
REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE 
Level 4, 260 Queen Street 
BRISBANE, QLD 4000 
T: 61 7 3041 4400 www.bandannaenergy.com.au 

POSTAL ADDRESS 
GPO Box 5227 

BRISBANE QLD 4001 
F: 61 7 3041 4444 

 

ABN 34 009 356 665 

 
5 February 2013 
 
 
 

Den-lo Park 
SPRINGSURE QLD 4722 
 
 
Dear

RE: Proposed Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project – Notice of Environmental Impact Statement  
 
Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd (SCC), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Bandanna Energy Limited, has 
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as part of our proposal to develop an 
underground coal mine near Springsure, Central Queensland. The EIS is about to be released for 
public review and comment.    
 
The enclosed EIS Notice provides information on when and how submissions can be made on the 
EIS. We will post a courtesy copy of the EIS to you on Monday 11 February 2013 for your perusal. 
Your copy will be stored on a USB memory stick. If you would prefer a complimentary paper copy of 
the EIS, however, then please contact SCC using the details below.  
 
The EIS described in the attached Notice addresses the mine only. Separate approval processes are 
to be sought for the proposed transport and infrastructure corridor connecting the mine and the rail 
loading facility to be located at Triumph Creek, as well as the proposed workforce accommodation 
village.  
 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the EIS document with you in person and answer any 
questions you may have. We propose to contact you to arrange a convenient time for this meeting.   
 
In the meantime, if you would like more information about the proposed project then please contact 
SCC directly by telephoning or emailing enquires@springsurecreekproject.com.au. 
Alternatively, for further information regarding the EIS process for this proposal, please contact the 
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection’s EIS Coordinator by telephoning QGOV 
(13 74 68) or emailing eis@ehp.qld.gov.au. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
Michael Gray 
Managing Director 
 
Enc:  EIS Notice 
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  400 George Street  
Brisbane Queensland 4000  
Australia 

  PO Box 2454  
Brisbane Queensland 4001  
Australia 

  Telephone (07) 3330 6293 
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754  
Website  www.derm.qld.gov.au 

ABN 46 640 294 485 
 

 

  
 

  
Enquiries Monika Rhodes 
Telephone 3330 6293 
  
Our reference CBD/111013 
  
13 February 2013 
 
To: Frank Loeken 

Through: 
 

Philip Rowland, Project Manager, Statewide Environmental Assessments (SEA) 
 

From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA 
 

Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project  – EIS 
 

 
 
Dear Mr Loeken 
 
The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the – Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project will be released 
tomorrow for public viewing. 
 
It would be appreciated if you could arrange for the attached EIS to be made available for public display at 
your location from Thursday 14 February 2013 to Wednesday 27 March 2013. Also enclosed for display 
purposes is the public notice for the project. 
 
Please do not return the documents at the completion of the review period. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on (07) 3330 6293. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Monika Rhodes 
EIS Coordinator 
Statewide Environmental Assessments 
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  400 George Street  
Brisbane Queensland 4000  
Australia 

  PO Box 2454  
Brisbane Queensland 4001  
Australia 

  Telephone (07) 3330 6293 
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754  
Website  www.derm.qld.gov.au 

ABN 46 640 294 485 
 

 

  
 

  
Enquiries Monika Rhodes 
Telephone 3330 6293 
  
Our reference CBD/111013 
  
31 January 2013 
 
To: Tenille Nielsen 

Through: 
 

Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA 
 

From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA 
  
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project  – EIS 
  
 
Dear Tenille 
 
The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project will be released on 14 
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd, proposes to develop an underground coal 
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland 
 
As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team 
on the EIS for the above referenced project.  
 
The public comment period on the EIS for this project starts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on 
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide comments to the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.  
 
I will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS, 
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all 
comments in accordance with that template located on T drive.  
 
The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.au>. 
 
The hard copies and DVDs, including shape files will be send to you through the proponent. Could you also 
please arrange for the distribution of the library copies and EIS notice? Many thanks. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330 
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.qld.gov.au>. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Monika Rhodes 
EIS Coordinator 
Statewide Environmental Assessments 
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  400 George Street  
Brisbane Queensland 4000  
Australia 

  PO Box 2454  
Brisbane Queensland 4001  
Australia 

  Telephone (07) 3330 6293 
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754  
Website  www.derm.qld.gov.au 

ABN 46 640 294 485 
 

 

  
 

  
Enquiries Monika Rhodes 
Telephone 3330 6293 
  
Our reference CBD/111013 
  
31 January 2013 
 
To: Tenille Nielsen 

Through: 
 

Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA 
 

From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA 
 

Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project  – EIS 
 

 
Dear Tenille 
 
The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project will be released on 14 
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd, proposes to develop an underground coal 
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland 
 
As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team 
on the EIS for the above referenced project.  
 
The public comment period on the EIS for this project starts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on 
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide comments to the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.  
 
I will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS, 
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all 
comments in accordance with that template located on T drive.  
 
The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.au>. 
 
The hard copies and DVDs, including shape files will be send to you through the proponent. Could you also 
please arrange for the distribution of the library copies and EIS notice? Many thanks. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330 
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.qld.gov.au>. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Monika Rhodes 
EIS Coordinator 
Statewide Environmental Assessments 
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  400 George Street  
Brisbane Queensland 4000  
Australia 

  PO Box 2454  
Brisbane Queensland 4001  
Australia 

  Telephone (07) 3330 6293 
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754  
Website  www.derm.qld.gov.au 

ABN 46 640 294 485 
 

 

  
 

  
Enquiries Monika Rhodes 
Telephone 3330 6293 
  
Our reference CBD/111 
  
31 January 2013  
 
To: Wolf Sievers 

Through: 
 

Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA 
 

From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA 
 

Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project  – EIS 
 

 
Dear Wolf 
 
The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project will be released on 14 
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd, proposes to develop an underground coal 
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland 
 
As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team 
on the EIS for the above referenced project.  
 
The public comment period on the EIS for this project starts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on 
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide comments to the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.  
 
I will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS, 
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all 
comments in accordance with that template located on T drive.  
 
The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.au>. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330 
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.qld.gov.au>. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Monika Rhodes 
EIS Coordinator 
Statewide Environmental Assessments 
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  400 George Street  
Brisbane Queensland 4000  
Australia 

  PO Box 2454  
Brisbane Queensland 4001  
Australia 

  Telephone (07) 3330 6293 
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754  
Website  www.derm.qld.gov.au 

ABN 46 640 294 485 
 

 

  
 

  
Enquiries Monika Rhodes 
Telephone 3330 6293 
  
Our reference CBD/111013 
  
31 January 2013 
 
To: Tenille Nielsen 

Through: 
 

Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA 
 

From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA 
  
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project  – EIS 
  
 
Dear Tenille 
 
The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project will be released on 14 
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd, proposes to develop an underground coal 
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland 
 
As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team 
on the EIS for the above referenced project.  
 
The public comment period on the EIS for this project starts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on 
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide comments to the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.  
 
