: PREMIER'S BRIEFING NOTE ' Tm:mng.l-'older No: rFrrzrasoo
ZPOFIGJ/ - . o | Dosument Mocnzz?«ﬂ

CTo: T'HE' PRE’MIER
 Date: . 17 May 2012 -

COaI Gaslficatlon technology

i 'Date Aotion Requrred by RE S |
L Requested by iedriy '.'._-':'._.._.',.,.'.. fex)

R . 'i-rr wator
.« RECOMMENDATION i _
: .-It |s recommended thet you

= note this brrefmg regardlng background and developments to-det‘. aoout Carbon -

B _Energy s projects and Underground Coal Gasification (UCG) pursuits

= sign the letter (Attachment 1) to Mr Andrew Dash, Managing Diradtor, Carbon
Energy, in response to his letter of 29'.March 2012 (Attachmont 2) requestrng that

_tlng be arranged with your policy _am

e o — '_-‘_CE wishes to develop anene,rgy and lndu_st_rwr pa e* lts Blue Gum propeny near

Eh

wn"o "nalntame

| Telenhone o7 38360997

led in nores in TRIM
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&' Premier of Queensland

. A L | Exective Building
For reply. ple_aSc.quqti:.‘.E_'RP_/MC - TF/12/8600 - DOC/12/73821 . . 100 George Street Brishane
' . ) .' ' ' o £0 Box i5185 Clty East
1 20‘2 C Lo o Queenslard_ zooz ‘Australia
. 1 JUN : R S : Tt[eplmu -1-6:7;\;:44500 .
) Facsimils| +6173 1713631

| Mr Andrew Dash | _ - | . o o Enyzil_ TheFremier@premiers.qld. gov.ab
Managmg Dlre ctor e _ ] ) : ] -\‘bmslu wwwthepremierqld gov.au - .
Carbon Energy
PO Box 2118

TOOWONG DC QLD 4066

. .'Thank you for your letter of 29 March 2012 expressm" vour congratulatlons on my electron S

~as Premrer of Queensland and provrdmg me wrth 1mormannu about Carbon. Energy

S Your offer to bnef me -on Carbon Energy § Underground Coa] Gasrﬁcatron (UCG)_
' '-_-technology further is apprecrated My polrcy tea,n. is keen to meet wrth you to. drscuss tlns

: unportam ISSI.IC

1 have also forwarded yom' le ter o 1he Honourable Andrew Cnpps MP for hlS i

~ consideration, as this matter far §: w"‘nn the portfolro responsrbrhty of the Mlmster for o

 Natural Resources and Mines. -

. Yours singerely

¢ c MPBELL NEWMAN

| Queensland
~u,,overnment
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- carbonenergy
resolirce. technology. markets,
Carbon Energy errtecl |ABN 56057 852137

City East Qld 4002

Milton Old, 4064

L;1'2/3_o1_-co_rq n__a'tlon 'o'rivie_
29 March 2012
The.HOnou‘rabI’e 'Carnpbell_ Newman

Premier of Queensland
PO Box 15 185

' Dear Premier, -

| QUE_ENSLAND EN'ERGY_INNOVATDR ANNb_UNéES"NE_W‘STRATEG__I-‘:.DI'REch'ON e

Firstly congratulatlons on your election victory and bec nming Premler of Queensland I look forward

to achieving great things for our State under your Iea_uersmp

_ As you may be aware, our locally developed Tanovat l:ms and- achrevements In Underground Coal

o The Company recently achieurd ,Jroof of concept wlth over 12 months contmuous production of _
S hlgh-quahty syngas atour B oodwood Creek site and the generation of electncrty |nto the Ional grld __ o

o ' Our path to mpmng tr.ese achlevements ln Queensland Have been a regulatory challenge under the
prevlous GDVE.‘l"l'nE'l'It whlch we have stated pub]icly As aresult, today, Carbon Energy Is

. costs, until we can achleve more regulatory certalnty and focus effort on further developlng our
world. leadlng technology where the beneﬁts of lower cost energy productlon are more wgorously

= pursued

' Gasificatlon (UCG) technology are attractlng globaz attentlon

S As an advanced coal technology commny, Carbon Energy is commltted to the further development o
- of its cutting edge UCG process which delivers 20 times. the‘energy from the same resource when
compared with C_oal ._Sear_n Gas iGSG), w:_th a _smal_ier_enyi_ronm_ental footp.r_mt_and no _fraccln_g_ K

announc.ng a new strategic directlon This decision. has been made to assist the Company reduce Its:

'RTID82.pdf - Page Number: 4 0f 688~




_ e -In add|t|on we are- currently worklng with \omp‘!mer. in North America and Chlle that see the
B _'-_.benefrts that UCG can provlde In lme wlth tht LNP "Can Do" Resources and Energy Strategy o

o :.'Andrew Da<_l‘_ “

S o ey gt g e i

| and wrll contunue to be malntalned to the hlghest Ievel WIth all enwronmental and regulatory
: sta nda rds met or exceed ed ' : :

E 'ant|C|pated some 1ob losses W|ll occur in the short term whllst we. optlmise assets and *’mancmg to R '_ e
‘best. fund our plans for future growth ' T

comphance and enable mcreased energy productionfrom ourfacn’ity wner our5|te IS _ e ST |
I'ECClmmISSIoned E : . R e, L . \ A . . : | : B

' __Carbon Energy UCG operatrons stand to benef' t Queenslande":. qaln access to cheaper energy

| .to for fracclng as wrth CSG

.'We continue to work with major corporate |:1artm= S0 uevelop a commercral scale project to be
' contracted at our 5|te near Dalby in South West Jeensland ' :

e pnces lower as Well as fosterlng a wo. !o leading technology in Queensland

B 'Once vou have had a chance to sntrle iato your new role_l would be delighted to bnef you further on. our _' T

'_Yours.slnr:erely,_'.'_=i PEER

"'-_;'ManagingDIrector . e
merit — ASX Release 29 March 2012). o




corbonenergy

‘resoiyce. technology: markets.
Carbon Energy Limite IABN 56057 552 137

Level 12,301 Comnahon Drive
_ . . . -~ Milltori QLD 4(“-4 Ausiralia
S . : o - o PO.BoK 2145 Tonwong DC
A ONF TRARA o 20 T T QLD4066 Austraila:
ASX/Media Announcement  porer a7 37994

,fux+ 6l [0} it 333; §945

. _ .VMeMﬂu_wu_m_gg
O . L o ) o “Carbon Endrgy | lerled
29 Mqro_h _2012 o o ) oo © ABN 56057 552137 L
: o ) - ‘Caroon Enefgy (Opetations) Pty Lfd
'Aﬁéél 105174967 :

| 'Corbon Energy 3 keyseom@ TechnOI _y .Prov_en_ _': o

- successfully me’r its Torgefs 10 oonf‘ rm I’rs ‘Proof of L..onoepf' of its propnetory
-keyseom@ UCG Technology through opero’rlonol Iife,-oycle from ponel

' .,Compony is now well ploced o reolise vo'ue through commerclohslng ’rhe o
“technology after having mvesied opproxm‘ot&y $100:millon‘and & years
. developlng ’rhe ’rechnorogy, in oddmon to |"1 yeors of reseorch by the CSIRO‘,

'in ochzeving Proof of Concept the COI’ﬁpQ"W nos demons’rroted ihe followmg key: ;

' elements .
o  Diling: ond construcilon of \.oruon Energy 's unique ponel design '

s Ignition and commilssloriing o two UCG panels. _
s Over3years of in-field UCG demonstration and operohon o
e 12 months conﬂnuous'«yngos produoﬂon from UCG Panel 2
. _
[ ]

s _Consistent produc sction B
. "Rellobfe opero tion of ln’rernol—combusﬂon-englne dnven eleotncny

- _-'generators -
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B : - : :V(lllldf""-‘d r.ﬂ ponels od]oceni 1o eoch ofher con operoie
o _-_;indeoenoenﬂy : _
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Siraieglcdlreciionconflrmed .,

Cc:rbon Energy ?{ASX _CNX OTCQX CNXAY} has proven lis world Ieadlnq UC

3 _syhgas the reliable generahbn of elecirlcrty cund commercmhsahbn bv é‘{hoﬁ m’ro
the local gnd from its Bloodwood Creek projeci sﬂ‘e near Dclby in su:!h wes‘r
) Queenslqnd . : ) ) . : . . . R

7 i_'off shore II'l addmon 10 our curren’r hrojecié |.n f\l.."ule, Norfh Amenca cnd Europe '

e In ﬂddmon the Company plcms 1o bu. il c's’rrbh_g_ ﬁ_hq’h_ﬁ:i_d[ bdée’ffqr-ifhe_-fpf_u;rg
- -development of fts UCG .t'eiézhno-!og-v%busih.és_.- Gming the valngof isiwe
-'-5|gn|ﬁc0nt resources |n Queenstonu i e ; i
e LSynge _;“.743 F‘J of 2p Rese rves of syngc:s a’f Bloodwdbd : Téék i's{éé'A'ppendtx
: .A) The 'ompcmy w1li worlu mih ihe new Qu ensland Governmen’r ’ro obfcm




engaged c ihlrd pdriy resource consultant to mdependenﬂy ossess the
addﬁlondl coal resources con’rdined in i’rs ledses '

In summary Cdrbon Energy s.core UCG Bt.lslness developed ond suppor*rd ‘hrough :
the followmg key elemem‘s :

N _ Was e)dremelv posmve for ihe bl -slness. "We hdve proven our keysedm fechnology
-_'-works and dre more comeilited than ever to commerclally cpplyang ourUCG _
~ technology. We are best niaced to do this by pdrfnerlng Wlﬂ’l coo] resource QWners' X

_-ond energy users," Mn Dos! 1sa|d




’ _fhe ongomg developmenf of our world Ieuding keyseum 1‘echnology,"_he sr.ud

E Progress updc:tes on 'ihe developmenf of ’rhe Suro’r Bosin Coal resou.ces qnd ihe




| _Convenhondl codl io fund future
| UCG development

Corbon Energy (ASX CNX, OTCQX CNXAY] 1odoy ‘announced; ds pon of its sfrd’reglc'
revlew, that it has been ochvely siudymg ’rhe subsfcnﬂd] cool porenﬂdl ofltsleases
beyond the uses for UCG The Compcny currenﬂy holds 1 400km"’ of coal renemenis '
po’renfic:l[y sultable for open‘cut or underground mlnlng in souihern Queensland’s
Surat Bdsin Of 1hls 1. 400 krn2 only 129km2 is. conidlnod wn"ﬂr‘ rhe Lompdny s MDL374._

_ -The Compony hos prevrously reported 668MT JORC’ lndrf_‘clrbd and Inferrod o
" Resources: (Refer fo Appendix B~ 218MT lndlco'red and 450MT lnferred dt a 2m cut- -
~off) within just 52 km? which includes the MDL areo; Cdrbon Energy has engcged o
third party resource consulion’r ro mdependenﬂv felid=1 fhe crddihonol cocﬂ resources

: -conidlned in 1hese Ieoses. S

.-'-"'__::_:"""Close to I‘CJI| lnfrqsfmciure S .
= Existing exporicnd domesﬂc cool producfs from rhe Suroi Basin. TR

www corbo _energy com. cru e
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$
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s Coql Tenure ln ihe '

drew Crook on +6'I. 419 788 431 or




_ -Appendlx A

' Ilcensed oreo (MDL 374) In energy 1erms ’rhls Is equrvolen’r ’ro anbone 5 enf're gﬂ° /
'suppiy for over 15 yecrrs. - _

ZP Reserve

--Detoils of 1he Cool resource.
e _MDL374 is 99 km2 tenun S : S
-« Current. tenure gHows for demonsiro’non of mulhp]e UCG ponels ond ihe
o production « of up 0 30MW of eleciricﬁy, and : :
. = Applicationfora Mining Lease (which allows full commercial produchon)
~has: been -:u.umlr.ed over opproxlmafely half of 1he MDL oree :

o in crccordonce with the Sor,[eiv of PeIro!eurn Engrneers (SPE) guldellnes 1he reserves In these properﬂes ore '

VArea - e Ccri‘egory S Gross Gas
: o :ﬁ_ | volume(PJ) -
o Bloodwood C.reek o 1P Reserve (Proven) SEUTEE IR | ¥ ¢ F S
- | EPC 867 (nr!w{lng MDL R PN TRS ENPRES
N '374) NS __i 2P Reserves (Proven+ProbobIe) ,ﬁ 7439 o
S 3P Resewes (Proven+ Probc:ble+ |- 10428 """
o Posmble) BRI AT COEY |

io this documenf ln the' form and oonlexf wh1ch It appecrs

YW, carbonenergy c:om' av
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#

AppendixB .
‘Coal Resource Summary *

[ Bloodwood Creek Aus’rrcllc e e o
| Kogan, Australia
| Total Resource -

Noles: * Compeent Pener Siglement - Coal.

- www.carbonenergy.com.au .




-About Carbon Energy
Carbon Energy |s a world Ieoder of c:dvc:nced coal 1echnology Our busmes, rs :

emrssions to mee’r ’rhe mcreasrng globcl demond for new Iow cosf crlternnwe
-'energy sources :

Corbon Energy is heodquon‘ered In Insbqne Aus’rrolla and listed on the Australian
“Securifies Exchange (ASX). The' Company also has-an office in New mrk and i |s
quoied on the OTCQ)( Infernahonol : S \

codl gcrsrflccﬂlon {UCG) lncorporchng a Unlque s:fe selechm rne:ihodology c:nd
‘advanced geclogical and hydrelogical modellmg Keysaum maximises resource
- efficlency. extracting up to:20 fimes more energy from the some resource than cocrl_
~seam gas, whilst mlnlmislng surfcce dlsiurbance ond Jreﬂerving groundwc:’rer quaiity.

- 'Curbon Energy 5 ’rechnologmol advc:n’rage comes fram Its assoclu’rlon with
_ .Austraho $ premler resec:rch c:gency, CSIRO Wthh lncluL.es world—c:lc:_ss R

. .'Ccrbon Energy Is burldmg an: lniemqiloncl por*fmio of cool cssais suiioble for . _
keyseam® and accessible o hlgh value markets. Tha Compony has resources éind.
'-.rlgh’rs to coc:l assetsin pro]ecis ocross Austrolrg Chlle ond the. Unlied Sfcfes

_www.carbonenergy.com:ay -
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- &= Premier of Queensland

For reply pledse guioté; EP/AP - TF/1 314203 - DOC/13/50975

10 APR 2013
Mr Davnd Smith
Chief Operatlons Ofﬁcer
Lin¢ Energy '

 GPO Box 1315
_.BRISBANE QLD 4000

i -Deaer--; ':f‘th @(m )\

_--EiecutweBulldIng )

100 Geoige Streat” Brlsbane

PO Box 75185 Clry East
Qu eensiand 4002 Auslralla
Teiéphone 462 7 3324 4500

Facsimlle. 7617 32213631 _
r.mll lnePremier@premiers qld.gqv'.au
Vabslte www.thepremier.gtd.gov.au

i 'Thank you for your: emaﬂ of 28 February 2013 lnvﬂmg e to be present for: the 51gnmg of an'-'. _

o agreement betWeen Linc. Energy and Exxaro

; Due to my current heavy work schedule, I wont be able to attend the mgmng of lhls_
- sipnificant agreement ‘but 1 want to wish yoir ail the best i in- your busmess deahngs W1th .

' -':Fxxaro and, mdeed all your future operaflons

. exeltmg dcvelopment

“Yours sincerely

' .BELL N’m WT\’.'AN

- RTID82:.pdf - Page Number: 15 of 688




Chris McKenna

From: . The Premier {Ministerial)

Sent: Thursday, 28 February 2013 4:20 PM
To: The Prernier

Subject: FW: Exxaro Signing Ceremony
Attachments: Sipho Nkosi - CEO Exxaro.pdf

From: David Smith [mailto:david.smith@lincenergy.com]
Sent: Thursday, 28 February 2013 3:18 PM

To: Premier

Subject: Exxaro Signing Ceremony

Dear Premier Campbell Newman

Linc Energy is about to sign a significant deal with Exxaro, the second largest coal producer in Africa and has been
rated by Boston Consulting Group as one of the top ten mining companies in the world based on shareholders
return over the past decade. We plan to sign Formal Agreements on Friday 26 April which will formalise the Linc /

TANY o

Exxaro partnership to develop UCG energy projects in Sub-SaharanAfrica {UCG to Power & UCG to GTL).
The three key people that we expect for the above from Exxaro are:

e . Sipho Nkosi (CEO) {see attached front cover of Forbes magazine)
¢ Ernst Venter {Executive GM)
e Danie Mouton (GM Growth)

It would be a greatly appreciated if the Premier and maybe one other minister could be present during this signing,
preferably in the morning but flexible on the day according to your diary. We would be delighted if you could share a
meal with us {breakfast, lunch or dinner) but if time does not permit then we could minimise your time required to

20 mins or stay as long as you would like.

We see this as an opportunity to showcase Queerisland to one of the most influential people in Africa in the
resources sector, attract in bound investmant, promote trade and innovation and stimulate engineering

employment here in Queensland.
Present from Linc Energy will be
o Peter Bond (CEQ & Managing Director)
e Kobus Terblanche (G Afiica)
o Adam Bond {Presidentof Clean Energy)
The signing will be in 8/ Brisbane CBD location still to be determined.

Could you please/indicate your availability at your earliest convenience.

Regards
David

David Smith | E

Chief Operations Officer

P +61732290800 | ™M +61448 138269 | E david.smith@lincenergy.com
1
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32 Edward Street
GPO Box 1315
Brisbane QLD 4000

Australia
P +61 7 3229 0800
F +61 7 3229 6800

Disclaimer Notice: The message and attachment(s) contained in this e-mail are intended for the named recipient(s)
only. It may contain privileged or confidential information or information which is exempt from disclosure under the
applicable laws. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not read, print, retain, copy, distribute, forward or take
any action in refliance on it or its attachment(s). If you have received or have been forwarded this e-mail in error, please
notify us immediately by return e-rail or e-mail linc@lincenergy.com and delete this message from the computer in its
entirety. Internet communications cannot be guaranteed to be secure and error-free as the information (could be
intercepted, corrupted, lost, arrive late or contain viruses. The sender and this Company therefore do not accept any
liability or responsibility of whatsoever nature in the context of this message and its attachment(s) which arises as'a
result of Internet transmission. Opinions, conclusions, representations, views and such other information/in this message
that do not relate to the official business of this Company shall be understood as neither given nor endarsed by it.

This emall, together with any attachments, is intended for the/ named recipient(s)
only; and may contain privileged and confidential information. If raceived in error,
you are asked to inform the sender as guickly as possible and delete this email and
any coplies cof this from your computer system network.

If not an intended recipient ¢f Lthis email, you must not copy, distribute or take any
action{s) that relies on it; any form of disclosure, modification, distribution and

/or publication of this email is also prohibited.

Unless stated otherwise, this email represents only the views of the sender and not
the views of the Quesnsland Government.

Please consider the environment before printing,this email.

2
L
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PREMIER'S MEETING BRIEF .Q\ \‘__A _

Tracking Folder No, TF/13/8108
| Pocument No.DOCH3/67466

To: o -rns*pasmsnf o
| Dateofbrieflng | ______._26Apr|l2013 L
| For meeting with: ~ | Linc Energy - MrPetar Bond (CEO) and Mr Dawd Smrth (Chref'
| _ 'Operatmg Offi cer) _
Formeetingon: | Tussday 30 Api 2073

« RECOMMENDATION _
| Itis recommended that you note the followrng |nformat|on for your meetlnb with Mr Peter
_ _Bond (CEO) and Mr Davnd Smrth (Chlef Operatlng Offlcer), Linc Eneruy, on 3o April 2013

. KEY ISSUES

' .Linc Energy are Ilkely to d|scuss the Underground Coal Gasn’icatron (UCG) trlal

UCG techmcal \nablhty and envrronmental sustamabrllty. and the Government‘
proposed approach to |mplement the overarching Sk recommendatrons

The ISP concluded that the UCG piltot tnal had not gathered sufficient. screntlf' icand

- technical information to demonstrate that the' suf-cleanlng cavity’ approachto
_deoommlsswnmg is envlronmentally safe and sus tainable and that Ilttle or no -

'mformation has been provided on slte reh abllltatlon speclt" ¢ to Queensland UCG

‘The ISP's three overarchlng recommendancns indlcate that the trials’ should _

continue for six months albelt unden s‘rlo onditlons to demonstratethat _

_ _decommlssionmg is: envrronmentallv sat\“ and sustalnable The pllot trials have
~ been unable to demonstrate this

to~da and the ISP recommends that untll

_ -?decommrsslonlng is successfuh,- demonstrated no oommercral facmty commence.

The ISP also provrded eight. additional recommendatlons largely relatlng tothe
-potentral future operatron ofa uLG mdustry in Queensland On 14 February. 2013

'_ -you confirmed your supgort | for the proposed approach to lmplement the R
' ”;overarchmg recommenoations of the panel T _ _

.'.LII'IO (and other tnal p'oponents Carbon Energy and Cougar Energy) have been

: advrsed that an; '3 unformatlon they |denhfy to be. propnetary or factually mcorrect w:ll o

be consrdered DuOI‘ fo any dec|5|on to pubhcly release the ISP report

_ A peer revrew of ihe ISP report |s bsing |mplemented under the ausprces of the '
- Queensland Chief Scientist, Dr Geoff Garrett. At this stage the Department of
' 'Natu-a: Resotirces and Mines (DNRM) propose to consrder any. submlssmns from
- Ling; r_bc,n,:orCougar where provrded S :

e s commlssmned peer rewew of the ISP report carned out'by former Australlan Chlef'
- Sclentlst Professor Robln Batterham AO Thls paper notes that the ISP report '

Approvals by Dlrector!ED! DDG documentsd B
: _ innofesmTRIM AT I




'PREMIER'S MEETING BRIEF

- '_jThe paper by Professor Batterham does hlghl:ght dlffenng oplnlons to the ISP
- partlcularfy_ln relatlon to the proposal that UCG should be COHSIdGI’Ed at depths

o :permnssﬂ:le

- ;UCG proponents En\nronmental Safety and Health.

' = .':Detalled mformatlon onthe envuronmental safety and. health pro"' itic _
- litigation issugs assocnated wnth Llnc Energy (and the othér UCG irial proponents) ls

'_"mc:luded at Attachment

e CONSULTATION

- Jon Grayson.

s -pe:DNRM.Jp~=V
B BACKGROUND
~ The lsp_:prf

| Tracking Foider No. TFAam10S -
: .‘b__d_cgmen':'ng:rz_oich'sfs'n:ss_ -

1

“utlon and

'Vded |ts f" nal rep' _rt' to DNRM on 30 Novembe__'f 012 A copy: of:the

‘report was provided to Linc Energy and the other UCG._,_,_ | proponen
On 26 Febraa"y "013 o

Energy, Cougar Energy)

A Talephone:. 07,3836099]

R abb e Meddlck Approvals by Dnrectorl ED i DDG documented .‘ g
: ~in nates in TRIM . :
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Pages 20 through 22 redacted for the following reasons:

Exempt Sch.3(7) Legal Professional Privilege



Sarah Partosh

e L |
From: Campbell Newman <newman@Inpgld.org.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 28 March 2012 10:29 AM

To: The Premier

Subject: FW: Wild rivers

From: hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 25, 2012 8:54 AM
To: newman@Inpgld.org.au

Subject: Wild rivers

To Mr Newman

I hope your actually consider the affect coal seam gas mining will have on Queensland wild rivers. By removing the
Wild river protection Act you're a condemning our rivers. The damage that you will cause will be irreversible.
Therefore I hope that you honestly consider what it better for Queensland.

You have to options to consider 1. Keep our wild rivers safe from harmful mining. This will protect Indigenous park
ranger jobs, local farming families and the overall health of our water ways_Gr 2. Open our rivers to dangerous
mining and perminently kill and destroy the rivers. This will then cause the Indigenous rangers to lose their jobs
and farming families will lose the livelihood.

I urge you Campbell Newman to choose the right option whichis ciearly option 1. It will ensure the safety of our
rivers and ali those people and animals that rely on the rivers to survive.

