evidence, and no evidence from the experience of the local
hospital and general practice” of adverse health effects caused by NAC.

It is very misleading for the NAC authors’ to portray their conversations with a couple of
health professionals as supporting the conclusion that “investigations have shown that coal
mining is unlikely to result in adverse health effects”, and that “health professionals in the
vicinity of the current NAC operations do not report any adverse population trends relating to

the Mine”.

The NAC authors’ so-called “investigations” provide no scientific or reasonable basis for
their conclusion that “coal mining is unlikely to result in adverse health effects”.

Even if conversations with a couple of “health professionals” do not provide anecdotal
evidence of “adverse population trends” in mental health problems specifically associated
with mining operations, the potential for adverse health impacts from mining cannot be

dismissed.
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received it in error, you must not use the e-mail, or the information in it, in any way. If you are not
the intended recipient of this communication please delete and destroy all copies
and telephone the New Hope Group immediately.

The information in this emaill together with any attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. There is no waiver of any
confidentiality/privilege by your inadvertent receipt of this material.

Any form of review, disclosure, modification, distribution and/or publication of this email message is prohibited,
unless as a necessary part of Departmental business.

If you have received this message in error, you are asked to inform the sender as quickly as possible and delete
this message and any copies of this message from your computer and/or your computer system network.
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