I will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS, 
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all 
comments in accordance with that template located on T drive.  
 
The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.au>. 
 
The hard copies and DVDs, including shape files will be send to you through the proponent. Could you also 
please arrange for the distribution of the library copies and EIS notice? Many thanks. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330 
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.qld.gov.au>. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Monika Rhodes 
EIS Coordinator 
Statewide Environmental Assessments 
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  400 George Street  
Brisbane Queensland 4000  
Australia 

  PO Box 2454  
Brisbane Queensland 4001  
Australia 

  Telephone (07) 3330 6293 
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754  
Website  www.derm.qld.gov.au 

ABN 46 640 294 485 
 

 

  
 

  
Enquiries Monika Rhodes 
Telephone 3330 6293 
  
Our reference CBD/111 
  
31 January 2013  
 
To: Wolf Sievers 

Through: 
 

Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA 
 

From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA 
  
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project  – EIS 
  
 
Dear Wolf 
 
The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project will be released on 14 
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd, proposes to develop an underground coal 
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland 
 
As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team 
on the EIS for the above referenced project.  
 
The public comment period on the EIS for this project starts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on 
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide comments to the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.  
 
I will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS, 
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all 
comments in accordance with that template located on T drive.  
 
The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.au>. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330 
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.qld.gov.au>. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Monika Rhodes 
EIS Coordinator 
Statewide Environmental Assessments 
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Client Ref:  
File Ref:                                                                                                                                      
 
 

 

 
 
Level 1, 209 Bolsover Street, 
Rockhampton 
PO Box 1762 Rockhampton 
Queensland 4700 
Telephone 1800 822 100  
Facsimile 4999 6904  
Website www.dnrm.qld.gov.au 

 

30 May 2013 
 
 
Bandanna Energy Ltd 
Attention: Pete Jones  
Environmental Approvals Coordinator 
Level 4, 260 Queen Street 
BRISBANE QLD 4000 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Groundwater Investigations – Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project 
 
I refer to submissions made by this department in relation to the groundwater investigations 
as part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and our discussions at your Queen 
Street offices on 10 May 2013 regarding these groundwater submissions in relation to the 
Supplementary EIS (SEIS) process. 
 
This department’s submission to the EIS on groundwater issues included a 
recommendation to upgrade the groundwater model and to seek a peer review of that 
model. It was also confirmed at the meeting referred to above that this continues to be the 
position of this department. 
 
You have advised that your consultants are continuing to work on the collection of data and 
upgrading of the groundwater model and that this is expected to be completed by the  31 
May 2013 in line with the SEIS process. You have also advised that the model may not be 
peer reviewed as part of this process.  
 
This department’s position in relation to the upgrade and peer review of the groundwater 
model will be reconfirmed with the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection as 
part of the SEIS process. 
 
It should also be noted that at the point of application for a dewatering licence under the 
Water Act 2000, it will be a requirement to supply all relevant data in relation to the potential 
impacts on groundwater and groundwater users from a representative groundwater model 
which has been peer reviewed 
 
Should you have any further enquiries please contact me on (07) 5433 7714. 
 

KE Meacle for  

Ashley Bleakley 
Principal Project Officer 
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REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE  POSTAL ADDRESS 
Level 4, 260 Queen Street  GPO Box 5227 
BRISBANE, QLD 4000  BRISBANE QLD 4001 
T: 61 7 3041 4400  F: 61 7 3041 4444 

www.bandannaenergy.com.au 

 

ABN 73 119 713 601 

1 May 2013 
 
 
The Chief Executive 
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection 
C/-Mr Philip Rowland (A/Director, Statewide Environmental Assessments) 
Level 8, 400 George Street 
Brisbane  QLD  4000 
 
Copy to: 
The Chief Executive 
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection 
C/-Mr Philip Rowland (A/Director, Statewide Environmental Assessments) 
GPO Box 2452 
Brisbane  QLD  4001 
 
 
RE: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) – request for 
extension of time to respond to submissions 
 
Dear Philip  
 
Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd (SCC) as the proponent for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project, 
writes to request an extension of time beyond the statutory period of 20 business days to respond 
to submissions made on the EIS, as per section 56(3)(b) of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 
(Qld) (EP Act).  
 
The current end date for the response period is Thursday 9 May 2013.  SCC hereby requests that this 
period is extended to Friday 31 May 2013.  
 
The allowance of additional time is necessary for the SCC project team to consider the submissions 
and provide the information required under section 56(2) of the EP Act.   
 
Should you have any questions concerning the above request to extend the period, please do not 
hesitate to contact Pete Jones (Environmental Approvals Coordinator) on

We look forward to hearing from you soon.  
 
Yours sincerely 
Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd 
 
 
 
 
 
Michael Gray 
Managing Director 
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REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE  POSTAL ADDRESS 
Level 4, 260 Queen Street  GPO Box 5227 
BRISBANE, QLD 4000  BRISBANE QLD 4001 
T: 61 7 3041 4400  F: 61 7 3041 4444 
F: 61 7 3041 4444   
   

www.bandannaenergy.com.au 

 

ABN 73 119 713 601 

Minutes of meeting 

Date 24/04/2013 Time 10 am  

Venue DTMR Offices Level 12, 140 Creek 
St. 

  

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File : Final 
inc. TMR 
Amendments 

 

Attendees Michael Nelles (DTMR), Tom Orr 
(DTMR), Paul Penman (TTM), Gary 
Harris (TTM), Craig Streatfeild 
(CDM Smith), Peter Brisbane 
(Bandanna), Pete Jones 
(Bandanna) 

Apologies  

 
 
Introductions   
 
MN explained role of DTMR planning and policy team in Brisbane and role of DTMR in the regions.  
 
PP mentioned that DTMR in region consulted during EIS process. Consultation to continue with 
DTMR at all levels as appropriate.  
 
MN requested feedback on DTMR’s EIS submission. PJ said comments were concise, helpful (n.b. 
attachments with extra info- freight data proforma & HV Road Operations Program office (HVROPO) 
flier) and conducive to moving the project along.  
 
Timing of Management Plans 
 
MN keen for: 

project team to note timeframes required for preparation and approval of Road Use 
Management Plan (RUMP) and Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to allow sufficient time for 
any required mitigation to be negotiated and completed before commencement of traffic.  
Project should find balance between capital upgrades and road-use management measures 
and DTMR willing to support balanced approach but road safety paramount. 
Management plans should be written clearly and concisely e.g. what are the biggest traffic 
movements, what’s the management, what’s the monitoring and enforcement. Should be 
readable by everyone.  
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  www.bandannaenergy.com.au 

PJ explained project approval and construction timeframes. Time available in current project 
schedule to progress RUMP and TMP ahead of construction. Indeed, keen to demonstrate progress 
in SEIS by e.g. setting out table of contents for RUMP and TMP and key commitments.’ All agreed 
structure and content of MPs to be readable and easy to understand.  
 