Yours sincerely

No virus found In this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2012.0.1913 / Virus Database: 2114/4898 - Release Date: 03/27/12

1
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Sarah Partosh
“

Sent: ursday, arc 58 AM

Cc: Jon Krause; The Premier; mayor@scenicrim.qld.gov.au; Derek Swanborough;
kuringgai@parliament.nsw.gov.au; RossBrown@kyoglevet.com;
Robyn.Parker@parliament.nsw.gov.au; derm@ministerial.gld.gov.au;
leader@Inpgld.org.au

Subject: Re: Lions Rd pipeline and fauna

Dear ministers and councillors

After my third attempt at eliciting some answers from Metgasco about what safeguards they will be putting
in place for wildlife with the Lions Road CSG pipeline, I've still heard nothing from fhem. We should not be
eft in the dark for so long about something that seems likely to impact on the naturai values, lifestyles and
businesses both sides of the birder.

Since quite a few of us are getting very worried about the potential iripacis, and are very unclear on what
exactly happens during and after construction, we would be most appreciative if you could help us find
SOMIC answers

We are not opposed to the mining industry generally, and appreciate its contribution to our country's wealth,
including share-holdings in our seniors' retirement funds etc:; but we need to be kept informed of the local

and regional potential impacts and how these are to be addressed.

Regards

On 22/03/2012, at 6:17 PM-vrote:

Dear Sir/Madam

i5 ird ti sendii se queries on behalf of the_
-(0 since our wildlife does not understand political
boundaries we are cenicerned also with what happens to neighbouring forests below the
border .

This time T am also ec-ing to other parties who may be interested in following up on similar
questions (and hopefully informing

S

e members are very concerned about the potential effects of the pipeline
on local wildlife, and want to know what mitigating measures your company will be taking..

Since my initial queries I have heard that your company will be tunnelling undemeath
Running Creek. Residents nearby tell me that in extreme flood conditions the ground

shakes here like a minor earthquake - have your engineers considered this and can ensure no
damage causing [eakage into groundwater?

1
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An additional question for the section through the Border Ranges National Parks (part of the
World Heritage forests, and the only fully-forested link between the western and eastern
halves of the Border Ranges NP) is whether you can absolutely guarantee that the pipeline
will disrupt only the road, and not the surrounding forest? Many of us find it hard to imagine
the pipeline taking as many twists and turns as the road currently does, and this section of
road is extensively used by wildlife, including a number of the species specifically
mentioned in the World Heritage values literature pertaining to this region.

My original message follows:
Dear Sirs

The members o_ are concerned about a number of factars regarding wildlife
and the construction of the Lions Road CSG pipeline (which happens to run through one of
Australia's biodiversity 'hotspots")

1. Willit actually be just a pipeline or is there likely to be a number of feeder stations
constructed along this route (either by Matgasco or other companies)?

2. How do you propose to cross the creeks in a way that wiil-ensure the pipeline is not
damaged and also protect the integrity of the creek and adjacent vegetation? Those of
us living in southeast Queensland know how dramaticaily the waters of Christmas Creek,
Running Creek and others are hurtled down the vaileys, ugrooting trees, tossing large
boulders along, destroying bridges and roads efc. Damage to the pipeline is something
your company surely does not want, and such daimage could also pollute the water
throughout the rest of the catchment. If tunnelling under the creek, do you propose to
somehow divert the course of the creek while doing so, and how? How much riparian
vegetation will be removed during the construciion?

3. Many thousands of animals have been fallirg/into trenches in other parts of Queensland
where such pipelines are laid. Many have beéen rescued: many haven't. Are you
intending to erect temporary wildlife-proof fances along each side of the trenches,
especially at night and especially inlocalities of very high biodiversity such as the border
region of NSW and Qld? Will spciter-catchers be employed to rescue animals throughout
construction?

4. will the pond opposite the turmnoffto the Border Loop (Lions Road, NSW) currently so
rich in froglife, and which appears to be the point at which the pipeline actually joins
Lions Road, be drained or otherwise affected during the construction?

5. What happens re habitat restoration after the laying of the pipeline? We have heard that
everything will be cleared (0 a width of 30m, except for the section of Lions Road
adjoining the BorderRanges National Park. This will interfere with the natural movement
of wildlife apart from those species which are strong fliers or comfortable traveling across
open, altered landscapes (very many species do not fall into either group). National
Parks and other conservation areas provide essential protection, but many species need
to move across boundaries (finding food, genetic interchange, seeking new territories,
regular rrigrations, nomadism etc.). Will wildlife corridors be re-established at multiple
poiris along this route? Do you have any provisions in the interim to assist animal
movement during construction (e.g. glider poles, or leaving some habitat strips crossing
the: pipeline)?

6. Has an extensive fauna survey been conducted? Environmental consultancies often
resutlin very inadequate jnformation because they are conducted over only a few days
and often in one season.hholds some information on local wildlife and
links to others which could be of assistance here in working out a plan to minimize
disruption, but we suspect that there is much relevant information yet to be gleaned.

7. Has the IUCN been notified about the pipeline passing through World Heritage forests?
8. Approximately how long will it take to construct each km of pipeline?

Yours sincerely
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Sarah Partosh

From: Premiers Master

Sent: Friday, 30 March 2012 1:54 PM

To: The Premier

Subject: FW: Coal Seam Gas and Futures Studies
Importance: High

Daniel

App Team, Department of the Premier and Cabinet

+61 7 303 30608

—--0riginal Message—--

From: Premiers Master

Sent: Wednesday, 28 March 2012 12:59 PM
To: Premiers Master

Subject: Coal Seam Gas and Futures Studies

Importance: High

Subject: Coal Seam Gas and Futures Studies
Name:
Email: @gmail.com

Message:
Dear Mr. Newman

Firstly congratulations on your recent election.

Below is a link to a recent study at the University of Sydney that argues that our approach to Coal Seam Gas
exploration is not as wise or thoughtful as it couid be.

The opportunity exists for us to take a diffeiant approach to the future of CSG. It so happens that the University of

the Sunshine Coast has some of the' woild's leading practitioners of the discipline required to address this challenge
of planning the future for difficult or cententious projects. They belong to the Futures Studies program (which [ am

studying), and can offer profound insight into how to better mitigate the risks of a project such as CSG.

| hope someone bothers to read this and actually digest the information. We have a responsibility to future
generations, and CSG faiis thai test.

here is the link: bttp://www.physorg.com/news/2012-03-current-coal-seam-gas-approach.html

Sincerely,
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Sarah Partosh

L T
From: Premier <premier@ministerial.qld.gov.au>

Sent: Tuesday, 3 April 2012 2:46 PM

To: The Premier

Subject: FW: Moratorium on coal seam gas and liquid natural gas mining in Australia

From: premier@nsw.gov.au [mailto:premier@nsw.gov.au]

Sent: Monday, 2 April 2012 9:47 PM

To: Premier

Subject: Moratorium on coal seam gas and liguid natural gas mining in Australia

Dear Minister

| object to the Federal and State governments' broad approval of coal seam gas exploration and
LNG processing throughout our farm, conservation and water catchment lands, and demand all
CSG drilling and extraction be suspended until these issues are resolved:

-Given the recent csg contamination incidents in the Queensland Surat Basin by Australia Pacific
LNG, Cougar Energy in Kingaroy and AGL in the Hunter Valley NSW, it is clear the exploration
companies are given far too much autonomy. Authority, access and cost reimbursement must be
given to non-pecuniary environmental organisations to'monitor the companies' gas exploration
and extraction.

- A study of Environmental Assessments submitied to the Department of Planning reveal that
many lots for core drilling and extraction are selected because they are already on disturbed land,
and given the environmental nod because according to the exploration company paid assessor,
no endangered fauna or flora reside on that ini/s. Yet the lots are not monitored for a full four-
season cycle, nor wildlife migratory movement, nor the impact on the biodiversity, soil fertility &
water purity on adjacent lots and 'downistream.’ Full environment impact assessments need to be
conducted by non-pecuniary, fully qualifizd professionals from a bank or pool of individuals who
won't be penalised or blacklisted in the future for submitting a negative or pro-development
assessment.

- Fines for environmental damage should exceed the potential profits generated by the deliberate
or accidental damage, and shotild be fully enforced. (eg a $100,000 fine for illegal land clearing
will not dissuade a deveioper that is likely to make a $2,000,000 profit on the degraded and likely
to be rezoned land}

- State and Federal legislation, such as the NSW State Environmental Planning Policy 2007
should be amended te'conserve and protect our water catchment, conservation lands and
agriculture laids frorm mining, petroleum and gas exploration. It is incredibly short-sighted and
avaricious for Mining and Petroleum exploration to have priority over the environment and
agriculture. What good will billions of $ profit to overseas companies such as Santos or Peabody
do for Australia if we can no longer trust our water supply, and have to import the bulk of our food
to feed our nation?

-All Federal and State governments need to employ a system of transparency for the planning of
degradation, exploration, extraction and impact on the iand that we all own. The CSG industry as
it stands in Australia may generate billions of dollars for large overseas companies for the next 30
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years, but is likely to cost our country many billions of dollars in lost farm production, contaminated
drinking water , health issues and biodiversity loss.

No mining should be done in water catchment areas full stop. No exceptions.

Yours faithfully,

bigpond.com
P.O.bo

This email, together with any attachments, is intended for the named recipient{s}
onliy; and may contain privileged and confidential infermation. If received in error,
you are asked to inform the sender as quickly as possible and delete this email and
any copies of this from your computer system network.

If not an intended reciplent of this email, you must not copy, distribute or take any
action(s) that relies on it; any form of disclosure, modification, distribution and

Jor publication of this email is also prohibited.

Unless stated otherwise, this email represents only the views of the sender and not
the views of the Queensland Government.

Flease consider the environment before printing thds jemail.
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met 40" April 2012

|te No . .
R . . . . . 1 FW" u:..: - i P
Coal Seam Gas Now Buying Our Silence

Qccel have purchased over 118,000 ha of prime land in our area, with approx. 45,000 ha
under. negotlatrons making them one of the Iargest owners of Prime Land i in Q]d with therr

goal being 250 000 ha.

-Why. bécause it is cheaper than conformlng to government regulations or woi <mg"wit_h th_e
local communrty /

They are 1|terally stnpprng our communrty and buylng our silence: They are like/the railway
companles in the Amerlca in the 1900’s, pushrng their way through. We wil b' nke the otd
time England where we rent our land from the master

It is cheaper for them to purchase land than to pay our farmers & fair rent prlce Addttronally
and larger cost savmgs to the gas company, they can hide the CSG impact by the owning
land. Reducing the costs of compilance and reducrng comp.arnts No fines for breachlng
pohcy Have you noted the padiocks on their gates? They can hide their EiS breaches.

An example of _th"is_ cost Sav_i_ng is their directive not to muich vegetation unless requested by
the owner (QGC) (Coal Miries can't do this or Power companies under the power act. They
work with the community). '

Thrs means of the 3, 000km: of plpelrnes 2,000km of agcess tracks will all be pushed up
lea\nng bare earth sedlment issues and creating fire hazard around live plpellnes and gas
wells. Wlth La Nifia now oﬁlorally over and the dry returmng fire i is areal threat. This is only
descrrbrng damage created by QGC not to mantion Origin, Santos and Arrows damage yet

to start, How iuch is our community werth, hiow many hectares will the other buy'? The
-mlnlng tOWns are standlng up to the kig piavs, we need to do the same

Now they are’ dlscussmg cost saving in dust suppressron by reducmg water on thelr roads
What is next‘7

Are we and our govemment rote r,tors going to-allow some young engineers in Brisbane
desrgn our communlty? Mowe are allowmg hefshe to design a gas field. They weren't here
through the last dro_ught

Don't sell or if you then at jeast revaluate the value your land is to QGC and the others.
They did not menition fhis “strategy” in their community meetings!
Rl

- Chingtifiia
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Sarah Partosh

From: o dodo com.au>

Sent: Thursday, 12 April 2012 12:49 PM
To: The Premier

Subject: Coal Seam Gas in Australia

Dear Campbell

You came to Beaudesert recently and | met you at Jon Krause’ headquarters.

We had a quick chat about coal seam gas.

| trust that you will make sure that the Scenic Rim area is never bothered with Coal Seani-gas exploration or drilling
ever again and the whole area is hoping for legislation that protects this area for the future.

We are also very interested to see if there will be a moratorium or some sort of hold on Coal Seam gas permits until
the science is fully examined and the possible risks to the environment including our air and water, have been

determined.

This is a major issue in this area. It cannot be underestimated, as there/is widespread concern about our future. The
issue of Coal Seam Gas has been discussed in all of the ‘meet the candidates’ sessions that | have, so far, attended.

Good luck with your new role. | look forward to hearing from vou.

1 []
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Sarah Partosh

- L A
From: Premier <premier@ministerial.qld.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 13 April 2012 2:47 PM
To: The Premier
Subject: FW: Coal seam gas we are all screwed
From: SIS EesonalioMmaion ] @bigpond.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 April 2012 8:11 AM
To: 'LNP Leader Campbell Newman'
Subject: FW: Coal seam gas we are all screwed

| would like to know your thoughts on this.

Thankyol ]

From: N
Sent: Friday, 13 April 2012 6:59 AM

To: "Undisclosed-Recipient: ;"@connect.com.au

Subject: Fw: Coal seam gas we are all screwed

Subject: Coal seam gas we arg ail screwed

If you live in Brisbane and thought you'd never have to worry about
Coal Seam Gas in YOURback yard, think again.......

Coal seam gas tenements in Brisbane suburbs

A large coal seam'gas exploration permit has been granted over a
large part of Brisbane's western suburbs.

The permit, known as EPP641 is owned by BNG Pty L'td which is a
subsidiary of the large CSG company, Arrow which is, in turn,
owned 50-50 by the multi-national corporations, PetroChina and
Shell;

Suburbs of Brisbane covered by the EPP include Moggill, Pullenvale,
Karana Downs and Brookfield and the tenement comes within a
kilometre or so of the Kenmore shopping centre.

Lock the Gate Alliance president, Drew Hutton, said it should come
as no surprise that resource companies would look for coal or gas in
metropolitan areas. '

1
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"Dart Energy, also owned by PetroChina and Shell, is drilling in the
inner suburbs of Sydney, there are coal seam gas EPPs over
Toowoomba, the Acland coal mine expansion has taken out the town
of Acland and there are coal exploration permits over parts of
Maryborough," Mr Hutton said.

"These companies don't like to acknowledge limits and the state
government is reluctant to impose them on resource companies,

"For example, Arrow's recently-completed environmental impact
statement allows for coal seam gas wells to be placed within 200
metres of someone's house.

"Anyone living in Brisbane who thinks they are necessarily removed
from the risks of high-impact resource extraction near them should
think again,” Mr Hutton said.

This emzil, together with any attachments, is intended for the named recipient(s)
only; and may contaln privileged and confidentiald! iyiformation. Tf received in error,
you are asked to inform the sender as gquickly as possible and delete this email and
any cocpiles of this from your cemputer system network:

If not an intended reciplent of this email, you must not copy, distribute or take any
action(s] that relies on it; any form of disclosure, modification, distribution and

/or publication of this email is also prohibited.

Unless stated otherwise, this email represents only the views of the sender and not
the views of the Queensland Government

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Sarah Partosh

L L - |
From: Premier <premier@ministerial.gld.gov.au>

Sent: Friday, 13 April 2012 2:49 PM

To: The Premier

Subject: FW: CSG and Jeff Seeney

From IS EEEOINOEON o bigpond. com]
Sent: Thursday, 12 April 2012 3:25 PM
To: Premier; Deputy Premier; Agriculture; Environment; Natural Resources; Energy and Water

Subject: CSG and Jeff Seeney
Dear LNP MP’s of Qld,

While watching Channel 10 News last night (11t April 2012), | saw Mr Jeff Seeney addressing
Representatives of the Energy and Gas Corporations.

| was disgusted to hear him say that the subject of CSG is a “plaything for political opportunists who trade
in emotions and misinformation”. After only a few of weeks in Gavernment, how dare he make such a
statement when Queenslanders have real concerns regarding CSG issues.

Rural and City Folk of Queensland have done research and are disturbed that our Land, our Important
Food Growing Agricultural Land, our Water (inc Great Artesian Basin) and our Air are under threat by C5G
Corporations. | do not want any of these resources compromised or destroyed by C5G. As yet, CSG
technology is not a safe proven science. | want sustainability not contamination for the future generations

of this state.

As Public Servants, who have recently takeri an oath regarding the duty to the people of Queensland, you
are obliged to act on our behalf. As Public Servants, you are responsible for the Care of the Land, Air and
Water of this great State. As | have lived in Queensland for 61 years since | was born, | demand that more
independent investigations be conducted regarding all the risks involved with CSG. | have also sent similar
correspondence regarding these issues 1o the previous Labor Government.

| know that the Rural and the City folk of Queensland are all FRACKED because the Energy Corporations
and the Politicians do not give @ FRACK about the Land, Air, Water and the Sustainability of the Farmlands
that grow our Food. Unferiunaiely, the Corporations have been running and ruling this State for too

long....

As a member of the cormninunity, | vow to NEVER change my views and opposition to CSG Mining.........

Yours faithfully,

This email, together with any attachments, is intended for the named recipient(s)
only; and may contain privileged and confidential informaticn. If received in error,
you are asked to inform the sender as quickly as possible and delete this email and
any coplies of this from your computer system network.
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If not an intended recipient of this email, you must not copy, distribute or take any
action(s] that relies on it; any form of disclosure, modification, distribution and
/or publication of this email is also prohibited.

Unless stated otherwise, this email represents only the views of the sender and not
the views of the Queensland Government.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Sarah Partosh

T S |
From: Premier <premier@ministerial.qld.gov.au>

Sent: Friday, 13 April 2012 2:57 PM

To: The Premier

Subject: FW: Safeguarding people and the environment against CSG extraction

From:FISREOTOMAON N @hotmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, 12 April 2012 6:58 AM
To: Premier
Subject: Safeguarding people and the environment against C5G extraction

Dear Premier,

| am writing to express my concerns about the rapid expansion of the coal seam gas (CSG) industry in Queensland.

As an Australian whose home town is Roma (in the Surat Basin area being exploited by the CSG industry), | am
angry at the failure of the previous Queensland Government to protect the interests of people and the environment.

| am calling on you to:

Curtail expansion of CSG extraction until it can be demonstrated that the risks are manageable.
Implement measures without delay to safeguard the environaent and communities from existing CSG

operations.

You and the Government must be aware of the unacceptabie riziks of these developments, and the strong and
growing public opposition to them.

Itis utterly reckless and shortsighted to be approving these developments before environmental protection can be
guaranteed. The short-term economic gains of CSG extraction cannot compensate for the potential
cumulative environmental damage and longer terin costs.

CSG extraction:

» Involves damage fo aquifers, and the contamination and depletion of water supplies;
» Wil diminish the productive capacity of food-producing land;

s Threatens the health and well-being of pecple and wildlife; and

» s inconsistent with steps taken-to reduce carbon pollution.

The CSG industry is not compaiible with existing agriculture, tourism and other businesses that provide a broad
regional economic base and sustainable employment for many people.

CSG extraction is currentiy being allowed in Queensland before science has had time to study the risks and
cumulative impacts. Thiess hremature authorisations, unsupported by proper regulation, seriously threaten the
environment, rural-amenity; industries and food production capacity. The effects could potentially be devastating

and may last for centuries.

Australia does not need CSG. Fugitive emissions during CSG extraction and transportation may make its total
lifecycle carbon emissions higher than those from coal when measured over a 20 year period. Australia is already
experiencing the effects of climate change caused by burning fossil fuels. Climate change will have an increasingly
severe environmental and financial cost for Queensland and Australia.

The cost of delaying a transition to clean energy technologies is immense.

It is imperative that the Queensland Government act prudently and swiftly te guide the economy into a low carbon era
and towards sustainability.
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You and the Queensland Government have a duty to ensure:

praotection of our water resources, including underground water sources;
protection of our agricultural land for food production;

protection of cur bushland and wetlands;

protection of our Aboriginal and cultural heritage ; and

protection of the health of all citizens;

VW

The people of Queensland have recently elected you and your Government ta govern in the lang term interests of all
residents.

The Queensland Government has a responsibility to take effective action without delay to safeguard people
and the environment against CSG extraction.

Sincerely,

This emall, together with any attachments, is intended for the named recipient (s)
only; and may contain privileged and confidential information. If received in error,
you are asked to inform the sender as quickly as possibleand delete this email and
any copies of this from your computer system network/

If not an intended recipient of this email, you muwst \not copy, distribute or take any
action(s) that relies on it; any form of disclosuare, modification, distribution and

/or publication of this email is also prohibited.

Unless stated ctherwise, this email representslbonly the views of the sender and not
the views of the Queensland Government.

Please consider the enviromment before printing/this email.
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Sarah Partosh

From: PSRRI @yahoo com.au>

Sent: Sunday, 15 April 2012 8:08 PM
To: The Premier
Subject: To Campbell Newman!

To Mr Newman

| spoke to one of your workers at your campaign office before the election. She assured me that yeu would place a
moratarium on future CSG mining in queensland while a review on the

Please do what is in your heart and help the people.

Tell me why the big rush for gas? What is coming. | have no children of my own but do love my nieces and know
there's a reason for the big gas boom.

If there's nothing coming why is the government sacrificing the water, larn@ and drinking water for gas?
I've seen gasland!!!

I won't stop asking and telling people. unless you tell me why and ccmpensate me!

! g
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Sarah Partosh

. -
From: gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, 16 April 2012 10:16 PM

To: The Premier

Subject: Reporting on Coal Searn Gas

Dude, not cool on the Coal Seam Gas issue.

Fully not in support.

Make jobs for things that are sustainable, because that'll make you a great government 1u the future.
I'm usually all for you, and I believe you know what you're doing, but Campbell / the LNP you guys are

wrong on this one.

Don't be dicks to the planet, it's just as necessary as all the rest of it.

Regards, [
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Sarah Partosh

From: EEREESR e @ mac.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 17 April 2012 3:49 PM

To: The Premier; leader@Inpgld.org.au; newman@Inpqgld.org.au

Subject: Fwd: ARTICLE FROM 'THE AUSTRALIAN' NEWSPAPER COVERING SOME

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FROM THE PROJECTED ARROW ENERGY COAL SEAM
GAS / LNG PLANT

Mr Premier, I suggest that you put a sock in Seeney's moutit so that he
can quietly read the national newspapers to see the real situation in
Gladstone.

Seeney needs to return to Gladstone and personally apolgise to all of
those who have fought so hard to retain the GRB and Natural
Environment right along the coast.

Do not allow him to return here if he is going to jump into bed with the
senior Labor Party managers of the GPC and facilitate the removal of
the GBRWHA. '

We have fought too hard to allow people’such as Seeney to destroy the
environmental future of our Children, Grand Children and beyond. You
obviously do not know what is really happening here but I can assure
you that Seeney's actions are ensuring that the Labor Party are going to
pick up a lot of seats in the Federal Election and it will be totally
because of Seeney's big mouth and lack of knowledge or consideration
for the people of Queensiand or do you dispute the facts as they are
revealed in the National Press.

Begin forwarded message:

Subject; ARTICLE FROM 'THE AUSTRALIAN' NEWSPAPER
COVCRI.".'L: SOME ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FROM THE
PROJECTED ARROW ENERGY COAL SEAM GAS / LNG PLANT

http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/csg-plant-will-have-effect-on- reef—
animals/story-fnaxx2sv-1226328230585
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CSG plant 'will have effect on reef animals’

by: Jared Owens

From: The Ausitralian

April 17, 2012 12:00AM

ARROW Energy's coal-seam gas liquefaction plant will have widespread and
"possibly irreversible” impacts on some of the Great Barrier Reef's critically
endangered animal populations.

The project's environmental impact statement, published by Arrow yesterday,
predicts that up to 1.1 million cubic metres of sea floor will need to be dredged in
waters off Curtis [sland to accommodate the massive ships designed to ferry the
resource to international markets.

Arrow's project, one of three liquefied naiural gas plants slated for Gladstone's Port
Curtis, represents a $15 billion initial investinent, is expected to employ more than
6000 temporary workers in its two construction phases and will hire 600 permanent
staff to operate the facility.

But Port Curtis and its surrcunding waters are also a habitat for several protected

species of turtles, whales, dolphins, porpoises and dugongs, and conservationists
are concerned about the more than 10,000 extra boat journeys required to service
the plant each year.

The EIS study area is home to six of the world's seven surviving species of marine
turtle, two of which, the leatherback and hawksbill, have been deemed "critically
endangercd” by the International Union for Conservation of Nature.

The area'is situated entirely within a state-imposed dugong protection area, where
herds of about 140 animals are known to feed on abundant seagrass.

Even if speed limits and propeller guards were imposed on vessels accessing the
plant, Arrow's EIS says the impact of boat strikes on marine turtle and dugong

2 L]
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populations would be "widespread, long-lasting and result in substantial and possibly
irreversible change”.

However, the EIS says, the overall significance of boat strikes to turtles, dugongs
and cetaceans would be moderate, defined as "short-term and result in changes that
can be ameliorated with specific environmental management controls”.

The public has six weeks provide feedback on the EIS.
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Sarah Partosh

e
From: Warhurst, Di (SEN) <Di.Warhursi@aph.gov.au> on behalf of Committee, EC (SEN)
<ec.sen@aph.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 20 April 2012 12:18 PM
To: The Premier
Subject: Senate Environment and Communications Legislation Committee: Inquiry into the

EPBC {Independent Scientific Committee on Coal Seam Gas and Large Coal Mining
Development) Bill 2012 [Provisions]

ﬁ

AETRATIS &
Sy

. ‘h,,s_m

THE SENATE

STANDING COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND COMNUNICATIONS

PO Box 6100, Parliament House
Canberra ACT 2600

Tel: (02) 6277 3526

Fax: {02) 6277 5818

Email: ec.sen@aph.gov.au

20 April 2012
Dear Premier

Inquiry into Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Independent Scientific
Committee on Coal Seam Gas and Large Coal Mining Development ) Bill 2012 [Provisions]

Thank you for your submission relating to the above inquiry.

In accordance with Committee proceduresyour submission has been accepted and authorised for publication by the
Committee. This provides your submission with the protection of parliamentary privilege.

Please note, publication of your submission includes it being loaded onto the internet under the name of the
Queensland Government, biut with contact details removed, and being available to other interested parties including
the media.

The Committee prefers to make submissions public but will consider requests to keep a submission, or parts of it, or
the author's ideriticy; contidential. You have not indicated any concern about confidentiality, however, if you have
concerns please contact’the Secretariat urgently following receipt of this letter.

Information on the inquiry and submissions received by the Committee is available on the inquiry website at:
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary Business/Committees/Senate Committees?url=ec ctte/epbc_coalseamgas

2012/index.htm

At the conclusion of the inquiry, the Committee will report to the Senate. A copy of the report will be loaded onto
the internet and may be accessed at the same web address.
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If you have any other questions, please contact the Committee Secretariat via email at ec.sen@aph.gov.au or phone
02 6277 3526.

Yours sincerely

Sophie Dunstone
Acting Committee Secretary
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Dear Campbell

m.aui e e

Firstly,: "ng_ atulatlo' _s—on—yeurmresou ndinq vu:\ ory in the
State elections. | am normally a ALP voter, but did not vote for'them in
: these electlons for several reasons, one of WhICh was their attltude towards
: al industries intrusion into the Scenic Rl\m

Many of the local pacple in the Beal .
your man, Jon Krause, in this election, solely because of your stated views
regardlng CSG and coal in the Scenic Rim, ie( from the political Ieaflet
enclosed \mth this Ietter) T he whole community in our areacannot
understand the reasons why the ALP Govt alloWed exploratory drllllng in
'this area.

- Mt wife annd myself would welcome you here N
-m: 50 that you can have a closer look at how

beautiful this area is, and what a travesty it would be to have CSG or coal
development in ..h s area.
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' out here" that the urban po ulatlon having no dlrect exposure to the CSG

_-an' | Coal industries, feel that it is nota problem that the v have to deal wath .

which we felt
was a price worth paying to bring awareness of the issues to the t.,ubuc. |

.. ... - Canwe askyoutodo 2 thmgs for us. In duz course I

| reallse as you are. still setthng into your new ]ob

1 Confirm that you and your LNP Government will ™

 planning to make sure the Scenic Rim is protected

Lo Best of Iuck in transformlng this wonderfulstateofours n
' mto what it deserves. = : s o

 Regards
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Pages 47 through 48 redacted for the following reasons:

s.73 Personal Information
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Sarah Partosh

Sent: Sunday, 22 April 2012 10:28 AM
Cc The Premier; Glass House Electorate Office
Subject: Coal Seam Gas: First incidence of contaminated bore/aquifer in Pilliga, NSW

Julia Gillard, PM (send separately via Premier's website, cc's within my local State Parliament)
Campbell Newman, Qld Premier
Andrew Powell, MP, Minister

Below a letter from a local farmer in the Pilliga, NSW-_

CSG exploration fields.
I am a student at USC Qld and have looked into the research done on coal seam gas mining and found many

reasons to be very concerned on a number of levels due to the unsubstantiated statemients and obvious
complexities and known and unknown effects of the drilling process as well as the unavoidable above
ground impacts.

I urge Australia to place a moratorium on this destructive industry now and move into renewables
immediately.

Our future, our lives and our country are at stake from the longterm consequences of this industry as it
stands.

Regards,

I 22 April 2012
-Letter:

21 April 2012

"Am I the first in NSW to suffer Aquifer Contamination from the CSG Industry?”

To All,
Guess what I have just received back as being a major problem with my Bore Water?

Before 1 tell you, let me say this my bareis 72 m deep and has a standing water level of 57 m, and up until
one month ago pure (85 total ppm)tow salt (22 ppm), with alkalinity total of CaCO3 (9 ppm} and sulphate
{0.51 mg/L), clear as crystal and no-smell or taste.
The bore is located in the Southerii Recharge Zone of the GAB (Great Artesian Basin) and just 1500 metres
from the Dewhurst 8 Pilot Praduction Wells located on the North Eastern side of the PEL known as 238
(SANTOS)
my water was of exceptional quality up until 1 month ago when it suddenly developed a very nasty smell
(something between rotiing vegetation and sewer-like old stagnant storm water drain), and left a metallic
taste in the mouth, also-my water now has a pH of 5.6, where as before we had a slight Calcium build-up
now that is going./ These Bacteria produce acid forming by-products which are to a large degree soluble in
water,
Well, today Santos came back to me with a brief note from a Company called Baseline: My bore is
contaminated with Sulphate Reducing Bacteria (RBR), most probable number 2400 SRB per 100mL).
And today while a Sample was being taken there were “floaties”in the water and it stank.
A letter from the laboratory note tells me that my water should not be used for domestic purposes, it also
says the most likely contamination source is animal nutrients, but we have no intensive feed lots on or
within 50 km of our place, so Santos is a bit shy there. We also have a very thick clay barrier located no
more than 1000 mm between us and the material below and the first water aquifer located as indicated by

1
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our drill log (and 1 was there the whole time the well was drilled) was about 50 m from the surface. So you
can rule out pollution from the free range stock on my land.

Next to look at is what activities have been done locally of late, and that brings me to 2 dams (one on my
place that is 2.75 m deep) and one next door (depth unknown, but it is at least deeper than the scrapper that
dug it) and the CSG Pilot, also next door.

Biocide Compounds are often added to water to inhibit the microbial activity of the Sulphate Reducing
Bacteria in order to avoid anaerobic methane and to minimise potential production loss.

This Biocide is also added to the Drilling water to reduce contamination of the Aquifers during the Drilling
process. Eastern Star Gas made a big thing of this when trying to convince the public at large how safe their
drilling methods were.

Santos even said they had a spill of a Biocide Chemical in December 2011 (250 litres).

Well, I wonder now if that Biocide has not escaped into the Aquifer system that supplics my Stock and
Domestic Bore and what [ am now seeing are the results of killing off the natural ‘Sulphate-Reducing
bacteria and their bodies coming through the system, or for some reason they have had a large population
explosion because they love concrete and iron and guess what are plentiful ia CSG FIELD?  _

All I know for sure is my water supply is stuffed and the cause of it is Sulphate-Reducing Bacteria and they
did not come from the free range sheep on my land.

Not all aquifers are rock structured, some are old filled over river and lake beds and my bore bought up
large stones and sections of iron stone along with sand while being developed for 6 hours straight, so my
aquifer falls into the non-consolidated rock group (as described above).

You be the judge of what | am saying and please correct me or provide more information if you wish.

Am [ the first in NSW to suffer Aquifer Contamination from the CSG Industry?

1
Australia
Phone:
iPhone
mail.com
http:/ftwitter.co

u
http:wordpress.com/
http://www.facebook.comIZSE=

2
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Postal Address

Property Address

Fax I

19" April, 2012

Premier Campbell Newman

Postal Address
PO Box 15185

City East Q 4002
Dear Premier

| write with urgency upon your great victory, items which require Immediate attention in
the south east corner of Queensland ~especially in Strathine, Brendale and Warner.

problems.

1. Coalseam gas {a moratorium is necessary)

2. Koaly bear legislation (needs to be _repéaied, bécause it has made land worthless) |
have subdivided in thesouth 'é_as't.col_fher of Queensland for 60 years and have never
seen a koala. |

3. Elimination of flying foxes (Hendra virus and Liesie)

4. Elimination of fruit flies

5. Urgent update of Strathpine Road,'vapi_e_ Road — Bald Hills flats, the congestion of
Gymple road through to Petrie. Access to and from Str_ath_plhe' is almost impossible
from the Bruce highiway. ' |
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b. Head worlc; charges are completely out of hand and has becomes extortlon

7 .’F’enaltv rates should be ellmlnated or else shoppmg centres will close Many shops -
are closed riow or wnII be: when thew leases expire, For eg which shop at Westf‘ elds
-would vou hke for free?

| therefore request a round table conference wrthout delay, wrth yourself BarnabyJoyce
P&ter Duttan, Seath Holswrch Mark Bowden (son) Terry Orreal — past cana.onte for
National party, Mayor of Moreton Bay Councd Bruce Mclver (Presrdent LNPyand all related

mlmsters

) §operators that they wﬂl repiace aII the damage that has been dom_ and water stored
Z(Impossrble) It will rum all undergrouncl streams, wh:ch means farmmg Iand WI|| be

worthIESs

Labour has Iost |ts way, but the LNP should have sm‘med them for the sake of Queensland
BUT.it is not too Iate I hope.

The sooner-we meet the easier it will b to prioritise the work to be done.

Yours siricerely

VO

(v

%,

2
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PREMIER’S BRIEFING NOTE Tracking Folder No. TF/12/10030

Policy Document No. DOG/12/81578
To: THE PREMIER Approved / Not Approved / Noted
Date: 30 April 2012 Premier .......ccoiiii e
Subject: Coal Seam Gas: Draft Underground Water Date . ;o
Impact Report for the Surat Cumulative
Management Area Date Action Required by: ..../..../.....
Requested by: ..ol
(if appropriate)

« RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that you note:

the following Ministers have been briefed on the content of the diafi Surat
Underground Water Impact Report (UWIR):
o the Honourable Jeff Seeney MP, Deputy Premier, Miriister for State
Development, Infrastructure and Planning
o the Honourable Andrew Powell MP, Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection
o the Honourable Mark McArdle, Minister for £nergy and Water Supply
o the Honourable John McVeigh, Minister far Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry
o Ms Lisa France, Assistant Minister for Natural Resources and Mines,
that the draft Surat UWIR may be released for public consultation on 10 May 2012,
and the final UWIR is due to the Chief Executive of the Department of Environment
and Heritage Protection (DEHP) by 18/duiy 2012.

* KEY ISSUES

Chapter three of the Water Act 200G (theé Act) requires the Queensland Water
Commission (the commission) to issue an UWIR 14 months after a Cumulative
Management Area (CMA) is deciared (the Surat CMA was declared on 18 March
2011). However, section 370 of the Act provides for the Chief Executive to extend
this timeframe and this has already occurred once (to 18 July 2012).

The contents of a UWIR are specified in the Act (section 376) and there are also
statutory requirements for at least 20 business days of public consultation prior to
finalisation. _

Under the Act, Corl Seam Gas (CSG) operators are required to enter into ‘'make
good agreemenis’ with registered bore owners. These agreements set out the
operator’s obligation to maintain water supply in the event that an existing bore has
its production capacity impaired because of draw down on the supply aquifer.
Finalisation of the UWIR triggers a mandatory process for make good agreements
for bores identified by the report as likely to be impaired within three years.

The diaft UWIR prepared by the commission:

o is a detailed document which, while it satisfies the requirements of the Act, is
not ‘user friendly’

o predicts that, of the approximately 21 000 private bores that exist in the
CMA, 85 may be impaired by more than the trigger threshold (a drawdown
of more than 5 metres) within three years, and 528 bores may be impaired in
the long term (i.e. any time after three years)

Action Officer: Bernadette Zerba Approvals by Director /ED / DDG
Area: Environment and Resources Policy  documented in nofes in TRIM
Telephone; 54879
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PREMIER’S BRIEFING NOTE Tracking Folder No. TFA2/10030

Policy

Jon Grayson
Director-General

Document No. DOC/12/81578

o predicts that, in addition 13 identified natural spring complexes (out of 330)
and 22 water course springs (out of 43) may be affected. However, only five
spring complexes are predicted to exceed the trigger drawdown of 20
centimetres in the long term,

The Department of the Premier and Cabinet (DPC) understands that the relevant
Ministers (notably the Deputy Premier and Ministers Cripps and Powell) have
agreed that the draft UWIR be released for public consultation as soon a5
practicable. DPC also understands that the Deputy Premier has briefed members of
the Surat Basin Engagement Group on the release plan (including proposed
release dates and that pre-release briefings with CSG industry and community
members are intended immediately prior to release).

Community concerns that are likely to emerge with release af the UWIR include the
predicted impacts on aquifers (especially the Walloon Coal Measures). Opponents
of CSG extraction are likely to claim that it confirms the uincertainty regarding
impact on underground water, shows that the impaci may continue for at least

80 years and doesn’t address water quality issuss.

Concern has also been raised that there may e many bores, which are not
mapped. DPC has been advised that the bulk ofwater bores in the Surat Basin are
for stock and domestic purposes. This take does not require a licence, but is
authorised under a Water Resource Plar: It is a simple matter for these to be
mapped and covered by make good agreements if in impacted areas. Regional
officers have advised that there is a very low probability of intensive water users (for
example, irrigation) being un-licensed.

Comments (Premier or DG)

Action Officer: Bernadette Zerba Approvals by Director / ED / DDG
Area: Environment and Resources Policy documented in riofes in TRIM
Telephone: 54879
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Ref: 0866.08.05.2012 ' ' JHfed

ad ' stegmsad,. 3 10 rarfﬁ?u%ﬁhlfﬁéﬁﬂhi;ﬁrj'_—'
. _ T aurm ALL DATAr mru

The Hon. Campbell Newman MP Related Rec:rds T _
Premier of Queenstand " Dale in
P.0. Box 15185 Recsved | | 7 MAY 2012 ope
CITY EASTQ 4002 _ [oocumereng; . -

' : FileMos - o oy

' ”Trac:‘::ing Feider No: -

Dear Premier

in ment as Premier of L.tueensland from the-

.
2,

ike to address a few points about which tr._

as an ongoing dialog with the Queen sland Government as well as.a new

ssue that we would like: you to take on boaid. -

The Patient Transport Subsidy Scheme We have made repeated
representatlons to Government and | believe th|s was one of your election
promlses We would Ilke your as..\t.rance that the subsrdy WI|| be lncreased as the
for medrcal appomtrnen rs way above the Ievel that the subsrdy covers thus
rncreasrng the anxiety asso..rated with medlcal problems _ _

The Chlnchrlla Hosprtal and its ability to deal with births: We. have recerved
information from tha previous Government which conflicts Wlth that of the Doctors
at Chlnchllla reg-rdlng the preparedness of this hospltal o accept women about.
to glve birth. Thisisa major issue in this regron as | believe Miles Hospltal gave
up its blrth.-.g t‘crllty to enable Chlnchllla Hospital to be upgraded Chinchllla
HospI*aI has baen listed as level 1, which means no p!anned btrths and no

operating theatre available for Iocal staff to support matemrty services. The area
_that me Chmchllla hospltal covers for brrths is very extensrve Famrlres need to

fram _norn_e for extended e_nods awartlng blrth
Coal Seam Gas: ﬂadvocates amoratorlum on production until all the

questions on water are answered. The LNP may havea very dlfferent policy to
that of the however, | would like to put forward some observatlons
concerning the land access |ssues These issues were raised with Mr Spnngborg

and Mr. Hobbs in Mrles Qld, some time ago. A major problem Is that neither




_company employees nor Gavernment offic icers, who ensure cor'iphanca, totally
understand the practlcalltles For example water and otherflm ds run off the drill
srte onto the surrounding area and then lnto “melon hole” c unkry where- it can

-make rts way for. long distances across surroundingland arid evemually |nto water :

-ways Also there is the possrblhty of bnnglng soil-born dlseasee onto. propertles
via vehlcles boots etc Department officers, who are checkung the adherence of
hundreds of condltions also don’t understand the rural sector in. most cases and

w1thm an optrmum tlme frame Whllst a number of |and holders are happyto have
coal seam gas. and coal mlnlng on thelr prope m,s an 'ncreasmg number are: not

are fuIIy protected from any chance Ch contamlnatlon resultlng from these -

. mdustnes

New events have occurred smce 1 hegain wntlng

i) The acc:dental release of drilling fluid from a'site near Chinchllla inthe vrcrnlty
'of the Condamlne Rlver This mayhave been prevented if it was mandatoryfor all
'flurds to be- pumped into tanks 'nstead of lnto ground sumps Thrs mcrdence

reinforces our. argument tbat nm enough careis berng taken by the companles fo -

: protect our preclous water
-'||) The appomtment Commrssron 10 rmprove the srtuatton between Gas
companles and the. cc*nmunlty, I think you will find that land holders who do"not

wish to' have CSGari ywhere, neartherr properties will be very sceptlcal about thls' -

 move. On reading the cntena for the Commrsaoners if appears skewed to the
needs of the gas cnmpames : . _

The flnal rmt*r‘r | would like to ralse isan |ssue wh|ch is startlng to impact on our '

_ Assocraf:or\ Tha Land Tenure pOSltIOﬂ of at Ieast 120 of our
Bu1lrl|ng _whether they be they Railway land, health reserVe etc

We havc lost -a burldlng on Thursday Island because the local councll took -

pocsasaon of it. They claimed we were niof using the land for its mtended

plurpecse, even though our branch was in recess and ‘we had rented itto- ancther 3

rommunlty group _ : S
- Inothercases, fcllowmg amalgamahon iarger Counc|ls have tned to take our

" buuldlngs forthelr own use as they are on what has nowbecome Councrl reserves :

1nstead of State reserves
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A further problem now is that we have buildings occupying land in very popular
areas (which it was not at the time we buitlt) that are in need of expenditure and in
some cases expansion, and we are seeking some assurance that the government
will not sell this land or that we may be able to purchase somie of it on very
favourable terms.

| would like the opportunity for my fellow State Executive Cfficers and myself to
meet with you to discuss these and other rural and yvomen'’s issues.

Thank you for your time and interest in these, very important issues.

5

Kind regards
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Recujved ;| Y -

[ ALY

8 May 2012 . DOC'L.\’.’\:‘.I ity [‘j
! Fila. Mo;.

Tracking’ Fulder Mo

The Hon Campbell Newman, MHA,
Premier of Queensland

PO Box 15185

City East Qld 4002

Dear Premiet,

On behalf of th I am writing to con'g'r'atu'late_ you onyour
election as a state member of parliament jand as our new Queersland Premier.

Theqwas establlshed in early 2010 to represent landholder,
community groups and individuals wrth serous concerns about the unrestrained
development of the coal seam gas mdustry across Quegnslznd and concerns about the
assocnated enwronmental health and social impacts.

fS
We have enjoyed frank and candld dlalogue with various members of the LNP-over the past
couple. of years and we were. heartened to see soms of our concerns con5|dered as part of
your Policy fora Sustalnable Coal Seam Gas Industry.-We sincerely thank you for the time
and interest you personally have shown in our cancerns. We congratulate the Goverhment
on moying quickly to establish the Gasfields Land and Water Commission and we- hope to
have the Opportunlty to have input into the group’s charter to ensure its relevance to
achrevmg sustainable future for ourrural eommunltles

We recognise that thisis rot'a simple issue. However we belleve, itis vltal that the
government ensures that the- corre\,t regulatory framework is in. place and that the coal
seam gas industry getsthe svieme i,.g,rht béfore steaming ahead with more deveIOpment.
Development must be proven s ale and sustalnable We hope to have the opportumty to
work with Government to contmue to hlghllght issues relating to Iandholders, our. Ilfestyles,
our: I|Ve||hoods and our &b ity to. produce future food and fibre. Our members seek 16, be
ass_ure_d that the ‘balant a of power’ ls not skewed towards resource companies.

While we recognise that you wrll have a very busy schedule before you, we. would like to
take th|s opportunity to formally invite you to visit farmlng propertles in the Surat Basm
reglon in th& naar future to see t" rst-hand the oncerns-about the impacts ofthe
industry.

We wili-be in touch with your appointment secretary within the next few days to-arrange a
visit or; if that Is not possrble, a meetlng in a location that is convenlent to you. We are also
extendlng the same invitation to your newly appolnted Ministers

s John McVeigh: _Mln_r_s_ter for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

« Andrew Powell: Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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. Andrew Crlpps Minlster for Natural Resources and Mmes
. Mark McArdIe Mlnls’cer for Energy and Water Supplv

@O

_Agam congratulatlons on your election and we wish you well as'you rr'ove Forward wlth_
--plans for the future prosperltv and sustalnaballty of our: state

Yours -s_tn.c_e"re_ly,
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15 May 2012 I (. -
' !(d-{gvﬂs"a-d ﬂ'?r 3ia. i wi"g‘w—'l'—

The Premier Relaiog Rerrrcls et ﬁzﬁ?ﬁf&mwmm
Hon Campbell Newman MP Dale b in
PO Box 15185 Received | & [ MAY {11
CITY EAST QLD 4002 Document No:

Firé Na: o
Dear Premicr, j Tiscking Folder No:

Re: Need for Reforms to ensure Integrity of Science for assessing Coal Seam Gas (and Mining)
Impacts

s lodging this Submission on the basis that it is esseniial to develop and implement a
process to ensiue the integrity of science uséd for assessing and managing negative impacts from
CSG and Mining projects.

We are providing evidence that science used for East End/Mine’s 1996 Gladstone Expansion
Impact Assessment Study grossly understated mine dewatering impacts (to conform with a
political/commercial agreement for the mine’s tiebling of production / lease renewals to be
approved on unchanged environmental approvals) ami that subsequent technical reports by Mine
Consultants, by Queensland Regulators, and by an “Independent” expert hired by the
Environmental Protection Agenicy ALL undersiated dewatering impacts, The “Official” findings
were accepted by an Australian training Tacility (that we expected would be not be subject to
outside influence) who were prepared to prowote the official position without due regard to
dissenting evidence and findings frein multiple experts.

e Inlight of our evidence (brisfly detailed later) we respectfully request that our Submission
be considered in full by )our Office, given that the Regulating Agencies and the Coordinator
General’s Office femain bound by a 1977 “mirimum compllance strategy” for the (Special
Agreement Act) Eab_* nd mine that was reinforced by a Cabinet agreement in 1995,

(§

N

J s

&

Farmers / other stakeholders are reliant on (and should be able to TRUST) Government processes
will ensure full and frank evaluation of negative impacts from projects. There is evidence of
w1desplead mistrust in processes for developing and operating CSG / Mining pl'O_] ects. In our
experience this lack of trust is completely justifiable.
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o We therefore strongly advocate that funding be made available to potentlally affected
landholder groups to seléct and hire their OWN experts whom they can TRUST, and for
potentially affected Tandholder delegates {Jocal knowledge) and their experts to be included
and empowered (not’ outweighed or rendered powetless in the structure) in'a collaboratwe
panel of éxperts charged with fully and frankly : assessing mmmg/CSG 1mpacts (Hardmg
(1998) states: “Inclusion of local knowledge into scientific inquiry significantly increases
the aceuracy of assessing and interpreting local conditions thereby providing a more solid
information baseline.”)