 
Assessment of mine, infrastructure corridor & train load out, and accommodation village 
 
PJ discussed assessment process for whole project: 

tabled figure of infrastructure corridor and explained high level traffic management 
proposals.  
Cumulative impacts of mine and infrastructure corridor to be considered as part of latter’s 
approval.  
Final management of mine and infrastructure corridor would likely fall under a single RUMP 
and TMP respectively.  
Traffic management for accommodation camp is being assessed and managed separately 
(already underway).  

 
DTMR agreed this approach can work so long as all traffic information, impact assessment and 
mitigation for project is presented. Difficult if this information is presented piecemeal. If the 
accommodation camp and its traffic management is approved separately then that is sufficient, no 
need to include as part of assessment or management of mine and haul road. 
 
Given the haul route is likely to intersect with the State-controlled Comet River Rd (#4607), the 
proponent should discuss with TMR’s Central Qld region- Emerald office any requirements for the 
intersection and the need to manage impacts on that road if used for hauling construction inputs 
(map with intersection marked is attached). 
 
Safety of level crossings 
PP drew attention to DTMR’s recommendation to contact Aurizon for modelling of level crossing 
over Springsure Branch Railway and confirm the number of level crossings potentially affected on 
both the Gregory & Capricorn Hwy.  
 
MN stated that only need to assess this if likely to be significant impact (>5% increase in traffic 
numbers-AAADT or axle loadings –ESAs, as per threshold in GARID).  
 
TTM to follow up with Aurizon and document outcomes and any actions there arising.  
 
Discussion moved to general talk on the safety assessment process. GH explained assessment 
process e.g. review crash data, drive network by car including a qualified road safety audit person, 
document. For present project, the area is used by relatively low volumes of traffic meaning easier 
to manage. MN referred the proponent to AUSTROADS “Guide to road safety Pt 6- Audits”- example 
in Section 7.9 re: Existing road network 
 
Managing site machinery with other road users (n.b. farm vehicles) 
CS enquired how best to manage submissions from local road users regarding interaction of project 
vehicles and large farm vehicles.  
 
MN recommended that if farm vehicles are over-sized then they would require permits to move. 
DTMR Rockhampton could coordinate permits and vehicle movements.  
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  www.bandannaenergy.com.au 

 
MN also suggested advertising planned movements in local papers or possibly through road 
information signage. MN recommended consultation with DTMR in Emerald and the  Heavy Vehicle 
permit office (HVROPO) in Rockhampton about managing project over-dimension/over-mass 
vehicles when high levels of farm machinery might be present and consider any strategies to 
manage any increased road safety risks. Management strategies should be documented in the 
RUMP). 
 
PJ provided a printout of all the transport-related comments on the EIS, including local govt and 
private submitters, for TMR information (scan attached for information). 
 
Next Steps 
Project team to contact DTMR as necessary in completing SEIS.  Also consult with DTMR on 
progression of Management Plans.  
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EEHP  
LLevel 3 – 400 George Street 

Conference and Interview Rooms Booking Form
Rooms: Riversliegh 

Gondwana Rainforest – 50 seats – Theatre Style 

                                         25 seats – Workshop Style 

Wet Tropics                   – 50 seats – Theatre Style 

                                         25 seats – Workshop Style 

Great Barrier Reef – 18 seats 

Fraser Island – 10 seats 

Riversleigh – 10 seats 

Interview Room/s – 3 - 6 seats 

    
Meeting details: 

Day and Date: Wednesday 17 July2013 

Time: 9.00 to 11.00am 

Approx no. attending: 10-12 

Name of Meeting; Springsure Creek  
 

Contact Details of Officer requesting booking: 

Name: Monika Rhodes 

Phone No: 3330 6293 

Conference and Interview Rooms Information: 
 

1. The setting up or configuring of the conference and interview rooms on Level 3 is the responsibility of the 
person/s making the booking.   

2. Please remember that the level 3 kitchen is also a staff kitchen. 
3. Glasses, Water jugs and mugs are available from the kitchen on level 3.  After use they are to be stacked in the 

Dishwasher.    
   If the dishwasher is full you will need to take them to the kitchen on your on floor to be cleaned and then 
return them to the level 3 kitchen cupboards. 

4. All rubbish must be placed in the correct bins and the rooms left tidy. 
5. Hot water for tea or coffee and a food warmer are available in the kitchen. 
6. All catering must be labelled with a DERM staff member contact name, phone number and the date of meeting. 
7. Please do not leave any items in the kitchen, conference rooms or interview rooms that were used in your 

meeting/event/workshop.  Please make sure that you collect all your belongings. 
8. After using the facilities the rooms are to be left in a clean and neat condition.  All food, drinks and resource 

materials must be removed. 
9. If you have borrowed chairs from another room please return them back to that room.  
10. If your caterer will be collecting dishes etc we must be notified so that the items are not thrown out. 
11. The Facilities team are NOT responsible for tidying or cleaning up after meetings. 
 

 
Please be aware that:  
 

You will need to bring your own lap top. 
 It is recommended that you come a little earlier than your scheduled meeting time or a day earlier if the room 

is booked and have a trial run of any electronic or telephone equipment you will be using. This will ensure that there 
is no delay in starting your meeting. 
 

 

Cancellations/Email Communications: 
 

All Cancellations or any communication must be emailed to 400GFacilities@derm.qld.gov.au  as cancellations still 
need to be amended manually. 

Please note: The Gondwana & 
Wet Tropics room can be booked 
at the same time depending on 
availability to cater for 100 
people 
 
Also the breakout area can only 
be used with approval from 
Senior Administration Officer, 
BS-CBD – Ph 3330 5389 
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Notes on meeting between Bandanna and DNRM – 10/5/13
Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project

Main issues discussed:

Groundwater bores:

DNRM requested more information on groundwater bores. Number of bores 
and information is not adequate in EIS. Other issues discussed were:

No water bores in shallow alluvium – EIS needs to show evidence why 
it is stated that there would be no impact on shallow aquifers.
Need to show how much water is in there. If the EIS states there is not 
much available, this data needs to be provided
Bandanna stated that bores are measured manually each month. 
Monitoring of water bores has not included quality of water yet, only 
height. 
Bandanna to include database information on landholder allocations, 
etc – DNRM to provide info to Bandanna electronically today.

Groundwater modelling: 

EIS states that there is a lack of slow recharge in mining area and that 
aquifers are confined, but DNRM outlined that this assumption is not 
supported by the model presented in the EIS. The model lacks important 
information, such as:

information on water allocation for landholders
information on current use (if available)
information from shallow and deep aquifers (no shallow information at 
present)
evapotranspiration
other information.

DNRM had a lengthy discussion on what would be requested as part of the 
modelling.

Commitments in EMP/EIS:

DNRM would like to see more and better commitments and mitigation 
measures in EIS and EMP on ground and surface water. During the licensing, 
strict condition will be imposed, but DNRM wants to see the commitments 
upfront in the EIS/EMP.

Make good agreements with landholders

Bandanna outlined that they will fix bores if necessary or supply water from 
the water pipeline if necessary.
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DNRM asked for information if deeper bores can be drilled. Is there water 
available beyond the basalt alluvium?