. Subsequent 10 scientific assessment by the panel; potenually affected tandholder groups and

- their experts: should be in¢luded and empowered in de¢ision-making concerning location of
projects and for assessing / managmg negative soclo-environmental 1mhacts

e This submission advocates that in “public interest” Strategic C'I'Op*\mg Land and connected
aquifers should be listed in a National Registry 50 as to be preserved far food ploductlon and
welfare of future generations, with exploration pertaits, mining leases and / or all forms of
mining excluded from proximity of such valuable, finite assets.

affected landholders/stakeholders to thelr demment

As a mechanism to €nsure ‘best available scienice’, we suggest that necessary parameters of the
Terms of Reference and final ana1y31s needs 1o be cm;cnwted in a hot tubbed format- presided over
by a technical auditor who is the most skilled and re sspested among. r his peers. Under hot tubbmg

unsustainable opinions (as opposed to dissenting views) are conceded in the _1_11terests of pragressing.

study findings,

- »  We request that “environmental value” status be accorded to groundwater levels asa
mechanisin to- accord value to and properly protect groundwatel resources and that Terms of
Reference investi gate the degnt. and extent that perennial stream flows are sustained by

groundwater

.In hstmg our ev1dence we alm tc ;llu_.trate that processes employed by the Queens] and Govemment

by an accountably structu:ed panel mdepeudent of IAS/EIS processes 1s essentlal to equltable
planmng processes, It is AJ,SO essentlal to empower landholders’ experts and delegates in decision-
makmg to ensure the neqt f-'.faulable sc1ence” Our expenenee is that desprte Govennnent’

East End rm'n'e 'Wa'.s }’\Lw AYS 1ntended to minimise recogmtlon of dewatermg 1mpacts A structure
that disempowered iandholders® experts and delegates in “Consultatlon Processes™ facilitated this
outcome.

Evidense o

| | Page No
Index 2
Preliminary 3
Materlally False and Mlsleadmg 1995 Assessment of mine dewatering 4

impacts used for East End Mine’s 1995/96 Gladstone Expansion IAS and

1o fix the basis for the mine’s Environmental Authority
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February 1997: Use of standard groundwater modelling (Darcian flow 6
assumptions) for assessing mine dewatering impacts on a karst limestone
_aquifer (non-Darcian flow) by East End miine consultant

July 1997 Assessment of East End mine dewatering impacts by Consultant 6
(selected by EEMAG) for the East End Mine Comimunity Liaisori Group

December 1997: DNR’s Draft Position Paper for East End Mine and Environs 7
and Report by Consultant for EEMAG that dissented with DNR {1997/98)

September 1999: “Groundwater flow modelling — a summary” second 8
Standard Groundwater model by East End mine Consultant

May 2001: “Independent” Assessment of mine dewatering impacts under 9
Administration of Environmental Protection Agency

2002: EEMAG Submission of a Case Study to Australian Centre for 11
Groundwater Studies

October 2003; Mt Larcom Community Restorationi Project Report 12
(Consultant Team Leader Prof Briah Roberts) Assessment of mine impacts

May 2006: DNR&M “Review of groundwater issues East End Mine” 13
2006: Why Regulators use ONLY Departmental and East End Mine 14

Technical Findings for decision-making on East End Miue impacts
2007-2008: DNR&W "-‘ConSultati_Ons’; and DNR&W s 2008, 2010 Review 15

2010 Map of Water Monitoring Area showing zrea of water loss identified
by Water Monitoring data 19

Empirical Evidence from 2010 Recharge shows official findings not borne 20
out by how the aquifer behaves

Mt Larcom Community Restoration Pro_]ea Report (2003) - expert findings 20
on bureaucratic capture by mining companies and on political agreements being
allowed to override environmental considerations

The enormous bargaining power of mining companies 21

Preliminary

On 14 August 1995 Prof Cel Dudgeon presented his Draft Interim Report findings that after 15
years of mine dewatering, nepligible dewatering impacts had migrated off-lease at a meeting with a
small number of landboiders from farming districts of East End, Hut Creek, Bracewell and Cedar
Vale (upstream of East End limestone mine). The farmers shared grave concerns that water loss
was much more proniounced than in droughts that occurred before mine dewatermg comimenced in
1979. Many of the Jandholders were third generation farmers.

» DrDudgeon’s Report was prepared after a landholder’s May 1995 request for a public
briefing on the water monitoring results. This request triggered revelations that NO report
had been prepared for 15 years. Mine dewatermg coinmenced in May 1979 and water
monitoring data had been collected quarterly since 1977. (Contrary to Dr Dudgeon’s
statement on P.4 of his repoit that the résponsibility for reporting rested with DPI Water
Resources — the responsibility under Special Condition 9 attached to the original 1976 leases
to prepare and distribute reports, lay specifically with the company.)(Electronic copy of
Dudgeon August 1995 supplied o CD) '
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Following annouricement of QCL’s $220 M Gladstone Expansiofi Proj ec-Was formed at a
pubhc meetmg on 1 September 1995 The dlqpute over Government and mnnng company techmcal

on the ground or w1th ﬁndmgs by multlple-experts has been ongomg smce that time.

Materlally false and mlsleadmg 1995 assessment of limestorie mine dewatering impacts for
Fast End Mine’s 1995/96 Gladstone Expansmn Project Impact Assessment Study;

Professor Col Dudgeon (who assisted with the construction and marniagement of ths East
End mine’s quarterly water monitoring program for 18 years since it conumenced ‘m 1977)
authored the August 1995 Draft Interim assessment of the mine’s dewatering impacts under
direction of the Director of the Water Research Laboratory, University of ! New South Wales,
The Report “Groundwater Momtormg around Braeewell-East End Mnnng Leases’ fotuld “a

plt” Le. negl1g1ble dewatenng nnpacts had rmgrated offnlease Dr Durj geon S Auoust 1995

Report was incorporated as a support document in QCL’s. $220 M 1995/96 1AS Gladstone

Expansmn PI‘O_] ect. (Electromc copy of Dr Dudgeon Auguc:t 1995 supphed)

Cement Australla) requested the Queensland Coordmﬁo. Ger.leral approve trlphng of the
East End mine’s production on unchanged environmental approvals, Quote from F ol
document: “Subject, QCL Gladstone Expansion: € ‘rltrcal Tssues, Item 3. Obtalmng some
form of puarantee on mining lease renewals so as toassure QCL’s shareholder that there are
adequate secure, approved raw material reserves. Iem 7. “Guaranteemg the status quo
remains with regard to environmental licenses on current operations™ -i.e. request for
environmental approvals for the mine’s expaiision/lease renewals to be bused on NO off:

lease dewatering impacts. (Electronic copy of "FOI supphed)(FOI shows the Government

‘aceommodated this request and still today the mine’s-environmental approvals remain fixed

on the 1995/96 IAS Hydrology Report.)

An- auxﬂlary Technical Report No 95711, October 1995, was produced by Dr Dudgeon for
the mine’s1995/96 Gladstone Expansion Tmpact . Assessment Study (IAS) that reinforced his
August. ﬁndlngs This October Keport conceptualised i 1nappropnate Darcian flow
methodology (i.e. likening gromtdwﬁer flow tothe limestone miine to a bathi tub with the
mined limestone deposit set in a bed of fine sand on each side of and under the tub. (The
sand reptesented volcani & aeks beside the mine and the dense, deep limestone with the

same, low permeability as voléanic rocks under the mine.) This is despite Dudgeon s

recognition of karst development on Ppage. 43 of the IAS quote, “Rainwater enters the

limestone through scattered recharge dreas where poorly deve]oped sink holes and solution
channels are travecsed by surface drainage channels. More widespread, less obvious
recharge must also oesur. by infiltration through the soil mantle: However, records of water
table levels 1n bf're"oles indicate that the former process is the more important in the East

End area” <10 a karst aquer with flow lhrough underground solution channels which is
nion-Darcian flow. (Dudgeon s August 1995 Report includes several “Non-Darcy flow”

Reports in the References)

(The 40 odd deeper bores drilled mostly in hmestone in 1996 for the first Dr Frans Kalf
nmdel debunked the stated expectatlons 01: all ]nvolved hydrologlsts that deeper hmestone
this was not the case and in rnany mstances deeper bores produeed more water than '
shailower supplies:)

QCLs October 1995 Draft IAS, H}'drology on page47,7.1.3, quote: “Expansion Proposals
Relevarit to Water Resotirces Assessment, “The only aspects of the proposal to expand
cement works production capacity ‘which would affect water supphes in the Mt Larcom area
are the increased rate of mining and the change in method of transportmg limestone between
the East End Mine arid Fishermans Landing.” This claim is ‘quite unirie as in a karst aquifer
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smce the very next blast could intercept a major conduit /solution channel that dewaters the.
Dr Dudgeon over emphas1sed drought by designating Bracewell (upstream of East End) as a
“control area” that was niot affected by mine dewatering and dttributed its 8 metre water loss
to drought that he then superrrnposed on-and subiracted from East End aquifer losses. This
allowed him to say that the steep drawdown cone arourd the mine rapidly attenuated and
that mine impacts extended only approx 500 mietres from the pit boundartes ~i.e. neghglble
off-lease impacts.

The ﬁndmgs were viewed with scepticism and strongly disputed by affected landholders as
NOT being consistent with what was occuring in their bores, wells and creeks, BUT the
fast-tracked IAS proceSS permitted NO public ojections agalnst the mine’s trebling of
'produc‘uon - gimilar to “significant project” status.

= On2l September 1995 Queensland DPI Water Resources (now DERM) as
Regulators approved Dr Dudgeon’s August 1995 Draft Interim findings for the
mine’s1 995/96 Gladstone Expansjon [AS Quote (included in the TAS in Appendix
D): “..DPI considers these assessimets are 1easonable given the complex. hydrology
and. data available at this time™,

» DPI Water Resources did not commeit on Dr Péter James” brief October 1995
review of Dr Dudgeon s 1995 findings, also pubhshed inthe IAS, (Appendlx E) tliat
contained Dr James’ dlssentmg views. Dr James found total East End aquifer water
levél losses of 13 metres but accepted Dudgeon 58 m drought thesis in good faith
without independent vérification, James cotamiented that monitoring strongly
‘indicated the liméstone encapsulatmg Borehole 03 [then approx 1.5 km from the
m1ne] s hyd1 auhcally connected to the I me and that the mmed aquer s recharged

-pmnpmg had mlgrated to lots 5! 9 and "J £ approxnnately 5.5 kilometres from the
East End working lease ~and expiessed concerns of mine related stresses on
Machine Creek.

» DPI Water Resources’ 1995 enilorsorent. Of the Dudgeon Report for the IAS ‘was not
consistent with the contents-of their Ministerial Memo dated 20 December 1988 by
then Irrigation & Water Supply Commission.(obtained under F OI) (The DPI Water -
_Resources ofﬁcel who p uudc d the Mlmstenal advice was still employed in‘the

“Data on ha 1'\d1cates that water levels: may have fallen by up to 2.5 metres

at dlstanees of 2K from the mine due 10 mine dewatermg e, well

outside Fast End worklng lease —almost 7 years previous to Dudgeon August
1995 Hyarolcgy Report (electromc copy supplied)

= DNR’s Decembes 1997 Draft Position Paper used: fully- recharged pre-mlmng aquifer
level comparisens to confitm full aquifer récharge at ‘Bracewell in March 1991 anid
to.rule that ander these neak recharge conditions, mine dewatenna created a recharae
shiortfail over approx 20 square kilometres of the East End aquifer in 1991 -4 years
PRIOR TO Dr Dudgeon’s 1995 Hydrology Reports = thus dlscredltmg Dudgeon s
ﬁnomgs (E]ectromc copy of DNR Fig 9 supplied)

= Lefiet from Dt P James to Hon Liz Cunnmgham 2 Feb. 1998, “Thus the Feb-Mar

’49) groundwater contours [hand drawn by Irr1gat10n & Water Supply Cominission
1977-1985] rmght have been expected to reflect this good season, i.€, 1O drought
.effects It needs 11ttle more than 2 cursory check of the contour maps to recogluse

deemed the 1996 IAS Hydrology ﬁndmgs as “snll vahd” 011 whlch to issue the
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mine’s 2002 Environmental Management Overview Strate gy and Environmental
Authority for lease renewal. Desp1te the 1996 IAS Hydrology Report being
discredited and superseded by various studies mcIudmg James (July 1997) approx 60
sq km; DNR (1997) - 20 sq km off:lease depleted zone by 1991 and 22 sq kms in
1997/98 Kalf (Feb 2000 Map) 33 sq kms mine pit zone of influence. (Electromc
copy of FOI supplied)

February 1997: Use of standard groundwater modelling (Darcian flow assumpizens) to assess
mine impacts on the karst. llmestone (nion-Darcian) aquifer system by East End mine
Consultant

Due to-inténse public controversy about the JAS Hydrology, in 1996 East End mire and Officers of
Departriient of Natural Resources (now DERM) decided that the mine shouid d developa
groundwater model, The decision to proceed was made desplte knowmg that the irend line data,
generated by the water mionitoring program lacked the spec1ﬁc inputs reqmred for modelling. Mine
pit discharges since 1979 were not disclosed, East Fnd mine drilled some 40 odd new borés to
obtain additional data and hired Dr Frans Kalf to construct a groundwater Model.

Dr Kalf produced his Draft F mdmgs in February 1997 - a ming impacted zone affecting approx 7.5
square kilometres, Dr Ka]fs ﬁndmgs were greeted w1th scepm.mn and much frustration by
EEMAG members the ﬁndmgs did not reﬂect what ws oce UTTing i theit botes and wells, or in
creeks that had been perennial pre-mining. - '

July 1997: Assessment of East End mine dewatering impacts by East End Mine Commumty
Liaison Group Consultant appointed at EEMAG’s insistence

After ongomg representations to Member for Gladstone Liz Cunmngham {who held the balance of
power) and to Mines Minister Gilmore, it was & g,ee'l that an “Independent” expert would be hired
to review the model, under the auspices of the Easi End Mine Comumunity Liaison Group. Dr Peter
James was appmnted it EEMAG insistence on the sole: proviso that. EEMAG woulld accept his
ﬁndmgs

¢ However Dr James found the modei $o0 unrepresentatwe of the circumstances that he
abandoned his review of the model In July 1997 he produced a whistleblower réport with
findings of mine impacts on more than 60 square kilometres of East End and Bracewell

. (upstream of East End) causing loss of perennial siream flows in several creeks. He -
withdrew his previous accepiance of Dr Dudgeori’s 1995 drought thesis that he accepted in
good faith while compiling chis October 1995 Review for the IAS when he was given only
restricied daia access, DrJames reported from an mspectlon of the mine pit: “., that karst
activity, in the. form of open channels and pipes, can be observed to quite deep levels within
thie open pit; within 5<10m of the base of the pit-and well above the pnstme weater table.”
DNR hydrologists./ regulaiors and the mine would not accept Dr James® findings.

The Federally F inded Mt Larcom CRP Report (2003) Groundwater Regources Segment by
Dingle Smith: '\ANU) evaluated under “Regional falls in groundwater levels” Page 32,
Quote

“The repo"t by D¢ James (1 997) analyses the borehole monitoring records to compare
changes in-gro sundwater level. This thap is _reploduced here as Figure 1. The comparisons are

between the map of 1979 g:oundwater levels (accepted by all parties and included in earlier 1eports)
and the observatlons from monitored boreholes for the petiod. 1995-96. (See Figure 3.)

Such compansons would be w1de1y regarded b} hydrogeologists as the accepted way 1o interpret
patterns of charige due to the mine de-watering. As far as I can see, this approach of a map of
change m groundwater levels over the whole region has not been aitempted in the- reports by Golder
and Assomates although similar methods are reported DNR. (1 998).” End of Quote
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Note: (The Mt Larcom CRP Report (2003) Groundwater Resources Segment, by Dmgle Smith
begins on Page 28 - electronic copy on CD included)

December 1997: DNR’s Draft Position Paper on East End Mine and Environs and report by
Consultant for EEMAG that dissented with DNR 1997/98

DNR conducted a Technical Meeting in Rockhampton in December 1997 at which they reledsed
their Draft Position Paper on East End Mine and Environs. DNR’s Figure 9 ruled ihere wwas.an
approx 20 sq km mine unpacted area at East End by 1991, and exirapolated those impacts for
Figure 10 to a 22 sq km mine impacted area in their Report, finalised in February 1998. DNR
found no evidence that mine impacts had nugrated upstream 6 Bracewell and discounted the
posSlblhty that Bracewell could be affected by mirie dewatering. However Water Monitoring
data showed Bracewell and portion of Hut Creek was suffering unexplained water loss: '

o EEMAG and Dr James dissented with DNR’.S findings, claiming DNR had understated fine
impagts: EEMAG immediately hired highly regarded modelling consultant Prof Ray Volker
from the University of Queensland and signed a contract with the University for the study to
be completed prior to DNR’s Final Posmon Paper due in February 1998, This was so DNR
would have fo take Prof Volker’s view’s into account for DNR’s Final Pos1t10n Paper

¢ But, pr101 to Professor Volker completing his contract, & Senior DNR Officer
persuaded Dr Volker to delay his Report witk it informing EEMAG the client, to
the detriment of our case. (The action by DNR is gonfirmed in “Industry/Commumty
Relationships in Critical Industrial Devel: «prﬂents” I~Ioppe (2005) on Page 9.51 by
the author’s interview with a governmeit official.) This-delay delaw ; nepotiated by DNR
enabled the chulators to make a final ruling on findings in their 1997/98 Position Posruon

Paper -and to AVOID having t0 take the Professor’s August 1998 Report - or his

stippoit for Dr Peter James 1997 di: ssenting ﬁndmgs (rejected bv DNR/the mine) into
aceount, (Doctoral Thesis, Indus*fv ommunlty Relat1onsh1ps in Critical Industrial
'Developments Website: hitp:/wwwd.gu.edu.au: 8080/adt-lootlunloads/apprOVed/adt—

‘QGU20060704.120839/ uﬁl.r-/m\f[am pdf - This website begms at Chapter 6, Refer

Page 9.51. (The whole of the Doctoral Thesis is available at Website:

http: //www4 gu. edu.s au; 8080:ddt-1oot/13ubhcladt OGU20060704)

o Professor Volker vef"tally indicated that the University was vulnérable to leverage
due to the University’s collaborate: arrangement and dependence on DNR’S funding
and research oppoitunities. :

e The ‘Interim Conch sion’ from Professor Ray Volker’s stidy of Aug. 1998, Qﬁbt_e':

“Oui the basis ot the a »fallable ewdence it cannot be concluded that there is no: effect of
mine dewatering on the Bracewell aquifer, for the followmg reasons.
1. Some com;ctmty between the aqulfers inthe vicinity of Weir 2 appears llkely as
indicated by the permeable miaterial exposed by the excavation in early 1998.
2. In'such 4 complicated aquifer system there is a distinct possibility of channels of
relatively more pelmeable material linking the aquers and acting as confined flow

- conduits.”

“The ev1dence on amounts and timing of drawdowa in the Bracewell aquifer, in spite of
the prolonged drought, are consistent with the possibility of mine dewatering effecis
reachmg the Bracewell’. (Refer Pages 31,32 Mt Larcom Community Restoration
Project Report —¢lectronic copy on CD)
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- September 1999.r ‘Groundwater. flow model]mg a summary” the second standard
groundwater ; model for East Fiid i mine, -

In 1999 Dr Kalf abandoned an attempt o recahbrate hta ﬁrst model that could not evolve and began

released in September 1999 and 1n Pebruary 2000 Dr Kalf prowded a map of the “Mme Plt Zone of
influence” showing an area of 33 sq km affected by dewatenng (electromc copy-of 2000 Map of
'Mme P1t Zoneof Inﬂuence supphed)

: 5 Dr Kalf’s new September 1999 model found Bracewell water lcss 1dent1ﬁed by water
'for Bracewell were ALLtmrepresentatrve of the hmestone body that he was: mode]lmg Two
of the calibration sites were shallow alluvium wells (sunk in pEl.I'tICI'Sa of silt, clay, mud and
sand deposrted by the creek) that ﬁ.llly recharged at 1ntervals in. 1°<‘1atton of the chromcally
remote from the mlne than Bracewell and theretore less affected
e Kalfs Sept 1999 model ‘was also abandoned dueto faﬂed forwa' il pro_1 ectlons and 1nab111ty
" foevolve to the next generatlon '

Mme Dewatermg” (2000) commented 011 Page 2 re Kalt Modelhn £ Quote

Volker Page 2: Tethe: Kalf modelhng , ~itisnot clear there has béena meamngful dttempt 1o ensure
there are no ariomalies between results generated by the model and information such as is available
from local residents” - iie. no use of local knowledge for ground truthlng (Refer Page 44, Mt
Larcom Commumty Restoratlon Pro_iect Report electronic copy supphed) '

= _fln “Key Issues Prepared for Techm\'al rorum on Groundwater Aspects of East End Mmc
.Dewatermg” on Page 1 Introductmu Quiote:

“1 consider the key technical issues are'related fo t’Wo major topics. These are;
« The athount of drought ir; m.ct on water levels in the aquifeérs:and-on flow in streams Versus
the nnpact of Eagst End mine dowaterlng on the aqutfers and streams, and
» The nature of the confertion between Bracewell and East End hmestone in relatton to
groundwater flow” and L :

' _-approaeh by the partl 5 80ne emed malnly by Queensland Cement Lunlted (QCL) and. EEMAG ki g
there is to be a genuine attcmpt at reaching a commion understandmg of the groundwater
depletton effects and their causes, there will need to be a commitment to working together
collaboratlvaw and eaoperauvely ‘This inchides work on hydrogeologtcal and hydrolog1ca1
aspects incorporaied in the groundwater model developed forQCL as. a groundwater managernent
© tool.” (My md) tHard cop:s,fr of Prof Volker’s Report supphed) '

. FF MAG learned in 2002 that it is recognised in Australia and. 1ntemat10nally that. st_andard
groundwater modelling assumptions and techniques (based on Darcian mtergranular flow)
(used by Dr Kalf and approved by DNR) are mappropnate for assessmg mme dewatermg

Darclan ﬂow) e g for the East End mme
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May 2001: “Independent” Assessment of mine déwatering impacts under Queensland
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Jurlsdlctwn

In August 2000 the Minister for Environment and Natural Resources advised that attempts to
conduct the proposed Open Technical Forum (a techmcal appr aisal with all experts partlmpatmg)
had been abandoned and Goverriment would commission an independent assessment of the mine’s
hydrologlcal impacts, with EEMAG invited to comment on the brief. The May 2001 “Independent”
Technical Assessment by John Waterhouse of Golder Associates for EPA endorsed findings by
DNR’s 1997/98 Position Paper (22 sq km mine depletion zone) and findings from East End mine
Consultant’s Dr Kalf's “Groundwater flow modelling — a summary” (September 1999) and (2000)
Map of the (33 sq km Mine Pit Zone of Inﬂuence)

In EEMAG’s view J Waterhouse’s Draft Report of May 2001 .p_rovid,ed_ only Timited
acknowledgement of and gave very little weight to evidence/ findings that‘dissented with
Government/mining company findings.

Some key issues;

s Dr James advised EEMAG that J Waterhouse had not read and did not discuss Dr
James’ Hydrolo gy work / Reports with him when J Waterhouse visited as a required
part of his brief (Prof Volker was unavailable for inierview as he was working in
Assam.)

» ] Waterhouse’s: 'produced his study from EPA ¢ oifice in Rockhampton. His first
Draft Report, March 2001, hada circulation 01 fonly two copies (one for J
Waterhouse and one for EPA). The footerin the Report stated “This draft has been
prepared solely for the purposes of diseussion with EPA and has not been subjected
10 Golder Associates normal review profess.” EEMAG interpreted from this
process’ that EPA had a right of vete, (Hard copy of froni cover-and Page 2 supplied)
(EEMAG learned of the first Draft R(-.port unexpectedly. Access to the eport was
facilitated through Hon Liz Cunningham who was to chair the. proposed public
presentation.)

»  During an informal meeting beiwaen EPA, Hon Liz Cunninghar, J Waterhouse and
EEMAG mietbers on 18 May, EEMAG requested portions of J Waterhouse’s May
2001 draft report ba re-writiex. J Waterhouse advised he would produce an
Addendum to his Deaft Report

s Inhis May 2001 A"Hennum Report, ] Waterhiouse quoted mine-pit discharges of 1, 7
megahtrcs pcr day nmu a severely depleted aqulfer asa 1casonable estlmate of
megahtres pfr dav ﬁom 1979 to 2001 D) We did not regard use of thls selective quote
after more than 21 years continuous- dlscharges under variable seasons (eg above
average rairfall years 1988, 1989,1990 leading up to-and mcludmg 1991 floods) was
appropiiate when detenmmng a concluswe finding, particularly when historical mine
pit: dlocharges (Wthh began in ]979) were not available,

= (Note: Water Monitoring data for Dec¢ember 2003 to Match 2004 for the mine’s
discharges to Weir 6 shows 1,000 ‘megalitres was dischar ged in 3 months - after-a
major Febmary 2003 rainfall cvent)(Hard copy of Groundwork transmittal Form. and
m'aph of Estimated Stream: flow at Weir 6 supphed)

The Federaily funded Mt Larcor Commumty Restoration PrOJect Report: (2003) referenced most of
the available Hydrology reports covering the: dispute. Two (2) of a nurnber of comments by leading
Australian limestone hydlologwt Dingle Stnith (ANU} in the Groundwatet Resources Segment
regarding ] Waterhouse's work, state on Page 27, Introduction: Quote
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“Attention is drawn to'the shortcomings in the Golder & Associates Reports prepared for'the
quronmental Protection Agency of the Queensland Goverarient and espec1a11 v to the lack of
reco gmtton that limestone aquifers have both slow and fast flow: components. The former is

' amenable to the standard methods use_d for computer modelhng of groundwater and the latter is

:'“Peter Bra_dy- _(of EEMAG)undertook a survey -af;jloj-cal 'irrigat'orjs ._aro'und yeat2000.

Brady reported the: number of i lrngators using grouudwater bores in 1980, closeto the time that
pumpinig from the mine commenced as 20Y% (the *}4’s indicate mirior use). The r'olresneudmg
number for 2002, Trom’ the survey, was 644, The survey: also provided estimates of'the decreases | in
the area 1rr1gated and i in the volumes pumped for irrigation.

Both the estimates for area 1rr1gated and volumes pumped for i 1rr1gamr1 in the year 2000 were
: approx1mately one-third of pre-mine fig gures :

Brady also poinis out errors in the irriga‘ti'on rate used in earlier water budgeting studies by Kalf.

Thls matter was addressed by Golder Assoctates in thelr adeendun, of May 2001 whrch bneﬂy

“it is ceriainly accepted that there has been a substantial: reduction [in 1mgat10n se]
over the last 20 ‘years’ [ writer’s underhmng] (p 9 addendum: May 2001)

The dlscussmn of Brady 5 data [by John Waterhouse] 1 dbes not- mentlon that the j 1mgat10n volumes
and area in 2000 was a third of that in 1980. It is & 135 clear that no attempt has been madeto
jmcorporate the rewsed and much reduced 1m gatl 014, mformatlon mto the groundwater modelhng

Hydrogeo]ogy and Tr:lagy (2001) a copy of vhr'n was made ava11able to Golder Assoclates

Ttis d1sappmnhng to see the response of Goider Assoe1ate5 to'this survey undertaken by Brady
Golder Associates: (p 18, Aprll 2002 ignotes the Brady’s survey of i lrngatlon use and: -again
comunents that; S . _ _

the lack of such mformatlon legatlon use] has ln‘mted the effectiveness of model
ca11brat10n in'several areas-and makes more. dtfﬁcult the task of separatmg oul mine
Jmpacts from those atiributable to drought’ :

'Havmg agreed that ‘there isa ..ubstantlal reduttion in ngatlon use’ 1n the May 2001 Addendum
report this is discounted in‘the TEpOIt of Apnl 2002 which goes on to-discuss the i importance of
plant transplratlon from ve >getation along Scrub Creek: Presumably this information had prewously
beer.] Iincorporated intowvater balance studies and the tiodel? If not, 1t is further eviderice of the very
shoddy approachio prov1d1ng an. acceptable water balance model. It appears that havmg recelved

mformatlon regam.ng 1rr1gat10n use that this has been casually dlscarded » End of quote

. ﬂEMA(J mterprets that ev1dence (some obtamed since 200 1} shows the Seniot EPA Ofﬁcer
\nno admlmstered the 2001 “Independent” Techmcal Assessment superwsed a process that

_ 'process was bona ﬁde
e (The 1977 Govermnentfmme agreement for “minimum comphance” 18 dlsclosed n: Doctor_al
Thesis’ “Industry/ Commumty Relatlonslups in Cntleal Industnal I)evelopments” (Hoppe
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stakeholders which share the responsibility for the planmng approval and operatlonal
processes of the EEM development have little choice but to live with the legacy of earlier
decision-making. It is necessary for these stakeholders, therefore, to defend earlier EEM
specific declswn-makmg because it controls socio-environmental community- demands and
equally important minimises legal exposure.” Doctoral Thesis, hldustry/Commumty
Relationships in Crmcal Indusrial Developments Website:
http:/Awww4.gu.edu.au:8080/adt-root/uploads/approved/adt-
GU20060704. 120839/, ubhc!03Mam pdf begins at Chapte1 6, Refer Pagos 9.19 and 9 23).
) 'EEMAG wrote to EPA on 31 May 2001, due to our concerns on J Waterhouse's use of 1.7
Megalitres per Day discharges as a reasonsble estimate and sought access o QCL’s mine-pit
discharge data that began in 1979. On 5 June 2001 EPA advised that QCZL had no objection
to making the mine pit discharge récords available. (This data stlll have only been partly
disclosed.) EPA’s letter stated, quote “In the addendum to his report, John Waterhouse has
made it clear that he does not consider that the inclusion of this material in his report is
necessary to the findings hehas m‘ooosed Such work would also be outside the terms of the
brlef' given to the- consultant

Dingle Smith (2003) Mt Larcomi CRP Report, under Watcr Use and Water Budgotmg stated on
Page 38, Quote
“The lack of a useable run of mme pump data mucates a ma_]or flaw m the
water balance ‘presented in the varlous rep'xrfv oy Golder Associates to be s0
mcomplete as to be of no practlcal value:

Even to a non-technical veader of the voluminous reports on the mine it is
apparent that the amount pumped out of ihe quarry is the single most significant
featire to be addressed in discussing the irnpa-.:t of the mine of local surface and
‘groundwater ”

o After all the cost and effort investedin EPA “Indepondcnt” assessment; an EPA
Memorandum of 22 October 2001 '\obtamed under FOI) shows EPA did NOT use John
Waterhouse’s May 2001 “Indepen:lom” ﬁnclmgs (supportmg Kalf (2000) - 33 sq km Zone of
mine induced depletion) as the basis for the mine’s 2002 EMOS and Environmental
Authonty for lease renewal i1 2003. Instead EPA used the false, misleading and out of date
1996 TAS findingsto honou the nequest for unchanged envitofimental approvals sought by
the cement company for the project in June 1995. -(Electronic copy FOI 22, 10 2001

'-supphod)

Ev'idenco the bureancratic / fmnmg consultant influences and loyalties are vndespread e.g

« Atthe lmuatlvv‘ of the Australian Centie for Groundwater Studles, EEMAG’s lay-person
authored “Weir 2 Case Study” wag submiited to the Centre for Groundwater Studies
(CGSYin ea,rly 2002 on ano obligation 1 basns for appraisal of its suitability for
presentation at one of their training seminars. EEMAG was encouraged by a senior
officer to believe the Weir 2 Case. Study might be used in a'CGS short course
presentation, (Copy of email and “Weir 2 Case Study avallable)

»  (CGS consulted EPA’s “Independent” Consultant John Waterhouse, with EEMAG’s
consent. Ultlmately EEMAG’s Weir 2 was restructured by John Waterhouse and CGS
into a composite report renamed “Golder East End Case study: impact of mine
dewatermg in a fractured limestone aquifer, ] Mt Larcom, Queonslaud” This. composﬂe'
report shifted its focus from Weir 2 to.ani East End Mine overview that was a ringing
endorsement of the official position. There was little mention of the varions dissenting
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technical or praetteal VIEWS. The mine’s quarterly Water Momtormg Programme that
began in 1977 was not mentioned in any capacity. The hvdrogeology was
mapproprtately described as a “fractured limestone aqurfer’ T
» BEEMAG members were qtnte shocked by a statement in the CGS “Golder Fast End Case
. Study”™ quote: “We are also grateful to Queensland EPA who provrded permlssmn
to use information from the Golder review, and who have assisted with
development of this casé study:” My bold) In EEMAG?s view this outcome would be
'broadly 1nterpreted as a “peer review” of EPA’ “Independent” Golder Rr-‘rlew
' (Supportrng documents. avallable)
= The“East End Case Study” was scheduled: for presentanon at a “Gettmg to Know
Groundwater” ‘course in late November in Brisbane with a senior DNRM officer. (co-
'author of DNR s l“ebruary 1998 Posrtlon Papor) helpmg coordinate oetatls and arrange
: 'futllely attempted to ensure a balanced presentatmn (mcluduro comitn ents to CSG by
- Dingle: Srmth) and the “East End Case Study™ was. wrthdrawn at B 2t MAG’s 1n31stence

Qctober: 2003 Federally funded Mt Larcom Commnnlty Restoration Pro;ect (CRP) Report

for: EEMAG Inc endorsed James (EEM CLG 1997) and Volker (EEMAG 1998). ﬁndlngs

(Electromc copy of Mt Larcom Commumty Restoratlon Project Report supphed) '
The $100 K, Mt Larcom CRP Report (October 2003) (Consultant Team leader Prof Brian
Roberts) Executlve Sumniary; states inItem 10 4G Groundwater depletion and 1ts_relatlon to
pump out procedures at'the East End limestone ruine was a major sphere of project '
"1nvestrgat10n The leadmg Australian limestone experi; who developed the groundwater _
segitient of the study, concludes that modelling of the local karst aquer 1is not an
-appropnate Inethodology In summary he attrrbmes most of the Water depletlon to the

consumptlon T he mlne pump-out ﬁguus were cons1dered to be 50 poorly recorded as sto be
of little practlcal use; while the meter attached to the mine pit sump was 1ot adequately o
rnalntamed 50 as to provrde a meanmgfu t:ack-up alternatwe An assomated report analyses
'declnnng ra.lnfall trends but ﬁnhs actmaonally t'h'at' ereek ﬂow progressrvely and
drsproportronately deehned due to mining and identifics.-a date when these effects markedly
;1nereased v :

 The Groundwater Resources segm ént-of Mt Larcom CRP Report by Dav1d Ingle Smith (Seruor

"~ Fellow, Centre of Resource snd Environmental Studies, Australian National University) =
cr1t1qued work by Dr Frans Ksif (modelhng) for East End mine, John Waterhouse’s (Golder
Assoe1ates) work for EPA, the. DNR Position. Paper, DrJames work for East End M1ne '
Comniunity Liaison Group and Prof Volker’s work for EEMAG o

On Page 29; lmder mplications for groundwater, Snnth explamed the 1mportance of recogmsmf,
'kdrst developrent: ful assessing mine 1mpacts, Quote:

“The develor nent uf karstlc features 1nd1eates that the form and patterns of sub~surface ﬂow are

.....

| that can’ reparded as s11n1lar to ﬂow in plpes Other water moves very slowly essentlally as
mtergraua far ﬂow The latter style of groundwate1 mo vement is regarded as the normal type of

= A srmple example of condult ﬂow is: that in hmestone areas, and the Bracewell : areaisno. exeeptron
-boreholes for water sunk a few roetres ‘part can result in very different: ylelds some of no value asa
_:source of water while others can have hrgh walter ylelds ? End of quote -
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Smith endorsed Dr James’ 1997 findings that mine-caused depletion had migrated upstream of
East End to Bracewell and Prof Volker’s work. EEMAG respectful[y requesis the Groundwater
Resources Segment of the Mt Larcom CRP Report be read as a supportive document to our
submission. It has simply explained and anthoritative evalvations.of shoricomings in work by
Dr Kalf (for East End mine) and Jolin Waterhouse (“Independent” Consultant for EPA) ete.

May 2006 DNR&M “Revuew of Groundwater issues, East End Mme” Final Report for
Discussion (Supportmg Documents available)

In our view DNR&M’s May 2006 F inal Report for Discussion “Review of Groundwater Issnes at
East End" is framed to defend previous “official” findings. 1 Key Example - the 1995/90 Impact
Assessment Study Hydrology Report (ie: neghglble off-lease dewatermg impacts} on which East
End mine’s Environmental Approvals remain fixed and which is shown to be inaccurste at the
beginning of our evidence.

o Refer DNR&M (2006) Page 5,-quote: “The best knowledge at the time (1996)(by Dr Col
Dudgeon of the University of New South ‘Wales) suggested that the predommant influence
of groundwater drawdown was within a distance of 0.5 to 1.0 km of the mine.”

DNR&M (2006) used a conﬁdentlal elose]y spaced alrbome magnette survey completed 111 2005 for

volcanlclastlc bamer separated Bracewell llmestone from st Enu and that the dep051ts “cannot
therefore be hydraulically connected by limestone karstic devrﬂmment of any type”,
e Water Momtormg data (meludmg DNR 1998 cnutourmg) reveals that there is NO
_ partltlonmg of the depleted Bracewell aqulfer om 14‘ast End by the maﬁc dyke Water
down in umson
e There is no factual basis to conclude thal the mafic dyke prevents groundwater from ﬂowmg_
downstream from Braeewell to the mine-depleted East End aquifer. The mafic dyke shown
in DNRM (2006) Fig 3.3.2 crosses Etacewell’ ¥Lake area (where there are caves and
nurierous sink holes and the lake’s auclerground cave system is hker to be quite
substantial), dlagonally across Liots 11,4nd 12 (more sink-holes) and lots 13'and 19 where
the marble mining lease is "‘E',I‘fOI‘ateu by numerous sink-holes and karst: outerops with deep
fissures. Note: Bracewell Lake is not a permanent “Lake”. The Lake area is a relatively
shallow depressmn with lu*vted catchment that fills after substantial rainfall events, -
.generally eaeh decade or s9, lne Iake holds an estlmated 30 megahtres when 1t ﬁlls Th.ts

-ahead that aré nol m,eavte are not rebutted here )
.Ex‘pel"t' commgrit by Dirigle Smith dated 25 Sept 2006 on DNR&M (:M'ay'QOO&S): Extracts,

Quote “x {ind the draft report totally unsatlsfactory especially as it does not reference,
mention cr address the extensive report the Mount Larcom Commum(y Restoration Project
(CRP\ publlshed and distributed in ‘October 2003... This clearly invalidates the final
paragraph of the DNRM & W Draft Report that states *...the Department has
aclmowledged and reviewed all of the previous mvestlgatlons that have been completed at,
and adjacent to, the East End Mine by all parties in dispute.’”

Smith cont; “In the areas in which [ have expertlse and experience I find the draft still fails to

address many of thie issues presented in detail in the CRP Report This is especially regrettable
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as CRP Study was ﬁmded speclﬁcally by thie federal govemment and perrmtted EEMAG to
obtam the serwces of a range of espert consultants Many from Austrahan Umverslty research

.earller alguments and fa.lls to address a:n;yr of the adverse VIews put forward by the (.onsultants
involved in producmg the CRP Report. Over the years T have worked i inconjunciion with the
water agenmes 1n most States and Temtones in Austraha but I ﬁnd thls repmrt to be among

jcomments on DNR&M May 2006 ava:lable)

2006 Why Queensland Regulators nse only Departmental and company §z 1ence for declsmn-

views of EEMAG’S experts and landholders loeal know] ""lbe in. uec151on-mak1ng for teehnmal

- assessments, the 2006 release of Doctoral Thesis, "'Industryf’Co'umumty Relatmnshlps in Critical
Industrial Developments™ (Hoppe 2005) clarified why our hopes had proven futile. (A | copy. of
the Doctoral The51s was prov1ded to EEMAG and Cerneut Austraha mmultaneously ) It is. a

between the way the two pr()] ects operate

Daoctoral The51s Industry!Commumty Relation nshlps in Crmcal Industrial Developments "Websﬂe
‘http:/wwwd gu.edwau:8080/adt-root/uy Ioauefa]gp;ovedladb '
QGU7DO6O704 1?0839fpub11c/03Mam pdi begms at Chapter 6, Refer Pages 9, 19-and. 9 23)

Page 9. 23 states that mtegratlon of new anu progresswe sncm envnronmental government
-commltments whlch exclude n:l.:;ﬁ» contmgency optlons and mclude only those that are
mutual]y agreed upon and are LOll‘nlatellt Wlﬂl the earller deep stmcture cholces —ie.

-_Pag'e 9.23 states: “Although « 1uetant]y, mdu_st_ry and Govemment respondents recognise the Iegacy
of earlier EEM specific deci ston—makmg does play an important role in relation to the EEM case
This has been confirred | by a povernmeni représentative stating “Government: agencies and

industry aetually defend their earlier decisions quite regular]y, they should riot have 1o but they do™

.(mter\uew dafa 9/ 0.4 JB t)) Smularly a pubhc servant reco gmsed that deelslon~make1 S 1n the EEM

knowtqu and expenences is very dtffetent to the atutudes of Queensland govennnent authorltles
_1nvolved 11; Lhe East End mine: development Queensland’s response ‘to local vvtsdom and

setenttﬁcally legltlmate dnd can therefore 10 be eons:dered m the ﬁnal dee1510n makmg proeess ke
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minimalist comphance is not new. Industrial organisations and government institutions
frequently use this method as a means of controlhng the situation (Roome, 1998; Wllson
2000)”

s Page 8.38 states: “The practice of sparse and slow data distribution while pursuing

2007 and 2008 Technical Consultations with DNR&W’s - Regulators 2008 and 2010 Reviews

EEMAG made wrdespread representations disputing the accuracy of DNR&M’s 2006 Report
(the officer re31gr1ed from the Departtnent shortly after compiling the report) The Deparfinient
undertook to revise and update their May 2006 ﬁndmgs Tn 2007 Departmental hydrolagists
abandoned the DNR&M May 2006 review in favour of face to face technical discussions
between DNR&W, EEMAG and their eéxpert limestone hydrologists, Cement Aistralia East
End mine manager and the mine’s Water: Momtormg Consultant.

The dissenting views of EEMAG’s experts and local. knowledge of our delegeares was obviously
being disregarded by DNR&W during technical discussions, which was very frustratmg for our
experts who had travelled great distances (from Brisbane, Canbeira and Melbourne) to
participate in good faith. This flagged that DNR&W’s “Consujtations” were token only.
DNR&W retained editorial control over inputs and reports despite EEMAG’s formal requests to
a Senior Officer for empowerment of our experts and delegates inthe consultation process.
DNR&W did 1dent1fy that dewatermg impacts had continned to migrate to 2008 and affected
approx 50 square | kilometres of the East End aquer (but that unexplamed upstream water loss
identified by water. momtormg data was not caused by mine dewatéring). :

e The qualifications of E‘EMAG:"S intemationzili*"~e¢n;p1i'sed-consu'1tants are:

o David Ingle (Dingle) Smith, Emeritus F aculty, Austrahan National University,
formerly Senior Fellow, Cenire of Resource and Environmental Studies ANU, an
eminent limestone hydrolombt amnidl geomorpholo gist, who has extensive karst
aquifer experience that ift elude:. dye tracmg

o -Associate Professor Riian T mlayson, (in 2007) Principal Fellow, Depart_ment of
Reésoutce Man?gement and Geography, Graduate School of Land and
Environment, The Ur niversity of Melbourne, an eminent limestone hydrologlst
and. geomorpholoowt Even DNR&W has recognised that, within the
consultative phase Brian Finlayson ‘demonstrated knowledge, expertlse and
balance supetiot io that of any DNR&W partxcrpant

o ,COnsultmg rrlgmeermg Geologist /Geotechmcal Engmeer Dr Petér James who
has hada long-term involvement and i is mtlmately familiar with the Mt Larcom
hydrogesio gy

The above 3 experts CDII_]DIIlﬂY worded dlld signed d Jetter to the Mirister for Natural Resources

& Water dated 21 beptember 2007 raising conceris on DNR&W’s consultation. and techmcal
‘asgessient progesses, quoted in full below;’ (electromc copy supplied)

Dear Sir, o .
East End Min'e, Groundwater Issues

Having just completed a two day meeting with representatives of the DNR&W, dlscussmg the
above, we write to you to express a deep concern for the ouitcome. :
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The meeting of 13/14 September was held allegedly to dchieve a consensus on the groundwater
1ssues However assurances that the DNR&W was to actasan unbrased arblter i ﬂ’us matter were
ﬁ‘equently bmshed aside when weit-reascmed arguments Tan. counter to tbe department’s establtshed
‘view. _

.Based On more than a ceptury of cumulative experience with geohydrology and karst aquers the

under51gned have severe reservatlons about the department 8 conceptual plan and a1 0 1ts reha.nce
the department s adherenoe fo analy51s at, a reglonal scale, based on. Darclan p:rn1 tpm Jmply

' 1gnores conﬂlctmg ev1dence ata local scale. :

_MaJor enwronmental unpacts on. groundwater and surface strearns have been apparent. for a long
time in the East End and Bracewell areas. The DNR&W unduly emphas1 zes thf current drought as
the’ only explanatlon for the impacts, at least for the latter area. Tlus sn:nphsuc view agaJn Tuns
contrary to the weight of evrdence '

;Other 1nvest1gat1ve Work done by the DNR&W up to thls pornt ‘1as atso been very hrnlted in scope
-the data obtamed since 1977 hatre never been sub_] ect to: r1g010us nualyms by the Depdrtment

- Neithet has the department attetnpted to incorporate into the: \,unceptuahzatlon of aquifer behaviour

much of the detailed knowledge and climatologieal dats hield © by local landholders regardmg, for

1nstance, COMPATiSons between the effects of the 19605 drou ht-and that of the 19905

We und'erst'and thnt'the content of the forthcommg departmental report ltes entlrely w1thm the
- control of the DNR&W. ‘'We therefore express our congern that this report-will not provide
adequate ba.lanced Judgements nor- log1ca1 conuusmns and we WlSh to rnake 1t clear that our

env1r0nmental 1mpacts still need fo be resol‘ ed ratlonally and quantltatlvely and we would welcome
_ .your personal opinion in this. resoect _ .

Please ﬁnd attached for your. mtorm ;\thl‘l brlef notes onthe quahﬁcatmns and experlence of the
under51gned i End of quote; :

s Despite the abovc fetter, and further * consultatlons" at: Mt Larcom on 5 7 March 2008

- _.DNR&W’S Noy 2008 Final Draft continued to treéat the aqulfer system s having. simple:.
'_Darcran ﬂow Dt Laucd explanatlons of these dlssentmg V1ews and other shortcomrngs in

durmp / arter tec lnncal “consultatlon” dtscussmns to no avatl DNR&W have adnutted that
- _.other thaiz to; tne East End aqulfer theit experis. have had no expenence of karst aquifers:

Commen‘.s h Bnan leayson, extracts from Dmgle Smlth and Peter J ames on DNR&W’S (now _

Draft aré quoted below

'COM:MENTS BY BRIAN FINLAYSON DATED 28 DECEMBER 2008 ON DNR&W (2008)
- F INAL DRAFT (Electromc copy: avm]able) Quote, _

“I have receiv eda copy of the Revrew of Groundwater m the Mt Larcom-Bracewell Areq. Fi mal
Dmﬁ by Bruce Pearce with an invitation to submit comments by January 16™, 2009: I'will not be
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submlttmg detailed comments orl this report and I elaborate more on this below. However, the
timelines mvolved confined to the Chrigimas-New Year petiod, are unrealistic. I will be away, first
on hohdays in January, and then working overseas until the end of March so even if I chose to
comment in detail I would not be able to do this until April 2009.

I have perused this report and I see llttle point in now attempting yet another commentary on it.
Any changes since the last version are only cosmetic and the basis and fundamental problems of
this whole approach remain unchanged Any information that has been provided in other reports or
in comments and discussion on previous versions, of this report that seriously chaIlenge the
methodologmal approach have sunply been ignored.