Bandanna replied that there would be water available in deeper aquifers 
(>100m below basalt).

DNRM wants the make good agreement to be stated in the EIS with 
commitments and information where the water would be sourced from 
(including deep aquifers).

DNRM will provide Bandanna with a new set of water conditions to include in 
EMP.

Subsidence:

DNRM requested more information on impacts of subsidence on alluvial and 
basalt aquifers, draw down and potential impacts, such as groundwater, 
surface water flow, chemistry, quality, groundwater dependent ecosystems 
(GDE). 

This includes a rational in EMP on Bandanna’s assumptions.

Bandanna committed to ongoing monitoring, mitigation and if necessary offset 
of vegetation, including GDE.

Recharge processes

DNRM requested information on fundamental recharge processes – info 
needs to be updated, including alluvial.

Stygofauna

DNRM asked for more information on stygofauna. The lack of findings does 
not indicate a lack of stygofauna. Bandanna will need to look into other EIS 
and get an idea on potential habitats. EIS needs more discussion and a better 
rational on why Bandanna thinks there is no stygofauna present.
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ABN 73 119 713 601 

Minutes of meeting 

Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00  

Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.   

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File   

Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip 
Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop 
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM); 
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC), 
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith) 

Apologies  

 
 
General Progress Update  
 
Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including: 

additional air, noise and GW studies on site 
progress with landholders 

 
PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions 
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was 
the case.  
 
Land Holder Relations 
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained 
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.  
 
PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research 
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at 
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at 
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the 
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.  
 
SCL Assessment  
PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been 
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will 
be made up at the end of May1. 
 

                                                             

1 This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13. 
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PJ explained SCC’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following 
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May2. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to 
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible 
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and 
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the 
principles of management plans to be developed for the project, including those for SCL, and that 
project assessment against the SCL Act was a separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-
EIS process). Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and 
agricultural practices. KD believed there was enough in the Land Chapter of the EIS at present for 
DNRM’s requirements at this stage but would need commitments in EM Plan to be expanded for EA 
approval. 
 
Ecological Impacts 
Offsets 
PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to 
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are 
needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this 
was what is proposed. DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methods. 
MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil 
cracking, etc. DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide for maintenance and 
enhancement of vegetation.  
 
KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC 
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan 
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy 
would need to include equivalence to be set out in the framework. MH also stated that offsets can 
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.  
 
Baseline Survey Coverage 
MR highlighted the lack of field surveys in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC 
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify 
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative 
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species. 
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to 
impacts and their management3.  
 
Water Management 
PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of 
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a draft copy for 
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the 
supplementary EIS / EM Plan.  
 
 
 

                                                             

2 At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.  
3 Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties 
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all 
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process. 

Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed 
that the term ‘offset framework’ was 
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as 
termed by QBOP, and that the offset 
strategy presented in the SEIS would be 
structured as per p25 of the QBOP. 

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based 
approach proposed by MH included an 
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the 
project footprint. The monitoring and 
reporting procedures and timeframes 
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per 
longwall) would then determine to what 
extent rehabilitation methods had failed 
and what, if any, offsets were required for 
residual impacts to SSBV’s. 

Comment [HM3]: Ecological 
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described 
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE 
methodology is available from EHP. 

Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be 
conditioned to allow offsets to be 
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the 
project specified in the offset strategy. 
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Scope of Project 
PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further 
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc.  Thus any approval for a CPP, if 
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to 
be removed from EIS for clarity.  
 
SEIS format and publication 
PR stated EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that response to submissions could 
be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters would be tracked changes.   
 
PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final 
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.   
 
PR mentioned the possibility of sharing all submissions on the EIS publically. PJ stated concern here 
that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence. SCC is consulting with each 
submitter about their response and would following submission of the SEIS provide each submitter 
with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ understood that public submissions 
under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than public submissions for all to see. PJ 
requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish submissions ahead of its implementation.  
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Minutes of meeting 

Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00  

Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.   

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File   

Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip 
Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop 
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM); 
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC), 
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith) 

Apologies  

 
 
General Progress Update  
 
Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including: 

additional air, noise and GW studies on site 
progress with landholders 

 
PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions 
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was 
the case.  
 
Land Holder Relations 
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained 
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.  
 
PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research 
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at 
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at 
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the 
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.  
 
SCL Assessment  
PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been 
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will 
be made up at the end of May1. 
 

                                                             

1 This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13. 
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PJ explained SCC’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following 
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May2. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to 
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible 
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and 
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. He also outlined the strong links between EHP and DNRM 
during an EIS, in particular regarding DNRM’s decision on SCL. EHP only to proceed when DNRM can 
be assured that info is ok for decision on SCL. Once SEIS has been accepted, other departments, 
including DNRM are asked if any of their concerns have been adequately addressed. If SCL is not 
included this can weaken the information they can provide to EHP. PJ responded that Bandanna 
understands that DNRM will go parallel. PR agreed but pointed out that it is the EIS’ objective that 
the EIS will assess also all other requirements under other Acts, particularly for this project. 
PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the principles of management plans to be developed 
for the project, including those for SCL, and that project assessment against the SCL Act was a 
separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-EIS process).  
Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and agricultural 
practices. KD believed there was enough in the Land Chapter of the EIS at present for DNRM’s 
requirements at this stage but would need commitments in EM Plan to be expanded for EA 
approval. PJ asked EHP if this would be enough for EHP? PR asked about the intent of final landform 
and what holes there would be in the EIS. He asked KD on the region’s handling. KD replied that it 
would be probably enough but still would need to look at the info provided in the EIS/EMP for more 
detail. PR replied that he is not sure if this information would be enough in the EIS. PJ replied that 
landuse is important and different to soil science – where Bandanna would like conditions to 
maintain and enhance cropping. KD replied that the EA would have more detail on this and that she 
can provide examples from other mines to start decisions. PF asked if they are different to 
Bandanna’s? KD was not sure and would need to further look into. DK would provide more info also 
in regards to BOB. EIS should state commitments in EMP rehabilitation, landform and BOP. 
 
 
Baseline Survey Coverage 
MR highlighted the lack of field surveys in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC 
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify 
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative 
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species. 
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to 
impacts and their management3.  
PJ stated that before mining would take place, ground-truthing surveys of vegetation would be 
carried out. Subsidence impacts, such as dieback of vegetation, would be monitored through regular 
inspections, which then would inform possible offsets. 
MH stated that with a lack of field surveys, it has to be assumed that species exist in fauna habitats 
on site. PR also highlighted that as for the assessment any potential impact would need to be stated 
in full, including subsidence on watercourses.  
 
Ecological Impacts 
Offsets 

                                                             

2 At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.  
3 Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties 
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all 
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process. 
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PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to 
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are 
needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this 
was what is proposed. DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methods. 
MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil 
cracking, proposed works to seal cracks, etc. DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide 
for maintenance and enhancement of vegetation.  
 
KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC 
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan 
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy 
would need to include equivalence to be set out in the framework. MH also stated that offsets can 
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.  
PR asked if management plans would be presented in the SEIS? PJ answered not yet as access 
problems. 
KD also pointed out that the EMP would require a subsidence management plan. 
 
 
Water Management 
PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of 
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a draft copy for 
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the 
supplementary EIS / EM Plan. PJ outlined that water allocation has been approved through a water 
pipeline from the dam. The route would go along road reserves and councils/DNRM approval would 
be sought. 
 
 
 
Scope of Project 
PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further 
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc.  Thus any approval for a CPP, if 
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to 
be removed from EIS for clarity.  
 
SEIS format and publication 
PR stated that under the EP Act a summary of response, any amendments made to the EIS and 
response to each submission is required. EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that 
response to submissions could be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters 
would be tracked changes.  PR stated again that the EP Act is a ‘blunt’ instrument where a decision 
of yes or no is given 20 bd after submission of amended EIS. EHP is not able to extend this decision 
period.  
 
PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final 
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.   
PR stated again that EHP would require responses to all submissions. 
PR mentioned the possibility of sharing all submissions on the EIS publically. PR outlined that it 
would be preferred that the amended EIS would go on Bandanna’s webpage (similar to project 
managed under OCG).  
PJ stated concern here that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence.  

Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed 
that the term ‘offset framework’ was 
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as 
termed by QBOP, and that the offset 
strategy presented in the SEIS would be 
structured as per p25 of the QBOP. 

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based 
approach proposed by MH included an 
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the 
project footprint. The monitoring and 
reporting procedures and timeframes 
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per 
longwall) would then determine to what 
extent rehabilitation methods had failed 
and what, if any, offsets were required for 
residual impacts to SSBV’s. 

Comment [HM3]: Ecological 
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described 
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE 
methodology is available from EHP. 

Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be 
conditioned to allow offsets to be 
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the 
project specified in the offset strategy. 

Comment [r5]: See section 56, EP Act 

Formatted: Strikethrough

Comment [r6]:  PR stated that EHP 
requires a summary of the proponent’s 
response, any amendments made to the 
EIS as a result of the submissions and 
response to all submissions.  

Comment [r7]: Again, this refers to the 
amended EIS. 

13-081 DL File H Page 67 of 86

RTI D
L R

ele
as

e



4 

 

 SCC is consulting with each submitter about their response and would following submission of the 
SEIS provide each submitter with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ 
understood that public submissions under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than 
public submissions for all to see. PJ requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish 
submissions ahead of its implementation. PR understood but EHP would not be publishing the 
submissions and also outlined that the SCC response to submissions can be accessed by various 
means as can any other document submitted to government. PR recommended checking out Qld 
Acts as to who can see the response. 
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Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip 
Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop 
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM); 
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC), 
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith) 

Apologies  

 
 
General Progress Update  
 
Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including: 

additional air, noise and GW studies on site 
progress with landholders 

 
PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions 
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was 
the case.  
 
Land Holder Relations 
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained 
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.  
 
PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research 
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at 
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at 
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the 
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.  
 
SCL Assessment  
PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been 
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will 
be made up at the end of May1. 
 

                                                             

1 This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13. 
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PJ explained SCC’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following 
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May2. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to 
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible 
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and 
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. He also outlined the strong links between EHP and DNRM 
during an EIS, in particular regarding DNRM’s decision on SCL. EHP only to proceed when DNRM can 
be assured that info is ok for decision on SCL. Once SEIS has been accepted, other departments, 
including DNRM are asked if any of their concerns have been adequately addressed. If SCL is not 
included this can weaken the information they can provide to EHP. PJ responded that Bandanna 
understands that DNRM will go parallel. PR agreed but pointed out that it is the EIS’ objective that 
the EIS will assess also all other requirements under other Acts, particularly for this project. 
PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the principles of management plans to be developed 
for the project, including those for SCL, and that project assessment against the SCL Act was a 
separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-EIS process).  
Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and agricultural 
practices. KD believed there was enough in the Land Chapter of the EIS at present for DNRM’s 
requirements at this stage but would need commitments in EM Plan to be expanded for EA 
approval.PJ asked EHP if this would be enough for EHP? PR asked about the intent of final landform 
and what holes there would be in the EIS. He asked KD on the region’s handling. KD replied that it 
would be probably enough but still would need to look at the info provided in the EIS/EMP for more 
detail. PR replied that he is not sure if this information would be enough in EIS. PJ replied that 
landuse is important and different to soil science – where Bandanna would like conditions to 
maintain and enhance cropping. KD replied that the EA would have more detail on this and that she 
can provide examples from other mines to start decisions. PF asked if they are different to 
Bandanna’s? KD was not sure and would need to further look into. DK would provide more info also 
in regards to BOB. EIS should state commitments in EMP rehabilitation, landform and BOP. 
 
 
Baseline Survey Coverage 
MR highlighted the lack of field surveys in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC 
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify 
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative 
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species. 
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to 
impacts and their management3.  
PJ stated that before mining would take place, ground-truthing surveys of vegetation would be 
carried out. Subsidence impacts, such as dieback of vegetation, would be monitored through regular 
inspections, which then would inform possible offsets. 
MH stated that with a lack of field surveys, it has to be assumed that species exist in fauna habitats 
on site. PR also highlighted that as for the assessment any potential impact would need to be stated 
in full, including subsidence on watercourses.  
 
Ecological Impacts 
Offsets 

                                                             

2 At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.  
3 Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties 
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all 
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process. 
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PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to 
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are 
needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this 
was what is proposed. DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methods. 
MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil 
cracking, etc. DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide for maintenance and 
enhancement of vegetation.  
 
KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC 
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan 
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy 
would need to include equivalence to be set out in the framework. MH also stated that offsets can 
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis. PR asked if management plans would be presented in 
the SEIS? PJ answered not yet as access problems. 
KD also pointed out that the EMP would require a subsidence management plan. 
 
 
Water Management 
PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of 
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a draft copy for 
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the 
supplementary EIS / EM Plan. PJ outlined that water allocation has been approved through a water 
pipeline from the dam. The route would go along road reserves and councils/DNRM approval would 
be sought. 
 
 
 
Scope of Project 
PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further 
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc.  Thus any approval for a CPP, if 
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to 
be removed from EIS for clarity.  
 
SEIS format and publication 
PR stated that under the EP Act a summary of response, any amendments made to the EIS and 
response to each submission is required. EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that 
response to submissions could be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters 
would be tracked changes.  PR stated again that the EP Act is a ‘bland’ instrument where a decision 
of yes or no is given 20 bd after submission of amended EIS. EHP is not able to extend.  
 
PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final 
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.   
PR stated again that EHP would require responses to all submissions. 
PR mentioned the possibility of sharing all submissions on the EIS publically. PR outlined that it 
would be preferred that the amended EIS would go on Bandanna’s webpage (similar to project 
managed under OCG).  
PJ stated concern here that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence.  
 SCC is consulting with each submitter about their response and would following submission of the 
SEIS provide each submitter with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ 
understood that public submissions under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than 

Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed 
that the term ‘offset framework’ was 
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as 
termed by QBOP, and that the offset 
strategy presented in the SEIS would be 
structured as per p25 of the QBOP. 

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based 
approach proposed by MH included an 
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the 
project footprint. The monitoring and 
reporting procedures and timeframes 
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per 
longwall) would then determine to what 
extent rehabilitation methods had failed 
and what, if any, offsets were required for 
residual impacts to SSBV’s. 

Comment [HM3]: Ecological 
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described 
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE 
methodology is available from EHP. 

Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be 
conditioned to allow offsets to be 
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the 
project specified in the offset strategy. 

Comment [r5]: See section 56, EP Act 

Formatted: Strikethrough

Comment [r6]: No, this is not what PR 
stated, it was outlined that EHP requires a 
summary of the proponent’s response, any 
amendments made to the EIS as a result of 
the submissions and response to all 
submissions.  

Comment [r7]: Again, this was only for 
the amended EIS. 
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public submissions for all to see. PJ requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish 
submissions ahead of its implementation. PR understood Bandanna’s position but outlined that 
response to submissions can be accessed as any other government document. Phil recommended 
checking out Qld Acts on who can see the response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment [r8]: Refer to sections 63 & 
540 of the EP Act 
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Minutes of meeting 

Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00  

Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.   

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File   

Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip 
Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop 
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM); 
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC), 
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith) 

Apologies  

 
 
General Progress Update  
 
Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including: 

additional air, noise and GW studies on site 
progress with landholders 

 
PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions 
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was 
the case.  
 
Land Holder Relations 
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained 
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.  
 
PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research 
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at 
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at 
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the 
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.  
 
SCL Assessment  
PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been 
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will 
be made up at the end of May1. 
 

                                                           

1 This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13. 
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PJ explained SCC’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following 
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May2. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to 
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible 
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and 
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the 
principles of management plans to be developed for the project, including those for SCL, and that 
project assessment against the SCL Act was a separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-
EIS process). Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and 
agricultural practices. KD believed there was enough in the Land Chapter of the EIS at present for 
DNRM’s requirements at this stage but would need commitments in EM Plan to be expanded for EA 
approval. 
 
Ecological Impacts 
Offsets 
PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to 
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are 
needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this 
was what is proposed. DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methods. 
MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil 
cracking, etc. DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide for maintenance and 
enhancement of vegetation.  
 
KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC 
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan 
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy 
would need to include equivalence to be set out in the framework. MH also stated that offsets can 
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.  
 
Baseline Survey Coverage 
MR highlighted the lack of field surveys in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC 
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify 
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative 
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species. 
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to 
impacts and their management3.  
 
Water Management 
PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of 
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a draft copy for 
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the 
supplementary EIS / EM Plan.  
 
 
 

                                                           

2 At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.  
3 Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties 
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all 
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process. 
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Scope of Project 
PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further 
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc.  Thus any approval for a CPP, if 
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to 
be removed from EIS for clarity.  
 
SEIS format and publication 
PR stated EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that response to submissions could 
be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters would be tracked changes.   
 
PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final 
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.   
 
PR mentioned the possibility of sharing all submissions on the EIS publically. PJ stated concern here 
that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence. SCC is consulting with each 
submitter about their response and would following submission of the SEIS provide each submitter 
with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ understood that public submissions 
under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than public submissions for all to see. PJ 
requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish submissions ahead of its implementation.  
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Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File   

Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip 
Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop 
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM); 
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC), 
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith) 

Apologies  

 
 
General Progress Update  
 
Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including: 

additional air, noise and GW studies on site 
progress with landholders 

 
PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions 
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was 
the case.  
 
Land Holder Relations 
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained 
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.  
 
PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research 
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at 
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at 
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the 
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.  
 
SCL Assessment  
PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been 
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will 
be made up at the end of May1. 
 

                                                             

1 This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13. 
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PJ explained SCC’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following 
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May2. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to 
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible 
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and 
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. He also outlined the strong links between EHP and DNRM 
during an EIS, in particular regarding DNRM’s decision on SCL. EHP only to proceed when DNRM can 
be assured that info is ok for decision on SCL. Once SEIS has been accepted, other departments, 
including DNRM are asked if any of their concerns have been adequately addressed. If SCL is not 
included this can weaken the information they can provide to EHP. PJ responded that Bandanna 
understands that DNRM will go parallel. PR agreed but pointed out that it is the EIS’ objective that 
the EIS will assess also all other requirements under other Acts, particularly for this project. 
PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the principles of management plans to be developed 
for the project, including those for SCL, and that project assessment against the SCL Act was a 
separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-EIS process).  
Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and agricultural 
practices. KD believed there was enough in the Land Chapter of the EIS at present for DNRM’s 
requirements at this stage but would need commitments in EM Plan to be expanded for EA 
approval. PJ asked EHP if this would be enough for EHP? PR asked about the intent of final landform 
and what holes there would be in the EIS. He asked KD on the region’s handling. KD replied that it 
would be probably enough but still would need to look at the info provided in the EIS/EMP for more 
detail. PR replied that he is not sure if this information would be enough in the EIS. PJ replied that 
landuse is important and different to soil science – where Bandanna would like conditions to 
maintain and enhance cropping. KD replied that the EA would have more detail on this and that she 
can provide examples from other mines to start decisions. PF asked if they are different to 
Bandanna’s? KD was not sure and would need to further look into. DK would provide more info also 
in regards to BOB. EIS should state commitments in EMP rehabilitation, landform and BOP. 
 
 
Baseline Survey Coverage 
MR highlighted the lack of field surveys in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC 
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify 
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative 
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species. 
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to 
impacts and their management3.  
PJ stated that before mining would take place, ground-truthing surveys of vegetation would be 
carried out. Subsidence impacts, such as dieback of vegetation, would be monitored through regular 
inspections, which then would inform possible offsets. 
MH stated that with a lack of field surveys, it has to be assumed that species exist in fauna habitats 
on site. PR also highlighted that as for the assessment any potential impact would need to be stated 
in full, including subsidence on watercourses.  
 
Ecological Impacts 
Offsets 

                                                             

2 At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.  
3 Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties 
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all 
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process. 
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PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to 
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are 
needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this 
was what is proposed. DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methods. 
MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil 
cracking, proposed works to seal cracks, etc. DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide 
for maintenance and enhancement of vegetation.  
 
KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC 
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan 
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy 
would need to include equivalence to be set out in the framework. MH also stated that offsets can 
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.  
PR asked if management plans would be presented in the SEIS? PJ answered not yet as access 
problems. 
KD also pointed out that the EMP would require a subsidence management plan. 
 
 
Water Management 
PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of 
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a draft copy for 
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the 
supplementary EIS / EM Plan. PJ outlined that water allocation has been approved through a water 
pipeline from the dam. The route would go along road reserves and councils/DNRM approval would 
be sought. 
 