The g’eologlcal sequences swrrounding the East End Mine are complex both lithologically and
structurally yet the- approach taken in‘this report.is to Ignore all those complexities and treat this
material as a single unconfined Darcian aquifer. A major component of the 11tholcgy here is
limestone (it is, after all, a limestone mine!) and we are being asked to accept that this limestone,
which has been here for upwards of 300 million years, has not in all that time developed any of the
usual features of I1mestone aquifers.

Included in this report is a chaptet by Drew and (:oldschelder from their book Methods in Karst
Hydrogeology in which they summatrise the methods that should be used in the investigation of the
hydrogeology of karst aquifers. These two scientists are: international leaders in this field yet no
notice has been taken of their work in the investigation of this aquifer. ‘Why has this chapler been
included here? It should also be noted in this context that Dav s Drew 's PhD thesis on liniestone
hydrogeology was supervised by Dmgle Srmth whose opinions on this matter have also been
sought, and ignored.

1 could go on to elaborate many qu1rky inconsisiencics in the present report but I w1ll lnmt myself
to just one. For some unknown reason, the lumt of drawdown by the mine pumping has been taken
1o be the 40 metre contour and a series ‘of maps ‘based on this unsubstanhated assumption are given
in Map 19. Note the map for June 2007. E‘laew;te ¢ in thiis report it is stated that the drawdown by
the mine is controlled by structural alignraents that trend SE-NW yet hére, in the June 2007 map
only;. there is a narrow. band of drawdown heading dlrectly east. 1 could. go on in this vein.

The danger with this report, and others like it that have been produced in the past, is that because
the groundwater contours have been drawn and the discussion centred around that view of this
aquer other commentators ge* c'raw;t mto also dtscussmg these contours and the patterns they

by carrymg out the kmds ot inv stlgatlons advocated by Drew and Goldscheider (and thousands of
other karst hydrogeologlqts J

This 1‘ep0rt -'doe's-not tell you liow this aquife'ri b'ehtiVes' » End of quote.

EXTRACTS F OM DAVID (DINGLE) SMITH’S COMMENTS DATED 11 JANUARY 2009
ON DNR&W (2008){electronic copy available) Quote P. 1 Para 4

“Groundwater in the Mt Larcom Bracewell Area

Throughout my association with EEMAG all of the many documents I have written, many of which
‘have been sent to your Department have stressed that the groundwater hydrology of the region

* concerned should be placed within the context of a karst aquifer. For many years the government
and Cement Australia dismissed the pOSSlblllty that karst effects were even a pos51b1hty, mote
recently they have aclmowledged that there may be karst 1nﬂuences

DI Smith, Quoﬁ_t'e'P.ZZ, pard 4
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set up prior to the commencement of nnnmg There ate two aspects of ﬂus that ate parncularly
dlsturbmg :

1. The fact now acknowledged that aﬁ:er more than twenty years 1t is consrdeted that the
--drscusSed on p 76 where rt is reported that the pfoczdmes nsed drd not rneet Austrahan
- ‘Standards and the data are unsuitable for any form of detailed. analysis. That ihis state of
-affalrs was allowed to connnue w1thout comment from your Department fcn 50 lo rtg does

-Cement Austraha and 1ts eonsultants

2. Itis acknowledged in this and earlier- Teports that water budgetlng iscritical to the
-assessment of possrble 1mpacts of the mme on; the local groundwal er. The key measurement

"jpumped out of the mine. This should be apparent even o those V"l‘th 1io detalled
acqualntance w1th hmestone groundwater There are no long-term rehable records for thrs,

'made 011 Several occasmns I have tr1ed t_o_ o_bta_ln the ~e data 1rom the mrne or its
consultants and there are no long-term: records available. I hiave menii oned this major

- shoricoming in reports stretchmg backto the mid-1990s. The eurrent teport acknowledges
this deﬁclency, see for example p,105 *Water Bma!‘lff Siudies”; This reports that a reduction
of assumptions by a factor of five enabled a’ ‘reasona balanee to'be achieved’, This s

.-celtalnly not aceeptable scrence1

- ‘There are many other aspects of the report’ ﬂld( could coniment upon but T will limit this _
submission to those concerning the need i6.constder karst influences on- g;rotmdwater in the area
and the quite. appallmg history of water qnullty abservations and the recognition of the need to

5]

.adequately rnomtor dramage 1nto the mine. “End of quote

ﬁPage 5
“5 Responsé-!smnmm-y |

The few items dlscussed above arenot -m'any way mcant to be exhaustlvc but are prov1ded to
demonstrate the manner in Vvhlch the present draft report retaing its technical ettors, its mlsleadmg
..and/or biased statements, and its coniinued attempts to weave a veritable Gordian Knot of technical
mistakes, This draft report is obv10usly intended 10 stand as the Department’s final word onthe
whole 1ssue of grounjwater dep]etron aseoerated with the East End Mine operations. ..

The response of this’ Wwr rter is that the draﬂ report should be scrapped in its entirety, W1th the
possible excep*rons fsome of the recornrnendatlons {p 107, 108). A completely new,
comprehensv vo and ob_]ectlve report should then- beir tiated, utilising known geology, -
geohydr logical characteristics and: estabhshed geo _cl_rologrcal principles (mcludmg karst
hehawour) together Wlth hlstoucal aspects in their rlghtful context. ” End of quote.

18

RTID82.pdf - Page Number: 84 of 688




RERS AE/D

The above map of the East End Mine Watet Montioring Area, represents EEMAG’s version (using
water monitoring data) of the main water depleted areas prior 10 2010 (some depletion lies outside
of water monitoring area) identified in wushroom pink colour (the cause of water loss in Bracewell
and into Cedarvale remains disputed). The original water monitoring area of 85 sq km is depicted
within the green lines, The Kalf 2000 Map of the mine impacted area is superimposed, as is the
East End mine (which has expanded considerably since 1995), East End and Bracewell areas are
named. (In 2010 DERM declined EEMAG’s request for the mine’s EA to be reframed so that it
was representative of its dewatering impacts (evalisated by DERM in 2008 as affecting approx 50 sq
km of East End aquifer) - ' o '

FEMAG wishes to ﬂi&_ﬂ_ﬂc Groundwork for the use 'of't_lll'e"n_iap.

Enipirical evidence from 2010 recharge included to show Official findings are not borne out
by how aquifer behaviour. ' :
a) the speed at which water gets to the mine

b) the volumes being .di,sqharg"ed_ exceeds the -_._s_to'l_:atiVity: capacity of ‘the East End _jaqyifer and
c) musttherefore to be reliant upon upstream gravitational inflows into the East End aquifer

In March 2011 Eas_{f End Mine’s Transitional Environmental Program (TEP) increased dewitering
1o a maximum of 30 Megalitres a day until 17 June 2011. Rainfall for the calendar year was1962
min (the second highest on record;) annual average under 900 mm.
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‘s Cement Australla s Annual Water Monltormg Report: of September 2011 quotes 2826 ML
dlscha:rge from.1 July 20100 30 June 2011 (average 7.7 ML 1'D) while post Tune 2010
- pumping at 6 ML /D was ‘required to “break even.”
* On 14 December 2011 Cement Australia DERM granted a further TEP )max 30 ML /D as
 from 25 January 2012 ntil 30 June 2012 The approve] 18, for a maxmmm of 30
Megahtres aday dlscharge
. Sntce the dewatenng commencedm 1979 East End has never had a full recharge and

.representatlve Bore 03 1. 5 km from the mine, 13 18m lower at peak m Mjrch 2011 than in
1991, ( Water Momtonng Data avaﬂable)

'To date no -'ofﬁc'ial sﬁldies.h‘a\'iefbeen tinﬂerta'ken'te verify thiese outcomes

Mt Larcom Commumty Restoratmn Prnject Report (2003) findmr 3 of bureaucratlc capture
by mining companies and pohtlcal agreements bemg allowed to Overrlde env:mnmental
conmderatmﬂs o

'.Execuuve Summary Tiems 11 1014 mcluswe (’Page IV ) Recommend atten 9 (Page IX) and extract
from Pages 48 and 49 are quoted below: . _

“11 A 51gmﬁcant element of the prol ect concerned the evaJ .Jc;t]on of planmng and consultatmn

Development Gladstone Economm Industry Devel '.m;“"t Board [GEIBD] and the Gladstone Area _
Water Board. The performan'ce of two industrial comnpanies, Queensland Cement Limited (QCL
EastEnd mme) and Sonthem Pa01ﬁc Petrolew: {Shale Oil) were closely examined. Documents
show State Development and the GEIDB pro ude tizh level Federal brleﬁngs on SDA matters to a
:range of senior pohtwal ﬁgures On a: State u.vel, the bneﬁngs include the Hon Premier, Mmlster '

..-1-':'11 o tate Development Under the cucumstanees ‘the

13 Statemde there are sweral examples of the State abando:mng the concept of co-existence’ by
'allowmg polmca] decisions to ogver-ridé enwronmental considerations. The buynuts of Targmme
and Jease renewals at Mt Larcomi without first add.ressmg residual tmpacts are considered prime
'examples Once departures from decisions based upon seience and sound environmental | principles
oceur, planning and approval processes become a travesty and are liable to political and commercial
tmanipuiation. Such conduct may hielp explain the high level of conimunity distrust and general loss
of confidence in the edm]ms‘u'atwe and political system. A swmnmary of 1nd1V1dual issues for

-oonectwe agtion is set out in the Recommendanons sectlon

14; When pohtlcal dCCISIOIlS pre empt résearch ﬁndmgs scientists-and: techmcal experts W1thm '
'_-Govemment Agenc:es operate ina hlghly stressful and compromtsed chmate Case studies at Mt
Larcom and Targinnie show such circumstances are not conducive to good science and undermine -
the objectwe lmplementatmn of env1romnenlal leglslatlon As a result l\egulatory comphence failg”
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RECOMMENDATION 9. Community Engagement: Equity and Ethics

“Issue: There are perceptions that there is ev1dence of ﬂlegal activity and unethical behaviour on
the part of industry and state ageéncies. A distinction needs to be made between companies and
'agencles involved in- legal environmental negotiations and approval processes and those that engage
in unethical conduct and deal in manipulative procedures. This warrants mvestlgatlon

e Mt Larcom CRP Report, Page 48, Background 10 Lack of Trust between Government,
Mn‘ung Compames and the People, states in part:

“Whtle the ev1dence of shonky dealmg durmg the 1990 s may be regaro ad as
that the problem of ¢ capture of departmental ofﬁcers by mmlng compamt ',, through
compliant senior bureaucrats; has not been overcome.” End of quotes.

The enormous bargaining power of 'm_'ining companies

» The lével of bargaining power exerted on Governments by Comwmes is illustrated by
revelations rega:rdmg Mount Isa Mine’s operations (allcgediy causing elevated blood lead
* levelsin children) pubhshed in Hansard 13-15 May 2008, Page 1792, Para 6 quote: “The
Mount Isa Mines Limited Agreement Act 1985 faciijtated a lower standard for lead
ermssmns than that apphcable to other parts of the state It was enacted by the Bje]k‘e-
operatlons offshore should hlgher and 1 more emenswe emnssmns standards be
enacted.” (My bold}

iSupportmg documentation as per-attached listed supplied on CD, and hard coples as per attached
list. Addttlonal documentstion available.

Tha_nk you for accepting our submission

Yours sincerely,

CD OF MT LARCOM COMMUNITY RESTORATION PROJECT (CRP) REPORT (2003)

CD containing

1. Electronic copy of Dr Dudgeon s August 1995 Interim Draft Report “Groundwater
Monitoring around Bracewell- -East End Mining Leases” findings used for East End Mine

1996 Gladstone Expansion JAS

2, FOlIof 20.12,1988 Water Resources Rockhampton Ministerial Correspondernce, “Data on
hand indicates that water levels may have fallen by up to 2.5 metres at distances of 2 km
from the mine due to mine dewatermg The obvious conclusion is that the local farming
community feats are realistic.”

21
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1997!98 POSItan Paper on East End Mine and Env1rons

FOI EPA Memorandum, 22, October 2001, Status of Environmental Authorities at East
End, Quote Item 2 “EIS coniducted in 1996 when cement plant upgmded still valid”
Kalf (2000) Map of Mirie Pit Zone of Infliience

Letter of 21 September 2007 By Snuth leayson #nd James 16 M:lmster for Natural
Resources & Water raising concerns on DNR&W’s Consu]tatmn and teehmcal assessment'

: -'processes

n
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wissd TR I EECT RfM W
Related Records t Limited scx s kil
mmm m[ Recelved 2 1 MAY 2012 ppdtieng: (00 W&%ﬁmfﬂaui'mﬂ
Dosument No:
= File No:
Tracking Folder No:
F ACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
To: Mr. Bill Upten
Co-ordinator General's Office Fux No: 229.7348
Froma: P. O'Cullaghen Our ¥ax No: §3-7-367 0348
" Group Plenning Executive N
Date: 14 June, 1995 ‘ Towsl No. of Pages: 2

Subject: {#’ QCL GLADSTONE EXPANSION : CRITICAL ISSUES
L of g&m}lmﬂﬁm!m mwssmsdh'emd

-

Flease N!-pm D_! 'D_lk on 61-1-375 0431 if

As requested at our maeting of B/6/95, we have identifiod th critical lasues for the project from
QCL's perspective. Specifically this has been done with the ubjeotive of gaining sharcholder
approval within the timeframe discussed,

L Convinding Govemmant to meet costs of any upyades 1o physfcal infrastracture,

especiglly the State roads and electricity gnd. . -
2. Gaining approval from the relevant suthorities to use the road nietwork to iransport raw
magterialg.
3. In conjunction with piint 2, aximising the truck payloed so as 16 minbmise truckdng
numbers,

4. Obtaining world ccnyietiive electricity oharges

{/ 5 Qbtaining some foom of gusrantee on mining lease renewals so 88 to asswe QCL's
% sharcholders thut thore are sdequate, secure, approved raw material reserves.

6. Obtaining best svailable rutes for coal, cual royalties and rail freight.

T CGuarssiceing the statug quo remainy with regard to environmental licencas on cusrent
operations.

We hava' sz listed sll the sminor issues nor those issues en which QCL ig to take the lead in
negotistions, e.g. priority berthing and renegotiation of local agreements, The sim here is to
priortise issues to allow COG to best allocate resources.

2Td ANIWED NS
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We have also rot listed fems such g5 DEH approvals, Although MMEW we do not
believe these will require difficult negotistion, buk rather consistent sffort 1o obtain the fastesnt

poss:hlarm\:me
Regards,

a0

'Gmup ?‘lmnmg Exacutwe

BYER 206 4 19 U3 DO KdBT:Ew 86, T NI

gra'd NI ORGTIBNTED
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March 2001 T 01640035

groundwatcr rcsources

» an independent assessment of the effects of drovight and natural depletion oo local
groundwater levels

¢ the current degree and extent of the impact of the mme including a de termination of
which land holdezrs are cuirrently affected by deplenon of groundwater supplu;q dlr:c_tly ag
aresultof. the mining operations and the extent of that effect on each landowner

*  an appropriate methodology for the monitoring, assessment and reporting of changes in
the degree and extent of imipacts by the East End 'M_ine.qn local groundwater resources.

The EPA brief furthier required that “ie consultant shall identify @ fist of issyes of concern o
the East End Mme Action Group (Inc) and ensuré that in reporfz g _!he independent Iecf_mzcaz’.

nssessinent these i sstes areeach reviewed and _rgpoﬁed oIt in @ specific manner,”

This draft dogs not include a ﬁé_terminat'ion of which landovmers ate 'affected by the mine
dewatering,

32  Methodology of Review

There has been a large amount of anaiyms of thf' groundWater system and effects of rainfall
pattems and mine dewatering, Iti 1s noft realistic to review the ﬁne detail of every corhiponent
of the various studxes without spendvng 2 very large armount of time. Instead, the key studies
have been checked more al an oyerview leve] to check the:r conccpmal validity, and ‘more
detmled attemmn has been paid to sp mﬁc areas of congern,

The review was undertaken in seviral stages; broadly as follows:

v

a. initial reading of relevant dbcum_eh’té

b. _sne wslt, G meer QCL and EEMAG representatwes a.nd to become famlllar with the
aréd

c: discussions thh varioug govermm;nt officers who have been mvnlved with the issues

d. disisassions with technical consitants who have contributed to varions studies

e, 'a'ssa'ssmi:nt of -_t_hn; existing infonﬁjaﬁon, angﬂys.cs end interpfe_tﬁt'ion_.

It s important to recognise that this assessment could niot incorporate & complete re-analysis
of the large amounts of monitoring data, geologlcal information and anecdotal information
whiich are avmlablc Studles cartied out to reach the various cnnclusmns to date ‘have required

* This draft has beer prepared solely for the purposes of dwmssfon mm EPA and has not been subjected tv Ga.fder

Associates’ nam_:g_! Feview processes
Golde’r_&séngia’t'es
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TRANSMITTAL
FORM

GHOU NDWORK
Rasources: Envrronmant
' Land Use “‘J_: =i

r—p—,

ot B g '
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TO: EEMAG FROM: Rob Sowarhy
ADDREGS: ¢/ Mt Larcom Post Office, EastEnd  DATE: 18 March 2004
Mt Larcom Qld 4695
| RE: ‘East End Mine - March 2004 REFERENCE: 214 2341
Wa‘ier'M_o_n}t_qung results : ST
O COURIER ® POST I3 OTHER
MESSAGE:

Plaase find enclosed the quarterly water monitoring results for the East End Mine — March 2004,

Reg ards
GROUND\NORK EMS Pty Ltd

per: ?—2 L"""’ﬁ
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05/08 "00 SUN 18:40 FAX 61 7 33454609 CIVIL ENG UNI OF QLD Doz

T_echniufl Forum on Groundwate_r Aspeets of Enst End Mine Dewatering
; Key Issues

| Ray Volker
Professor of Civil Enginesring
University of Queensland

1. 'Intrdducﬂon ‘

I consider the key tachnical issues are related to two major topics, Thew are:

s the aniotet of drought impact an water lovels in the aquifers and on flow in steaths versus the
impact of Best Enﬂ Mins dewatering on the aquifers and stéeama, and :

" the nature of the connecnon between Bracewell and Eaut End limegtone in relatlon 1o gronndwatsr
flow. .

Attetnts to obtain & resolution to these lssues will. I believe, requizc a fundmnmml change in apprnar.h

by the parties conperndd, mainly by Queensiend Cernent Limited (Qr Ly and EEMAG. Tf there is 1o be a

pemiing sttempt &t reaplung a commion understanding of the groumvatcr dopletion effects and their

cauges, there will need to be a committent to worldng toger.hm- collabgrativaly and cooperatively, This

Inctudas work on hydmguologlcal and hydrological aspects incorporated in the groundwater model

developed for QCL as » groundwater management tool,

2 Drought Eﬂoeitu

Both Department of I{amml Resources (DNR) [1] swi Kai# and Associates (Ka) (2) pruvu;le unulyms of
reinfills-to show that the period of severnl years fillowing 1991 represented e signifioant drought in the
Mount Larenm dmuict. DNR[1]) analysed Mw-u Lercom reinfells, These wete plotted as cimulative
deviations from the roean end a tabulation was alss presented to show duration and intensity of droughits
in the period from 1910 to 1995, While their analysis suggests that the perlod 1991 to 1995 wasa
drought of high' ime.ndity there were seveizl pravious periods of hlgher intenmty droughs thotigh none
with & combination of longer duration snd higunr intensity, Stmply oo g drobight imagnitudes from
sn mnplysis of ralnfalls dota riot quanify the cffeets on groundwater levsls, Additional evideniee is
required in the fonm of a relatiofiship betwean ralnfall and groundwater recharge. DNR[1] did not
present any such relnﬂonship 50 the consequences for nroundwmr levels remain vague and qualitative
only. |

1t is trua that if mm:t'au {3 the dominant or sole source of recharge to nuguifer, then a drought must be
expected to mﬂumlgmuu" watar levels over some timeframe the duration-of which clepends on the
techarge process and poih 1o the water table, Determining the sxtent of drought irpact is & diffioult task
at the best of tinies, Qi filztors besides recharge affect watst level declines such s pumping,
especlally for irrig; .."-9 if'this is sianiﬂcant, and in this case for mine dewatering,

KAJ2] used rwt‘*ll m‘*ards From the Lucke gauge for the pmod 1947 t6 1998 plottad as rairifall
deviations and a 2 ysar moving average. This showed that from 1991 to 1998 there wag below average
rainfull in eack yesr except 1996, when the rainfell was only marginslly above average. While KA

olaim that this wm yeriod of by far the longest below average rainfall on record”, Figure 2 in that
l
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docummtshaws that, during the pe.nod 1964 to 1970, all yéars recorded below averngo rainfall excent
1968, wheri the rainfall was also 'oaly ma.rginall;r above average. - The groundwater model preduced by
KAdoes of course, mcmpurata an estimate of racharge and this Is related to rainfall, Estirnating
gmundwmer rechargs is often the most diffieult part of quamtifying the water balanee of sn souifer, It
varies in time and space and it is nsually linked in the calibration prosess with uquifer srorat! wty and

’hym-auhc conductivity, both of which are themselves difiicult to estifate,
TIn their hydraolic modelling exeroise, KA[Z] State that “mharge wag takets 28 @ fraction of momhly

rainfell that was set to variable spatlal values aver the mnintharmguz% to 854 with the default set 2t
5%, Alltechargs values r:mained coRStant tbmughnut the simnlatmn

abovc, mharge assessmant is very diﬁicult. On the nther hand it must then be accepred that other

‘tombinations of rainfatl mhnrgc and h;rdmuhc parameiers may give fn mmpfable model calibration,
I, for example, the aquifer storativity is greater than thet used in tha model, then ons would expect

watsr levels to be Jess sensitive 10 chenges in ralnfall pasternis, The basic message is thet eifects of
drought ot water levels are subject to & great deal of uncertainty aud it would be pmder:t to include
cansidesation of al] of the relevant mfﬂzmalinn '

Local kmwledga and snscdotal evidencs suggests that grnmdwmx levals both # n Easl Endasdm |
Hrapewall in the peried 1991 101999 have been marhdly iower than in previous deoughts and that they
have: nspnndud more slowly 10 substential zainfalls, For: ;.mnplu. itis claimed that “Arthur Murphy’s
bore™ had the same stanﬂing watwr level in April 1967, towards the cod of the 1564 to 1967 drovight, a3
it had when drilled in 1915, In the 1990"s, however, the water level in the bore was substantially lower.

'Idomtknuwwhaﬂmthssc Tevels can be checked and ligw important they may be. ‘What is imporiant,

hiowever, s that it is ot clear there has beeri g meaningml aitempt to ensune thete sre tio azioimialies
between tesnlts gencrated by the model and informstion sich as this availablé from local residents.
Such an exercise should at the very laast, gemra*e greater confidence by the lo:ml community in the
resulty being produced es the basis for consideration by QCL: of the impacts of mine dewatering.

Similarly, & report by James{3} presents data rﬁmpanng groundwater Ievel§ in East End and the lower

enid of the Bracavell aquifers with levels in uther areds in the immediately wc:m’cy “This cotnparison
uggests that the drought effecis claimed by DNR and KA were not evident in thoss oiher areas thus
throwing doubt.on the claimed droughi sfiects in ‘comparison with depletions due to mine dewatering;
Agein: this {5 not 1o, prejudge the sceurviy and depth of the different analyses conducted- by differsnt
partics, but to supgest that th omomm;tytomalve game of thess issues doss not seer to have besn
taken by adopting & collaborwive and interactive epprosch inthe devclnpmem of the mods] reported in

KA[2]
3 Brac:v’v:li to Fust Exd Hydraglic Counnection

Theteis a d;ffate'm of epinion on ﬂh‘.’ degres nfhydraulic connecuvity botween Braccw:]l and, Bast End
aQifars, DNR[1] claiin that the cong of depircssion around the minesite senrot extend b the
Bracewell aves baczuse of low permenbility of ihe strats near Wair 2. J ames{3] reparts the results of an
excavation ness Weir 2 and calculation of hydraulic conduetivity valises from the inflow of water to the
pits. He furbicr claims thet o laterally extensive layer of rel&nvuly high hydraidie conductivity « oucury

across the fiat l.mds of the valley: constriction near Weir 2. This is dismissed by DNRFI] Tt would
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appeat that there was confusion oft the pert of DNR{1] sbout the validity of the caleulation of hydrautie
conductivity from the pit test inflow and the impliee,uons for down velley flow. ’

If thete is a relatively high permeab:hty layer through the valley near Wcu 2and if itis confizisd under

pre-mining conditions, then a lowering of the water level at the downstrearn due to mining will ineresss
the flow through it from Bracewell to East End aquifers, The magnitude of the consequers influsstes on
Bracewell groundwater levels would dépend on 2 fiumber of factors, mogt of which are apen to
considerable uncertainty. KA[2) claim thet the modelling results show no measirable influeace of pit
drawdown in the Bracewel! aquifer, OFf oourye that conclusion is directly dependent on ihe asmimptions
made in the development of the mode) and on the calibration process.