 
 
Scope of Project 
PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further 
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc.  Thus any approval for a CPP, if 
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to 
be removed from EIS for clarity.  
 
SEIS format and publication 
PR stated that under the EP Act a summary of response, any amendments made to the EIS and 
response to each submission is required. EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that 
response to submissions could be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters 
would be tracked changes.  PR stated again that the EP Act is a ‘blunt’ instrument where a decision 
of yes or no is given 20 bd after submission of amended EIS. EHP is not able to extend this decision 
period.  
 
PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final 
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.   
PR stated again that EHP would require responses to all submissions. 
PR mentioned the possibility of sharing all submissions on the EIS publically. PR outlined that it 
would be preferred that the amended EIS would go on Bandanna’s webpage (similar to project 
managed under OCG).  
PJ stated concern here that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence.  

Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed 
that the term ‘offset framework’ was 
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as 
termed by QBOP, and that the offset 
strategy presented in the SEIS would be 
structured as per p25 of the QBOP. 

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based 
approach proposed by MH included an 
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the 
project footprint. The monitoring and 
reporting procedures and timeframes 
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per 
longwall) would then determine to what 
extent rehabilitation methods had failed 
and what, if any, offsets were required for 
residual impacts to SSBV’s. 

Comment [HM3]: Ecological 
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described 
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE 
methodology is available from EHP. 

Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be 
conditioned to allow offsets to be 
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the 
project specified in the offset strategy. 

Comment [r5]: See section 56, EP Act 

Comment [r6]:  PR stated that EHP 
requires a summary of the proponent’s 
response, any amendments made to the 
EIS as a result of the submissions and 
response to all submissions.  

Comment [r7]: Again, this refers to the 
amended EIS. 
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 SCC is consulting with each submitter about their response and would following submission of the 
SEIS provide each submitter with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ 
understood that public submissions under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than 
public submissions for all to see. PJ requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish 
submissions ahead of its implementation. PR understood but EHP would not be publishing the 
submissions and also outlined that the SCC response to submissions can be accessed by various 
means as can any other document submitted to government. PR recommended checking out Qld 
Acts as to who can see the response. 
 

13-081 DL File H Page 79 of 86

RTI D
L R

ele
as

e



REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE  POSTAL ADDRESS 
Level 4, 260 Queen Street  GPO Box 5227 
BRISBANE, QLD 4000  BRISBANE QLD 4001 
T: 61 7 3041 4400  F: 61 7 3041 4444 
F: 61 7 3041 4444   
   

www.bandannaenergy.com.au 

 

ABN 73 119 713 601 

Minutes of meeting 

Date 10/05/2013 Time 09:00  

Venue Bandanna Energy Offices.   

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File   

Attendees Wedeena Smith (NRM), Monika 
Rhodes (EHP), Daniel Larsen 
(NRM); Ashley Bleakley (NRM); 
Sandra  Grinter (NRM); Kylie 
Davidson (NRM); Alison Hambleton 
(NRM); Craig Streatfield (CDMS), 
Rikito Gresswell (CDMS GW 
specialist); Neil Dale (SCC), Pete 
Jones (SCC) 

Apologies  

 
Agenda:  

1. Baseline data and model set up  
2. Groundwater allocation and users  
3. GDEs and Stygofauna  

 
Item 1 – Baseline data and model set up  
RG explained more data had been collected as part of SEIS process. NRM offered help to supply 
recent data from their records.  
 
NRM enquired whether the additional monitoring bores were in the alluvium and / or whether any 
GW users took water from the alluvium. RG explained that based on the available bore logs and 
depth to water data the alluvium is interpreted to be locally saturated for the purposes of the 
assessment and that there are no registered bores screened in the alluvium.  NRM highlighted the 
need for bores in the alluvium to better support this interpretation. 
 
NRM asked about the level of understanding regarding connectivity between the alluvium and 
basalt. More info needed than that presented in the EIS currently about alluvial GW e.g. in relation 
to GDEs, stygofauna, etc. SEIS should account better for this.  
 
NRM enquired whether the monitoring bores were VWP or dips and about the frequency of 
monitoring. ND explained monitoring would be monthly going forward. Currently talking to 
landholders about monitoring web and inspecting bores for use long term.  
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RG tabled figure showing simplified GW system cross-section. NRM queried why the greater concern 
about GW to the north of the site. ND explained most landholder submissions about GW from there. 
Also, this area has greatest extent of basalt for first part of the mine life.  
 
Item 2 – GW allocations and users  
NRM tabled licences for irrigation for 3 properties to north of MLA. Combined 400 Ml of total 
extraction per year. Up to another 150 Ml extracted from south and further 5 Ml from area at 
southern extent of model. Together these indicate a large allocation and use of GW per year in area 
of mine. EIS GW model needs to account for this. NRM also enquired whether GW model accounts 
for evapotranspiration rates. RG stated model could be updated to make water balance more 
realistic by including licensed groundwater extractions.  
 
In terms of mitigation, SCC needs to make clear commitment to manage impacts on bores and 
describe in outline how mitigation would occur. NRM keen to assist SCC with this and to see 
commitments in the EMP. ND explained landholders want commitment from SCC to make good. The 
water pipeline gives fall back if additional water supplement required.  
 
Item 3 – GDEs and Stygofauna 
KD mentioned that impacts of subsidence required more work, in particular changes to GW-SW 
interaction, GW chemistry and GW processes. Furthermore need to justify why change in GW levels 
of 0.5 m is not significant to GDEs.  
 
In relation to GDEs, RG stated that SEIS could quantify drawdown and reduction in 
evapotranspiration flux. PJ stated that GDEs probably adapted to natural fluctuation in GW levels. 
ND explained that drawdown is unlikely to be an issue. Expect no impact on veg along creeks. More 
likely drawdown impacts would be expected on hills or slopes due to root sheer. Prolonged rises in 
water table likely to cause more harm as seen in the vicinity of the MLA at the moment. KD noted 
that drawdown most likely an issue during prolonged dry spells. RG explained that under an average 
climatic condition evapotranspiration is the major cause of discharge from the groundwater system 
and impacts to GDEs haven been re-assessed in the SEIS on this basis.  
 
RG explained that the modelling assumes that fractures above the goaf extend to the Basalt and this 
assumption is conservative for the purpose of predicting groundwater impacts.  
 
MR emphasized importance of resolving any issues on GW with NRM ahead of submission of SEIS. 
EHP unable to stop the clock for further information once SEIS submitted. NRM agreed to review 
updated GW study and provide comment as part of SEIS process.  
 
Stygofauna was discussed including the potential importance of these species to GW processes. 
Considered most stygofauna would be found in the alluvium. Proposed management of impacts on 
this group would be generic.  
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Minutes of meeting 
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Attendees Wedeena Smith (NRM), Monika 
Rhodes (EHP), Daniel Larsen 
(NRM); Ashley Bleakley (NRM); 
Sandra  Grinter (NRM); Kylie 
Davidson (NRM); Alison Hambleton 
(NRM); Craig Streatfield (CDMS), 
Rikito Gresswell (CDMS GW 
specialist); Neil Dale (SCC), Pete 
Jones (SCC) 

Moya Tomlinson (DNRM) 

Kylie Dunlop (EHP) 

Angela Handy (EHP) 

Apologies  

 
Agenda:  

1. Baseline data and model set up  
2. Groundwater allocation and users  
3. GDEs and Stygofauna  

 
Item 1 – Baseline data and model set up  
RG explained more data had been collected as part of SEIS process. NRM offered help to supply 
recent data from their records.  
 
NRM enquired whether the additional monitoring bores were in the alluvium and / or whether any 
GW users took water from the alluvium. RG explained that based on the available bore logs and 
depth to water data the alluvium is interpreted to be locally saturated for the purposes of the 
assessment and that there are no registered bores screened in the alluvium.  NRM highlighted the 
need for bores in the alluvium to better support this interpretation. 
 
NRM asked about the level of understanding regarding connectivity between the alluvium and 
basalt. More info needed than that presented in the EIS currently about alluvial GW e.g. in relation 
to GDEs, stygofauna, etc. SEIS should account better for this.  
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NRM enquired whether the monitoring bores were VWP or dips and about the frequency of 
monitoring. ND explained monitoring would be monthly going forward. Currently talking to 
landholders about monitoring web and inspecting bores for use long term.  
 
RG tabled figure showing simplified GW system cross-section. NRM queried why the greater concern 
about GW to the north of the site. ND explained most landholder submissions about GW from there. 
Also, this area has greatest extent of basalt for first part of the mine life.  
 
Item 2 – GW allocations and users  
NRM tabled licences for irrigation for 3 properties to north of MLA. Combined 400 Ml of total 
extraction per year. Up to another 150 Ml extracted from south and further 5 Ml from area at 
southern extent of model. Together these indicate a large allocation and use of GW per year in area 
of mine. EIS GW model needs to account for this. NRM also enquired whether GW model accounts 
for evapotranspiration rates. RG stated model could be updated to make water balance more 
realistic by including licensed groundwater extractions.  
 
In terms of mitigation, SCC needs to make clear commitment to manage impacts on bores and 
describe in outline how mitigation would occur. NRM keen to assist SCC with this and to see 
commitments in the EMP. ND explained landholders want commitment from SCC to make good. The 
water pipeline gives fall back if additional water supplement required.  
 
Item 3 – GDEs and Stygofauna 
KD mentioned that impacts of subsidence required more work, in particular changes to GW-SW 
interaction, GW chemistry and GW processes. Furthermore need to justify why change in GW levels 
of 0.5 m is not significant to GDEs.  
 
In relation to GDEs, RG stated that SEIS could quantify drawdown and reduction in 
evapotranspiration flux. PJ stated that GDEs probably adapted to natural fluctuation in GW levels. 
ND explained that drawdown is unlikely to be an issue. Expect no impact on veg along creeks. More 
likely drawdown impacts would be expected on hills or slopes due to root sheer. Prolonged rises in 
water table likely to cause more harm as seen in the vicinity of the MLA at the moment. KD noted 
that drawdown most likely an issue during prolonged dry spells. RG explained that under an average 
climatic condition evapotranspiration is the major cause of discharge from the groundwater system 
and impacts to GDEs haven been re-assessed in the SEIS on this basis.  
 
RG explained that the modelling assumes that fractures above the goaf extend to the Basalt and this 
assumption is conservative for the purpose of predicting groundwater impacts.  
 
MR emphasized importance of resolving any issues on GW with NRM ahead of submission of SEIS. 
EHP unable to stop the clock for further information once SEIS submitted. NRM agreed to review 
updated GW study and provide comment as part of SEIS process.  
 
AB outlined that it is fundamental that recharge processes need to be updated, including alluvial 
recharge.  
 
MT outlined the importance of Sstygofauna was discussed including the potential importance of 
these species to GW processes. Considered most stygofauna would be found in the alluvium. SEIS 
would need to address this. MT also recommended looking at other EIS out from the region. More 
discussion is necessary, including rationale for statements made in the EIS. Proposed management 
of impacts on this group would be generic.  
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Minutes of meeting 

Date 01/05/2013 Time 10:30   

Venue DSITIA, EcoSciences Precinct, 41 
Boggo Road, Dutton Park, Exact 
Meeting Room TBA 

  

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File :   

Attendees Shioban Rigby (DSITIA) 

Reinier Mann (DSITIA) 

Kyle Dunlop (EHP, via telephone), 
Monika Rhodes (EHP) 

Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith) 

Scott Moffett (Engeny) 

Peter Brisbane (Bandanna) 

Pete Jones (Bandanna) 

Apologies  

 
 
Agenda  
 
Discussion of key topics from DSITIA’s submission, namely: 
 

Adequacy of baseline monitoring data  
Discharges to the environment 

 
Adequacy of baseline data 
 
Concern that baseline monitoring not compared to “Model Water Conditions for Coal Mines in the 
Fitzroy Basin”.  
 
DE explained that these guidelines were not explicitly included in the Terms of Reference (TOR) 
which was the focus of guidelines to be applied.  
 
MR explained that the TOR does allow for consideration of other plans as relevant but acknowledged 
the approvals landscape is continually changing.  
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DSITIA ultimately wish to see a plan of sampling locations, monitoring parameters, equipment and 
new data underpinning site-specific quality objectives. Also, suggest objective should account for 
base flow and high flow contexts.   
 
KD explained this level of detail would be needed for best EA conditions otherwise conditions would 
have to take a conservative approach.  
 
Project team commit to expanding on monitoring commitments in SEIS as far as possible. Explained 
long-term monitoring plan is being drawn up at the moment. Should have 1-2 yrs of baseline data 
before mining commences. Development of water management objectives would be ongoing.  
 
Discharges 
 
SR stated that the EIS was inconsistent in its presentation of discharges and thus unclear in whether 
controlled and/ or uncontrolled discharges were proposed.  
 
SM explained water management design principles (separation of mine water and run off, and 
diversion around MIA) and such based on relevant guidelines.   
 
RM confirmed understanding that there would be no controlled discharges and requested that the 
EA should include monitoring of the effects of overflow discharges.  
 
EIS team to update any inconsistencies within EIS chapters on discharges.  
 
KD enquired about progress of on-site water management design work e.g. ability to move water 
around the site / dam maintenance regime. Again, detail at this level would be required for anything 
other than conservative conditions in EA.  Preferable for EA to refer to Water Management Plan and 
objectives set out therein.  
 
SR asked where overflows would flow into and how overflows could affect usage of farm dams, etc. 
SM explained drain would be into existing creeks. RM reiterated the need to understand values 
downstream and their monitoring. SM stated that the relevant guidelines would require the project 
to account for all uses and values of existing water environment and adopt a risk approach to 
management as appropriate to the use / value potentially impacted.  
 
End.  
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