Ashighlighted in ssction 2 above, calibration patameters are highly mtmﬂapandem and tiie calibration
process produces non-unigue results. In aimple terms what this means is thet & diféorent model with
quite different properties might be devised to produce the same level of agresment with recorded results
ds (! summarised in KA[2]. Again thiy is not & criti¢ism of the particular tnode] developed; ihe same
statement is triie of most groundweter models, Nevertheless it doss highlight the need to address
additional information and alternative hypotheaes propoged, The amaunt of information provided on
model patameters and the calibration process in KA[2] is very fimited and this makes it difficult to
assess wheiher ell reasonable possibilitios have been explored. The same miesseg is reiterated, Tt is
much more likely that consensus wold ba achleved or appronched if there had beari collaboration and
interaction in the development of the model rather than its presentation together with results fom itasa

-~ fait accompli.

4. Summery

While the key technical § issucs which I believe need o ba tesolved are those of drought, effects and the
hydraulic confiection heéar Weit Z as outlined above, perkips the most significant advance will come
fram & change in attitude and approach on the pact of the parties involved. Given the history and the
gkepticism which have developed over many ‘years, & substantial improvement in this avea will not be
acoomphahed easily. 1 am pot privy to all £4¢ negoviations and discussions which have oocurred but
thete is a olear parception on the part of (he landholdess that the company (QCL) has sdapted a position
of seeking to admit 2 minimel estimsate of the exent of the impact of mine dewatering, For example it
is not clear to an outsider that the Company has been willing to acknowledge thar the initlal predictions
of areal extert of impact were too low aven in the light of subsequent exparience. Ideresay thist conintsr
examples on the part of the landholders riny be produced, This only serves to highlight the need for &
different approach.

As a final point, it soems 10 e thet it should be incumbent on QCL as the company which is cavalag
groundwater depletion by tning dswetering 1 ensure that the impacts of those depletions are temedied
appropriately, It also srams that it should be tip to QCL to demonstrate to the regulating ﬂ&t"noles and

~ the Jandholders that they will teke all reasonable steps to predict the sonsequences of the mine

drawdown on surrounding groundwater systams and alieviate or remedy the ns appropriate, rathér than
to requira the lanclholders 1o demonstrate the degree and consequences of impact Befors compensation is
cuns:d&ad

RTID82.pdf - Page Number: 98 of 688




T R S R e e i e Sy rens

References

. Departent of Natural Resources. Position papet: Enst End Mine and Exviroas, Febmmy 10DE;
. Kalf and Associaies. QCL Groandwatet Flow Model; Background, Hydrogw!ogy. Model
Description and Curent Findings ~ Sumingry Document, (uidated).

. James, P. M. Fast EndMina Groundwater Review: Summary Document, Januery 1996

L b=

RTID82.pdf - Page Number: 99 of 688




ARG 0 iwwm.\m“_ uQ\N&\\N\WN .

HTCrS g - .a\\\\w\._

VU~

Pl

s hﬁ.\%&»\\%\_ LEEEI R

T TR B ST ey ey

N N = R e NS

/]

G .usﬁnvkx\.u\nw\ua\.\\qﬁ\\v\ Lo

2z

e R e e~

s A

x TR A \m\.N\oﬁ Q.WW\__ \v\\ 2224 \i\\m\ N\ﬁ

e — m@\ \\&A &\m\

Tt

Q\_&m\?ﬁﬁﬁ%\ \u\\&\\\\\\_ -

RTID82.pdf - Page Number: 100 of 688



28 NAY 1. Date Re. -
. D

Mr Campbell Newman MP
Ptemier of Queensland
Parliament House

George Street

Brishane Q. 4000

Dear Mr Newman,

The members of th_N’ho]ehéar‘tsed[y congratulate you and the LNP team, on your

réesounding-win in the State election,

The Newman LNP gavernment has started out-an the right track with the appointment of Lawrence
Springborg as Health Minister and the appointmenis of both Mike Horan and Terry White to chair the
Hospital and Health Boards, in the Toowoamba Reglon and the Metro South Brisbane Region
respectively.

The brarich members were pleased to note that the LNP government has abolished the Dept of Climate
Change — have plans to co_htrol the riumbers of Flying Foxes —and has stood up for the Greek
community in Musgrave Park.

It is to be hoped that this L NP government, ministers and all departments, will listen to the very real
concerns of their supparters, who have had to bear the burden of crushing Labor legislation under the
Beattie and Bligh governmenis.

The breaking up of DERM into manageable departments is to be commended.

The LNP policy taken to the State election was to remove the Wild Rivers declarations from our
Queensland rivers.

We aslthat this policy be honoured and that Wild Rivers declarations be removed from all Queensland
rivers, including the Cooper Creek Catchment area.
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The landowners i in the Cooper Creek catchment area, maintain that the pristine condltlon of the Cooper
Creek catchment area is due wholly and solely to thelr excellent careand management of the land and
its’ watér-courses. This care and management by landowners, has seen this catchmerit maintain its’
pristine condition; not _on_l_y inthe good ye_a_rs, but also in years of severe drough_t.

We are well aware that a “Wild Rivers” declaration does not protect the Cooper Creek catchrrient area
frotn minjng-

Wild Dogs {dingos) are a huge tancern.

We ask for a statewude program to reduce the numbers of wild dogs, with 1080 baits of increased
strength the new. PAP ponson or bc:th 4 unlform bounty across the state, tram'ng sessionson trapprng
and calling dogs subsudles/loans for dog’ nettmg fencmg

effect on {a) the water [evals in the aqUIfers 1 to 4 metres drr',., and (b, *he permeabllltv between the
aguifers above the Hutton (c) the. effect of the superior pres,ure o¥the Hutton,

Changes to'the Queensland mining laws are ul_‘gently needed. There needs to bé the samié rules for
mining companies and landgwners. Lantlowners rights ta inanage their land, have been eroded.
Substanttal compensatton to be paid in perpetwty, tola '!dm"ners for mlnlng/gas holes drilled on thew
land. We suggest that the Queens!and government uweshgate the Canadlan system of cornpensation
for Iandowners

Congratulations, once again. We all look forwe. dto meetmg you, at some time and |nwte you'to visit
xhen you are nextin the electorate of Gregory.
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Sarah Partosh

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

importance:

The Premier

Monday, 21 May 2012 3:16 PM

The Premier

Water Water Everywhere..But Not a Drop to Spare
Water Water Everywhere - But Not A Drop To Spare.pdf

High

Subject: Water Water Everywhere...But Not a Drop to Spare

Title; Mr

First Name:
Family Nam

Email: ]

Address:
Town:
State:
Postcode:
Email:

Comment:

Newsletter attached regarding recent decisions

1
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planning, environment & native title law specialists

Partners  Lestar Manning Mi:hael.NeaI Matt Patterson -

Water Water Everywhere...But Not a Drop to Spare

Some groundbreaklng thmgs have been happemng in the world of WAT ER
3 and |ts not the recent floods _

Maladmlnlstratlon in Water Allocatlon from 2002

Food and water security are two 51gn|f‘ icant issues that have been. addressed in a recent appeal where Lestar Mannlng
instructed Phil Sheridan before the Land Court The extraordlnary decrsmn will have broader ramnuatlons for the process
of water allocation throughout the state. _ . - SR

Member P A Smith’s reasons for judgement said ’Wowever concemns that I have as/a caﬂ:.equence of the ewdence
placed before me In these appeals and in particular as set out in Exhibit 43 leads me. to, the conclusion that it is
appropriate to bring my concems of maladministration to the attenz'fon of the Honeum)/e the Premier and the
Honourable the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines. " : :

The reasons for judgement handed down in anbane on 5 April 2012 cited as Ga/io and m///ams Vv Chfef Execut/ve

Department of Environment and Resource Management. [2012} QLC 0015 highiight the Iong-term maladmlnlstratlon of
water allocation in Management Area B of the Atherton subarte5|an area. T :

Evidence before the court was that since the inception of the Barron Water Resotnfe Plan in 2002 and untll Apnl 2010 no
licenses had been assessed on the basis of water use eff_l_den_cy Water use efficiency is a fundamental critetia in the
Water Act 2000 and in the Barron Water Resource Plan 2002 and Resource Cperations Plan 2005.

At some point in time the Department became concerned- about the voiume of subartesian water being allocated and
stopped processing applications that had been made, to allow it fo declare a moratorium under the Water Act 2000,
Many farmers had expended considerable sums on constructing-water supply Infrastructure only to have their
applications inappropriately held by the Department without beifig processed pending the introduction of the moratorium.

The ramifications for this maladministration may not be limitad to the Atherton tablelands.

The new minister, the Honourable Mr Cripps, has already referred this matter to the Crime and Misconduct Commission,
We await the outcome.
Aok ook ok ok ok okokokoekoR

Coal Seam Gas and Groundwater
The Environmental Impact Statement for the Surat Gas Project also deals with groundwater and has just been released.

Chapter 14 deals with groundwater and chapter 28 deals with the cumulative impacts.

At figure 14.3 in chapter 14 there is a pictarigl representation of the underground stratification and groundwater systems
present within the project development ‘area. It identifies shallow groundwater system, intermediate groundwater
system, coal seam gas groundwater system and deep groundwater system. Fgure 14.5 shows the direction of
groundwater flow for the purpose of the great artesian basin and identifies the intake (recharge} areas.

Figures 28.3 to 28.6 inclusive identify the 2039 year predicted unmitigated peak drawdown contours and the 2061 year
predicted unmitigated contours 10-years after production ceases. On each of those contour maps the relevant state
trigger threshold drawdown contour is identified. The drawdown contour specified by the state for the shallow
groundwater system is 2 m-and-for each of the following 3 groundwater systems is 5 m,

The area affected goes noith of Wandoan, south towards Goondiwindi, east to Toowoomba and west of Roma.
It is a huge area/in which the effects of drawdown on water supply through the four identified aquifers wili be significant.

Table 28.3 provides the predicted maximum of groundwater drawdown -- cumulative as being 2.5 m for the shallow
groundwater systerm;, 50 m for the intermediate groundwater system, 150 m for the coal seam groundwater system
(Walloon coal measures) and 75 m for the deep groundwater system. Across each of the aquifers the estimated
drawdown is 287.5 m.

The extent of the impacts identified must be considered by farming communities and their need for security for water
supply and food production.

These impacts should also be considered in terms of the proposed coal seam gas conduct and compensation agreements
and impacts upon bores being used for farm and domestic purposes.

S o ok S A ok s K o e ok Al K Ok

RTID82.pdf - Page Number: 104 of 688




Water Prosecutions

The Department commenced a spate of prosecutions against farmers in the Atherton Tableland for the alleged
unauthorised taking of water, predominantly under section 808 (1) of the Water Act 2000 (the Act).

p&e Law represented numerous parties in relation to Complaints Made and Summons for the alleged breaches, took
instructions, sought to dissuade the Department of continuing with the actions, briefed Counsel and appeared and
instructed in the Magistrates Court,

The Department attempted to utilise powers under section 760 of the Act requiring production of documents and section
763 of the Act requiring production of information. We were able to challenge many of these on behalf of our clients
because of defective procedural requirements, If validly issued, notices can require a spouse to provide evidence against
their partner,

Whilst all of the prosecutions will not proceed, they have caused our clients many anidsus moments,

A fundamental difficulty arises with the approach of the Department where the farming community needs to have time to
adjust to water restrictions which impact upon their capacity to earn an income from the land. A farmer telephoned
whilst quite distressed asking if he could continue to water a crop in clreumstances where he would exceed his
allocation. If he failed to water the crop he would lose the crop. He had been toid that water trading would be instigated
and had arranged for the extra water and had planted accordingly. As water trading was not instigated at that time he
was left with the unpalatable cholce of a potential prosecution or a potenitial iess of a crop,

The former Water Advisory Group had advised the previous governmant et the difficulties with the restricted allocations.

We commend the new Minister, who we understand will be reintroducing the Water Advisory Groups and has a good
understanding of the needs of the farming community and the irfipacts of the former government's regime on them.

With a forecast review of the Barron Plan it is timely for the farming community to assist the new Minister in creating a
plan that provides appropriate water security for farming to enable the proper utilisation of the good quality agricultural
land on the Tablelands.

Aok ek e ke e ke koo el

Also, if you haven't heard, we have moved...

w Check out our new office. Big and Blue and you cannot miss us!
Come for a visit.

Suite 2, 37 Dalton Drive, Maroochydore

We back onto the palatial surrounds of the Horton Park Golf
Course.

For those of you based-in the north of the State, feel free to
contact our established Cairns office at 211 Draper Street.

For further details on/now our specialist team of solicitors
can assist you and)to read about other important points of
law and legislation, you can visit our new website at
www.paelaw.com.

Our team consists of:

Lestar Manning - Partner Michael Neal — Pariner Matt Patterson - Partner
Andrew Williams Marlies Hobbs Clare Farley Annabelle Nilsson

Autumn Update 2012

cairns po box 2337 calrns qld 4870 »> 211 draper street cairns qld 4870 » £ 07 4041 7622 > £ 07 4041 7633 > e calrnsreception@paelaw.com
sunshine coast po box 2015 sunshine plaza gld 4558 > suite 2, 37 dalton drive margochydore qld 4558 = t 07 5479 0155 » f 07 5479 5070

> e reception@paelaw.com » w www.paelaw.com = ABN 12 209 877 558

RTID82.pdf - Page Number: 105 of 688



Sarah Partosh

From: EEREE ORI hotmail.com >

Sent: Thursday, 24 May 2012 8:12 AM
To: The Premier

Subject: RE: oil and gas jos

dear sir,

thank you for your reply on this matter
would love to hear from mr newman on this very important matter

my address

iours sincerelr

From: The.Premier@premiers.qld.gov.au
To:_@hotmail.com

Date: Thu, 24 May 2012 08:04:21 +1000
Subject: RE: oil and gas jos

Thank you for your email to the Honourable Campbell Newman MP, Premier of Queensland. We confirm receipt of

your message. If you would like to provide an opportunity for the Premier to respond, please email back with your

postal address and your correspondence will be actioned as appropriate. We appreciate the time you have taken to
contact our office.

Ministerials Officer

Office of the Premier
g2 Please consider the environment before printing this email

From N (7 e hotmai.cor]

Sent: Wednesday, 23 May 2012 1:26 PM
To: Ashgrove Electorate Office
Subject: oil and gas jos

dear mr newman,

i know you are just gettirig into your new position and you will probibly find what i am going to ask of you would be

very difficult.
can you please stop the engineering work on these coal seam gas jobs being taken overseas for the benefit of these

big multi national companies?
i will not mention any by name but a lot of this work should be done here in our country for the benefit of our own

people and governments
its simply not fair that this is allowed to happen leaving us with very little of the jobs that should be available

you are a civil engineer and you will know exactly what i am talking about
hope you do well in your new capacity

yours sincerely

1
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This email i1s intended only for the addressee. Its use is limited to that intended by
the author at the time and it is not
to be distributed without the autheor's consent.

Unless otherwise stated, the State of Queensland accepts no liability for the contents
of this email except where

subsequently confirmed in writing. The opiniong expressed in this email are those of
the authcr and do not necessarily

represent the views of the State of Queensland. This email is confidential and may be
subject to a claim of legal privilege.

If you have received this emaill in error, please notify the author-and dslete this
message immediately.

2
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_Sarah Partosh

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Please see attached letter.

acenet.net.au>
Tuesday, 12 June 2012 10:09 AM
The Premier
Jon Krause MP
Letter to the Premier
AgForce Project to The Premier.doc

1
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11t June 2012

Hon. Campbell Newman, Premier
PO Box 15185

City East QId 4002

Dear Premier,

/2
ur key goals are to keep ratepayers
iInformed and in turn represent their concemns with local govéernment.

_s very concerned by the latest development as announced by Agforce Projects in
the Fassifern Guardian May 30" and Beaudesert Times Jine 6% that a round of
workshops is being held in the region to prepare and arm landholders for coal seam gas
{CSG) mining negotiations.

-Prior to the State and Council elections, both yourself, Mr Newman and the Mayor, Cr
Brent, assured the people of the Scenic Rim that the'i'egion was off limits to CSG mining.
Why then is AgForce Projects, a State Government funded organisation, providing
landholders with maps of their properties ta heip with CSG negotiations, schooling them
on the possible impact on their business from CSG activities and assisting them in
determining adeguate compensation?

The”an’t help but wonder if Agforce’s current project
is introducing mining to iandholders by stealth?

Accordingly, we respectiully request clarification and seek your assurances that CSG is
not back on the agenda for the Scenic Rim region.

Yours sincerely

N

@2

cc - The Mayer, Cr Brent
Jon Krause MP

SRRC Councillors.
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E_arah Partosh

- - -]
From: SRS bigpond com>
Sent: Thursday, 14 June 2012 9:14 PM
To: Mike {MP Tmba South} Horan; LNP Environment Andrew Powell; LNP Ag Fish

Forestt John McVeigh; LNP Deputy Premier Jeff Seeney; LNP Energy & Water Mark
McArdle; LNP Health Lawrence Springborg; LNP John McVeigh;
toowoomba.north@parliament.qld.gov.au; LNP Natural Res & Mines Andrew
Cripps; The Premier

Cc: Tony. Windsor, MP; Senator Ron Boswell (E-mail); Robert.Oakeshott.Mp; NineMSN -
Current Affairs (E-mail); Julia. Gillard. MP (E-mail); Get Up/Action Tor Australia;
Bob.Katter.MP; lan Macfarlane MP (E-mail)

Subject: CSG: The fracking truth

RE: CSG risks

In the past Bureaucrats have written me pathetic letters offering poor reasoning for the
continuation of CSG development.

At what cost are you going to go to balance the budget?:

The Health and welfare of Queenslands?

The Health and welfare of the Environment?

The Health and welfare of Fauna / animals and Flora / plant life?
The destruction of a reasonable life for our grandchiildren?

The policies you make now have an impact for the next 20 to 100 years and beyond.

Approx 80% of all levels of Governments policies over the last 100 years have been made for
the short term (less than 10 years)

Don't play with peoples lives. Have a vigion for a healthy future. The people of Queensland put
in in charge of You running this state WOT mining company directors and CEO telling you
what to do.

I am not against mining but I aniagainst the high long term risk of CSG development; there are
so many unknown factors:

I am sure you love your children and grandchildren plus the environment that you will hand
over to them.

It is simply NOT werth the risk even if we have to drop our standard of living and pay more
taxes to balance the budget

FROM:-

1
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See Your Alert Online

[x]

How much do you really know about fracking?
Take the quiz and find out

I
May 16, 2012

|
f (V.

Do vgnmknow the truth about fracking? in communities

acros§'the country, they're learning about fracking the hard

way.

Take Ohio, for example. A year ago, few people knew what '

fracking was. Today, fracking is at the center of a political
firestorm, with citizens rallying against it, and oil and gas
industry lobbyists putting pressure on state officials to
protect their "right” to frack.

In Youngstown, OH, Mayor Sammarone gets it. He kngws
fracking is dangerous, and this year he bought earthquake
insurance for his home — after Youngstown staited
experiencing fracking-related earthquakes.

Take the fracking quiz!

We haven't asked him, but we bet Mayor Sammarone would do well on this fracking quiz. Do you know
what happens when fracking comes to town?

On the other side, Ohio’s governor doesn’'t seem to realize the risks of fracking. Not only is Governor
Kasich's new energy plan full of loopholes for fracking companies to exploit, but he has even proposed an
award, the "Governor's Award for Environmental Stewardship,” to help his oil and gas industry friends
greenwash their image.

Even if some elected officials think that fracking is safe, more and more people are realizing the truth.
Over 20 communities.in Chio alone, including the city of Cincinnati, have passed local resolutions against
fracking, and acress the country, there are dozens more. This has happened because ordinary people
have armed theimiselves with knowledge, and stepped up to protect themselves.

Take our new quiz to see how much you really know about fracking.

Whether you live in an area affected by fracking, or whether you're hundreds of miles away, you need to
know how fracking could affect you and your loved ones.

Test your knowledge of fracking:
http://action.foodandwaterwatch.org/p/salsa/web/common/public/content?content item KEY=11448

Thanks for taking action,
2
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Alex Beauchamp

Central Region Director

Food & Water Watch
abeauchamp(at)fwwatch{dot)org

P.S. This is part of a series of stories from communities that we're working with around the country who
are standing up and fighting back against the multi-million dollar fracking industry. If you missed the
story about moms standing up against fracking in Erie, CO, you can check it out here.

Unsubscribe
Donate

Contact
Visit us online

Food & Water Watch, 1616 P Street, NW, Suite 300, Washington, DC 20036 » (202} 683-2500

Click here to stop receiving emailg

eifpowared by

salso(S
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Sarah Partosh

- -
From: S RerSonaNoAon Nl > g mail.comm >
Sent: Monday, 25 June 2012 10:05 AM
To: The Premier
Subject: Croftby

Dear Mr Newman,

I an writing this email to remind you of your pre election promises regarding miningand csg in The Scenic
Rim. I am a resident hear and a local business owner and am therefore concerned about’'any mining activity
in our area. The evidence suggests that mining activity in and around small towirs has niumerous negative
impacts. I am particularly concerned about the advanced development of the minto coal mine by Allegiance
Coal. Tf this development proceeds it's likely effect will be environmental damage to/the surrounding area,
increased use of our roads by large trucks, coal dust and undue stress on the people that live in this area.
Residents here, strongly believe that any mining activity is extremely innapropriate in The Scenic Rim. Both
long term residents and new citizens who moved here to enjoy the beauty of The Scenic Rim will be
adversely affected by any future developments. 1 Implore you to honor your commitments to our region and
not use political spin to sway from your promises.

Kind Reiards

I Boonah

1
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Sarah Partosh

I

From: ST PRGN o au>

Sent: Tuesday, 26 June 2012 4:50 PM

To: The Premier

Cc: tourism@ministerial.gld.gov.au; scottbuchholz.mp@aph.gov.au;
rick.s@scenicrim.qld.gov.au; nrm@ministerial.gld.gov.auy;
nationalparks@ministerial.gld.gov.au; mayor@scenicrim.gld.gov.au;
localgovernment@ministerial.qld.gov.au; environment@ministerial.gld.gov.au;
energyandwater@ministerial.qld.gov.au; deputypremier@ ministerial.qld.gov.au;

: beaudesert@parliament.qld.gov.au; agriculture@ministerizl.gld.gev.au; Paul Coyne
Subject: Seeking your urgent intervention to protect the Scenic Rim from an open cut coal

mine

Dear Premier Newman,

With reference to a letter sent to your office from Paul Coyne on behalf of the Croftby community group, | would

like to provide additional information from an affected landholders perspectivi.

My name is[and | am the owner of S in Croftby. This land holding lies within

the Mineral Development Licence 138 currently held indirectly by Allegience Coal._forms part of my

1200 acre farming enterprise that | live and work on day to day:

My family settled this area_and have been respensibly managing the use of this land since that
time. My sole livelihood is derived from this land. Foythe past 30 years | have been responsible for the

sustainable methods of growing small crops, fodder ¢iraps and breeding quality beef cattle.

The small fertile valley, that my property lies within,'has been identified by the DPI in a report prepared in 2001
as one of the three most fertile areas for prinmary production in the country. In addition to the high fertility
content of our soils in this valley, the ground water is that of good quality, significant quantities with the aquifers
very close 1o the surface. This imperantrescurce (under careful management) has supported us through
extended periods of severe droughf whire others areas in the district have suffered. The proposed coal mine is
earmarked to straddle two main iributaries of the Teviot Brook — the main catchment area for Wyaralong Dam —
part of the South East water grid infrastructure. As comprehensive short and long term impacts of coal mining
and coal seam gas exiracticti-on water systems are yet to be fully realized we are deeply concerned for the

future of our local water and-indeed, the broader Clarence—Moreton Basin.

This immediate‘arga-of Croftby has been recognized since settlement for it's aesthetic beauty. Itis indeed the
most frequented tourist route of the Scenic Rim. The significance of protecting the National Heritage listed
‘Minto Crags’ Ring Dyke and the adjacent Endangered Regional 'Ecosystem’ of ‘Minto Swamp’, both of which lie

within my property, | believe is paramount.

[ am deeply concerned for the health of not only my children but that of my

1
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grandchildren. These concerns are directly linked to the methods by which this coal, if the licence was to be

granted, is extracted.

Colin Randall, Managing Director of Allegience Coal, outlined to our community at a meeting on the 15" June
2012, that new extraction technology, developed by himself, would be used instead of traditional ‘blast and dig’
methods. He indicated to those of us at the meeting that this new technology will produce significantly higher

levels of dust and pollutants than that of traditional methods.

My wishes and vision align directly with the Scenic Rim Community Plan, which after extensive community
consultation outlines our needs for a strong economy based on our rural and tourismindustries. We need to
protect our agricultural land from fragmentation and development. We must prioritise ihe Scenic Rim’s highly

valued lifestyle and landscape.

| ask that you urgently enact your election promise to protect the Scenic Rim frem mining and coal seam gas

exploration.

Yours sincerely

2
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Dear Premier

Re: Rich Land, Wasteland

1 have recently read the enclosed book - Rich Land, Wastelaud by Sharyn Munro, [
was truly shocked to learn what is happening throughout Austialia, with coal and
coal seam gas mining rapidly expanding, without adequate consideration of the
long-term consequences for the affected communities and for future agricultural
productivity and water security.

Ms Munro exposes the short-sightedness of the current policy of allowing virtually
unfettered access by (often foreign owned) coal companies because it earns good
export income = for the moment. But at what cost to the Jong-term interests of our
nation and our people? Our health (physical and mental), our financial security, our
environment, our ability to feed ourselves (and others)?

[t seems _gen_erally accepted that water and food will, in the not so distant future, be
like gold. But will we have clean waterleft after the ravages of the current coal free-
for-all? Will we still have productive agricultural land, with communities to live and

work it?

All politicians, decision-makers and opinion leaders need to pause (I know it's hard
but it must be done), také stock and think hard about whether current policies and
regulations (or lack thereof] are in Australia’s best interests.

1 arge you to read this book and ask yourselfif future generations of Australians will
thank you for how you responded. When you've finished reading the book, please
pass it-on to someone you feel may benefit from reading it.

Yours sincerely

R
[ @bigpond.com
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WAMBO CATTLE COMPANY

Warnbo Catiia Comypany Pty Limited

ABN; 02 056 718 326

_2 Cmnse W "st¢_ M @raswinders.com.au £

07 3002 5500 I
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WAMBO CATTLE COMPANY

L12612/MFW/WCC

14" June, 2012

. Wi Cattle Company Pty Limitsd
The Chief Executive ASN 92 058 718 326
Attention: EIS Coordinator (Surat Gas Project)
Statewide Environmental Assessments
Department of Environment & Resource Management
GPO Box 2454
Level 8, 400 George Street
BRISBANE QLD 4001

Per Email; eis@ d_erm.g' Id.qov.au

Re: Comments on EIS

1
H

These comments are provided on the following topics a’dd:'e_ssed in the EIS which we
know impact on our business of cattle lotfeeding and backgrounding in the NW corner of
Arrow's Daandine gas field:

s Potential impact on groundwater resolices
s Treatment of CSG Water

o Beneficial Re-use of CSG Watsr

» Disposal of Salts

» Routing of Surat-Gladstone Gas Pipeline

» Socio-economic Impacts

Potential _Impa_ct on Gro_u_ndw'_a_tsr Resources

It is considered that the treatrment of this issue in the EIS has been carried out quite
professionally and that the information presented in the EIS and in Appendix G is
sufficient to demonstrate that our property is located such that Arrow will be required to
"make good” the loss of access to groundwater in the Walloons, the Kurribarilla Beds,
the Huttons and the Precipice.

The extent to which Arrow will be required to do this is a matter which should be taken
into consitieration when conditioning any approval, as Arrow’s existing water extraction
from the Dazndine and Kogan North gas fields has already caused our bore water levels
to be lewared beyond the 5 metre trigger value and this is likely to continue.

In addition, the_QGCfOrig’i'n David Block extends over the balance of our properties and
thelr proposed imminent water extraction will further exacerbate our problem.

Level 15, Biishane Club Tower, 241 Adelaide Street, Brisbane

GPO Box 3137, Brisbane QId 4001 (ABN 92 058 718 326)
Ph: (07) 30025500 Fax: {07)3002 5588 e-mail: mail @mwaenviro.com.au
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Department of Environment & ReSOurce Management 14/06/2012

Comments on E]S D . Ref: L12512/MFWMWCC

Knowing which company is responsible for making good in such circumstances is one of
the problems: of the current regulatory framework and we look forward to seeing how thls
" issue can be resolved either in approval condl’uons orby further detailing of the
regulatory framework.

‘We are also concerried about the validation of the cumulative. groundwerer model and
about how the detail of the monltorlng bore network can be applied rneer‘ln*n.llly to our
situation,

The above are issues that should be rncluded in the topics to be addressed ina
Supplementary EIS

Inse dolng, the Supplementary EIS should have regarc' *o mauﬂ's addressed inthe
current governmente policies and the mannerin which these are likely to be
administered by the Gasfields- Land &Water Commission.

Treatment of CSG Water

The proposed treatmént of CSG waterin lntenra*ed processing facllltles by reverse
osmosis and dlsposal of the br:ne into huge bring storage dams may be to Arrow
standard but is not sustainable in view of current technological advances and in view of
the community's expectations with regard to protecting our land and water,

This is an issue that needs to be ¢ mple*ely reviewed in a- Supplementary ElS havmg
regard to what is already possible to ac chievie with current technology-and what new
processes are more water efficient and can: reduce the amaunt of brine that needs to be
sustarnably d[eposed of or re-used.

It is considered that the Cpordmator-General ‘should. review the clrent government 5
po|10|es in this regard @nd'give some direction 1o the manner in whlch this should be
treated in the EIS.

Beneficial Re-use of CSG Water

1t is unfortunais that Arrow- regards re-injection as its: preferred optlon when an economic
ana'ly is shuwing the benefits to the community of beneficial re-use would show that thle
is more likely to be the commumly s preferred autcome for coal seam water

man: agr mﬂnt

The proposed system of management of coal seaim water as outlined in the EIS shotild
be rejected.
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Department of Environment & Resource Management 1-4{06/2012
Commients on EIS -~ - __Ref: L12512/MFW/MWCC

It is recommended that the S_uppiementary EIS should include a detailed review of the
economic issues involved in both re-injection and beneficial re-use and have regard to
current and future government policies and the proposed operations of the Gasfields
Land & Water Commission.

Disposal of Salts

The proposal to store brine in large dams, which would effectively be evaporation ponds,
should be rejected and a more-sustainable proposal detailed and offered in the
Supplementary EIS.

Routing of Surat Gladstone Gas Pipeline

It would appear that the route proposed for this pipeline, as shown in the EIS, is
proposed to pass quite close to the most-used part of our feedict, as was previously
proposed in an earlier application by Arrow to the Queenstand Government.

We strenuously opposed that route, principally becauss of safety reasons bu_t also
because it unreasonably affected our future business and that there were other options
along public lands. These objections were detailed in a letter from us to a former
Coordinator General.

Armrow made several attempts to re-negotiate this routs but we were unable to reach
agreement and we required a quantitative risk assessment to be undertaken before
proceeding any further.

Arrow subsequently approached us with a proposal to route the gas pipeline well to the
south of our feedlot and clear of future property development proposats. We negotiated
a route in this area that suited our company as well as QGC’s well and gathering line
layout and we believed that this was iikely to be acceptable to Arrow.

Unfortunately it would appeat that this is now not the case.

We beligve that we can stilt substantiate the case originally sent to the Coordinator-
General. ' '

It is requested that the company be told the route through our property, as shown in the
EIS, is not available and that the newer route be included in the Supplementary EIS.

Socio-economit Iimpacts

The realfuncticn of an EIS in this situation is to identify the adverse socio-economic
impacts, witere they are occurring and what might be done to at least preserve the
socio-aconomic values of the existing community.

The EIS correctly identifies the following:

+ the resident population has been growing more slowly than the state average;

» skilled workers are in short supply and there is competition for them;
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Department of Environment & Resource Management 14/06/2012

Comments on EIS B L _ Ref' L12512}MFW!WCC

= wages are below the state average but are catching up;
« the region’s transport and telecommunications structure requires upgrading;

= agriculture ...is facing wage competition fromi the growing mining and enargy
sectors; -

s Arow's project will create a demand for 500 full-time employees
e it could increase wages'-by 0.5%;
+ the most significant impact occurs in the demand for techni¢ians and tradesmen;

 the project will place upward demand for accommicdation and on the costs
thereof;

» the negative |mpacts include deepening the existing skills shortage and
competition for labour, the availability-and cost ot residential accomiodation and
the demands on infrastructure.

Thie EIS does not identify how these will be mitigated.

It is requested that the Supplementary EIS provides guidance as to how Arrow wouild
contribute 1o specific improvements to loeal housing and infrastructure within the gas
fields to offset these impacts — including contributions to rural power and water supply
systems and to provide large lot residential davelopments sultable for & rurally-based
workforce rather than small Iots in towns.

It is suggested also, to minimise impacts on the most sensitive part of the community,
that any Conduct and Compensc.mn Agreements entered into by the Company with
landholders should include provisions to completely offset these impacts on landholders,
their businesses, their IlfeSfy!es property values and financial securlty '

[t would be hoped that Arrow would 6ffer a more-gas fields foctissed $oci6- _economtc
package than the $ 150 million package recently announced by QGC.

;Please coritact me if {urther details would assist. | would be pleased to take part | in any
further consult.at.»:\‘. tequired during the production of the Supplementary EIS.
Yours sincarely,

\

*-V"ar Ao ‘Z—-%-—“{W

M.E WINDERS
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Wamis Catlle Gornpany Pty Limiled
Queensland Water Commission AN 62 058 718 326
PO Box 15087 :
CITY EAST QLD 4002

Peremail:  SuratUWIR@qwe.qgld.gov.au

COMMENTS UPON DRAFT UNDERGROUND WATER IMFACT REPORT
SURAT CUMULATIVE MANAGEMENT AREA

Background

This submission is based upon the experiences of a caifie lot-feeder in obtaining
sufficient and suitable groundwater supplies from the Eastam Surat Basin of the Great
Artesian Basin, as previously and cuirently mana Jed by the Queensland Government
under the Water Resources (Great Artesian Basin) Plan .

Access to most of the aquifers has been denied to the intensive livestock industries
because of perceived over-allocation of the resources, as then understood by the
relevant goverrinient agencies. This has bsan a significant impediment to the
development of these industries in a region otherwise found quite suitable for such uses.

These impediments might be contrasted with the Queensland Government’s granting of
the water nghts to the Walloons formation to coal seam gas producers under the most
recent version of the Plan.

* Much of the water contained in the Walloons is of a quality that either could be used for
intensive livestock waterin g eithar directly orindirectly, by dilution with surface water
supplies or by partial desalination.

The ‘author of this stbinission is éxperienced in the use of CSG water by dilution and is
satisfied that this is a sustainable use of the water. The author has also been involved in
testing ion exchange processes for partial or essentlally complete desalination and
considers that such processes could be viable in treating CSG water for beneficial re-
use in the intensive livestock industries.

for such pqr_p oses on an as-availablelas requlred basis.

Thie company's lands also extend westward from the Daandine gas field into the David
Biock held by QGC/Origin and, as such, the company expects the right to negotiate a
beneficlal use agreement as part of reaching a land access agreement with this tenure
holder.

Level 15, Brisbane Club Tower, 241 Adelaide Streel, Brigbane
GPO Box 3137, Brisbane Qid 4001 (ABN 92 (58 718 326)
Ph: (07) 30025500 Fax: (07) 3002 5588 e-mail: mail@mwaenviro.com.au
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‘To supplement its surface water supphes the company obtalned Itvestock intensive
licences and drilled bores into the Precipice and upper Walloons. These were
subsequently downgraded to domestic and livestock intensive against the company’s
wishes. Access 10 the Huttons was earlier deried in favour of Wilkie Coal who itis
understood, no longer use that bore,

Darling Downs Power Station is understood to have a bore into. the Wamona for which
the supply has now been augmented by pumping and piping from the above Wllkte Coal
bore. Two other power stations at Bragmar have gccess to CSG water from Arrow, while
Arrow supplies Wilkie Coal wrth untreated water from the Kogan Naith gas field.

Thus there is a number of existing groundwater supplies in the Braemar area which are
likely to be impacted upon by further gas extraction but which could be atigmented hy
treated CSG watér from local gas-fi ields.

The draft Underground Water Impact Study, _through identifving those areas where the
drawdowrl is already excesswe and those where |t wnuld be excesswe m the Ionger term
further impected'upon However the detarl provrdeq is'e uperflolal and the report offers no
advice as to the_extent to whroh ma_ktng good” can be or could be realised.

It was expected that the draft Underground Water Impact Report would have contained
sufficient of the information necessary for the auther’s company and the other
landholders in this area to negotiate with Arrow E rergy and QGC/Origin with regard fo
their making good the abyviolis depletrorv in the iocal groundwater resource that has and
will continue to occur as the gas produu'on area expands and water extraction rates '
increase. -

The draft report, as it stands, does not of itself provide this basrs ahd it is submitted that
the final report should be upgraded-tc a stand-alone document —not just a summary
addressmg the emplnoal regulatory framework of a past government.

Aslot-feeders, we are also ¢ rr'erned that the Surat Basin's irrigation water supplies will
be reduced rncreasmg tha cost of grarn hay silage and cotton seed to our operetlon
and to other value- addmu mdustnes

The report's predicted impacts on the Condamme Alluvials seem to be substantlally
lower than those predicted by the qurte-experlenced hydrogeologist, Mr John Hillier. This
adds to our coficern that the. report is based on a preliminary-version of a tmodel that has
ot been properiy valldated with respect to thlS valuable grouridwater resource:

Landhclders expect the Commrssmn s water management strategy to be gurded by the
results of 4 more-accurate model that has been validated agalnet a wider: range of
existing rmundwater level data than appears to be the case at present.

Thera is an expectatiori that such @ model. would be used in a positive management

senisa rather than to justidentify iocations for momtormg bores o provide datafora
better model three years later.
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Comments upon Draft Underground Water [mpact Report

Surat Cumulatwe Management Area Ref: L13012/MFW/WCC
This submrssuon supporis the upgradmg and further use of the QWC model to |dent|fy
thase areas where “making good” the lost water resource can be achieved by upgrading
or replacing existing bores and those areas where this would not be feasible.

It also supports the further development of the model so that it cah be used fo re-assess
the Water Resource (Great Artesian Basin) Plan and provide information that would
enable the currently untapped resources of the Great Artesian Basin to be sustainably

released.
Comments on Methodology

Basically; the methodology is at an industry-practice level, suitable for a first attempt at
developing a cumulative impact model from information supplied by ihe various gas
companiés from their individual modelling and the information held on the two borehole
and well databases.

However, it is understood that the model is so large that it takes days to run and that
runs are quite expensive, inhibiting its future use for moie proactive water resource
- planning purposes.

Additionally, with a 1.5km x 1.5km grid size and being required to cover such a vast
surface area, it is difficult to see how this model eould be used to predict Impacts on
bores and productlve aquifers with the certainty requirad to demonstrate the need for
gas companies to make good Iandholders bores as the industry’s footprint expands.

It would appear that the model is only curréntly validated to an accuracy that sets broad
{imits to the sphere of impact. However it S"‘un'ld be useful in providing boundary
conditions for gmaller sub-models — of focaiities where the hydrogeological properties
within the QWC madel's cells may be be tter defined and where the locations of the coal
seams and the productive aquifers should have been properly identified by drilling and
seismic investigations.

The Daandine siib-model is a case in point. This is an area which has been axtensively
drilled and the water produc:tmn rates should be well known. Yet there are only a limited
nuimber of monitoring bores within this gas field and even less beyond its boundaries.
The final report reeds to include a separate chapter on the Daandine sub-model, its
validation and the information that has been conveyed from it to the rest of the model.

It is also of concarm that significant fault lines have not been shown, even though thelr
relevance is noted in Section 4.5 and in Chapter 7. Figure 3-4 is too general to be of any
real value to aiandholder.

Figure 4-4 is also of quite limited value because of its generality.

Many micre actual cross sectlons extending into existing and proposed gas fi fields would
e'nelbln a potentially affected landholder to become better informed and for regional
commmuniiies to be shown what their groundwater resource looks like and what is likely to
happen as CSG water is extracted. Suich Jocal cross sections would also’ be available to
assist the QWC in explaining situations such as the gas bubbling in the Condamine
dowristream of Chinchilla.
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Appendrx D would have been relevant had it: addressed a real rather than a generlc
situation, with water being extracted from the Walloons in several different locations
dependlng on the’ basm and the unconfined aqurfers above, rather than the non-specific
aqurfer case depicted.

Comments on Presentatton of Results
Presentlng only the extent of the impacts in plan fofm, as in Figure 8-4, Figure 6-5and in
thefi gures of Appendix F, is: of Irttle valug to a landholder or a commiunity representative.

It is the vertical profile that is important to assessing 1mpacts on the success and the
yield of productive bores. Advice that the 5 metre drawdown criterion is exceeded at and
-beyond the site of a bore of concern is of little value and oonveys very little information
when seeklng “make good” provisions. .

The nature of hydrogeologlcal models is such that the predictions obtained by
mterpretmg the resuits of current model runs. can be output as pmﬂles on Iong sectlons
through gas fields extending beyond the boundaries of the gas fi fields.

These profilss could show current and projected hyo rostatic pressures 1n the various
productive aquifers, as well as in the Walloons.

Such sections and profiles would provide & lan o"ro’der with a real reference for
comparison with landholders’ bore logs and the depths at wh_x_ch_p__umps have been
placed in those bores

Proposed Future Use of the Mode!

The report appears to assume'that the results produced on a 1.5km x 1.5 km grid will be
sufficient to allow the baseline asseszments of private bores to be extrapolated into the
longer term to assistin structurn‘q agreements between tenure holders and landholders.

How is this supposed to happen? Caria landholder submit an inguiry o the Commission
and be given a long section thvough the model liriking the anthalders’ bores to the- gas
fields? Will this long seciicon, in addition to showing the Hydrostatic pressures in the
aquifers, also show ths verdcal extent of the aquers that the fandholder is uemg or
would like the oppvrtunrty o use?

Being provided with this lnfermatron would put: the landholder on an equal footing wrth
the tenure holder in negotiating make good agreements where currently, the tenure
holder has access to all of the informatlon

A551steo access to data from quite complex flood miodels held by {ocal authorities
provides an exam ple of how administering agencies ¢an assist in resolving’ ‘Gonflicts
betweua competmg partles Itis subrmtted that the Commlssron should consider a

Another means of assmtmg a landholder to negotiate with a tenure holder would be for
the Commissionto provide the landhalder's hydrogeolog:st with a submodel! of the area
of interest and with approprlate boundary conditions.
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Sural Cumulative Management Area . Ref L13012/MPWAWCC
Access to'such :a sub-model would enable the hydrogeologlst to cost-effectively mode!
various make good scenarios on anot_her computer to put to the tenure holder for making
good the impact on local groundwater resources.

Local authorities frequently make sub-models of their overall flood madels, complete
with sub-model boundary conditicns available to accredited consultants as a "\a%n- for
reaching agreement on flood-plain planning issues and the system works well.

.Surface water planning models such as IQQM have also been used ceoperatively to
resolve surface water allocation and enviranmental flow issues under similar
arrangements.

There should not be any impediment for the Surat Basin model {o be similarly shared.
Further Use of the Model in Resource Allocation

Etfectively, the draft report of May 2012 simply provides‘a basic for establishing a
network af monitoring bores and provldlng a‘mechanisri for government to regulate the
“making good” of “existing bores™ and spring flows by CSG companies extracting water

from within the Cumulative Management Area (CMA) of the Surat and Bowen Basins.

It is hoped that all the good science that has gona linto its development will not be
wastad by just revisifing the report every three years for this purely. regulatory function.

The right to extract huge volumes of water from the GAB was given to gas companies
most recently under the Pefroleum and Gas (Product:on and Safety) Act 2004 “because
the gas and the water are intimately affnctux

The UIWR forms part of the regulatory framework for managing the imbac’ts of this gift to
the gas industry.

Unfortunately for the wider«community, the UWIR only provides a means of predicting
when a gas company may be required to “make good” to an existing bore licence halder
if the standing water level in that bore falls by more than 2 metres in an unconsolidated
aquifer like the Condamine Aliivials or by more than 5 metres in a consolidated aguifer
such as the Springbok, Walloons, Huttons or Precipice. '

“Existing water bores”, as defined in the Water Resource (Great Arfesian Basin) Plan
2006, do not inclide .. “"a water bore that allows taking artesian or sub-artesian water
only for stock or domestic purposes” and it is not apparent how the community’s rights in
this regard wift be protected under the current regulatory framework which has
effectively repiaced the original Plan.

Apparenii y the’ goverAment which introduced this regulatory framework was not
interested i the rights of landholders to viably access a water resource of much greater
magnitude than that w_hrch was awarded to existing and prospective. licensed bore
heolders under the above Water Resource Plan.

The UWIR identifis that 85,000 megalitres per year of groundwater, out of a total of
215,000 megalitres per year in the CMA, is accessed from the GAB aquifers by
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agnculture |ndustry, urban stock and domestrc purposes whlle a further 55,000
megalitres per year is extracted from the Condamine Alluvium, pnnmpaliy for agriculture.

The current rate: of exiraction by the gas industry from the GAB is 18,000 megalitres per
year — about one-fifth of the current total = but is predlcted fo increase to 100, 000 to
125,000 megalitres per year i.e. greater than the current take from all of the b‘\u
aquifers,

Yet the “cutcomes for sustainable management of water” of the Water Resource. (Great
Artesian Basin) Plan 2006 only provided a "generat reserve™in the/ CMA of
approximately 11,000 megalitres pet year and a “State reserve” for local c'ovemment
and pro;ects of state significance of 10,000 megalitres per year.

It is Tittle wonder then that: the mode]llng carried out for the SUWIR predicts huge
drawdowns in the Walloons (150 metres within the gas ﬁe.ds and lesser but still -
sngnn" cant falls | in the adjomlng upper (Spr:ngbok} and lower (_Hutton) aquifers. '

A S|mpler mode! would have: shown this at the time ihe legulatory framework was draﬁed
and a more sustainable solution to the problem could héave been éxplored before a
valuable resource was rediced to brine in evaporation { oonds

What has now been identified is that the 150 wistre drop in the Walloons will render
many: existing bores economically: useless and there are 2054 of thase into thé Walloons:
and a further 2__828 bores into the adjacent Hutton and Marburg Sandstones

Itis suggeeted that, given the size of th resaiirce about to be wasted. by the gas
mdustry the government should ensure thaithe focus on future groundwater modelling
is directed towards developing a business plan for managing the treatiment of CSG water
for beneficial re- -use in the wider Surat Basin commumty as we!l as to the licensees of
exnstmg bores.

This actlwty would add weight 1o the SunWater proposal to link-a future Nathan Dam to
Dalby via a water grid, inte v vhich treated coal seam gas supply could be distributed to
urban, rural, agncultural and industrial uses throughout the Surat Basm rather than to
ré-inject it into noh- pror’u tive aquers '

‘This would also. reorees ine current loss of 11,000 megalltres per year to the General
Reserve and & further D 000 megahtres per year supposedly provided i in the State
Reserve

It would provide leglonal councils with a business ptan for securing urbari-and rural
water supplies throughout those parts of the. Sutat Basin which do not have relizble
water sup pplies and to put into place an infrastructure which could be used, post-gas
extrarr.w to sustalnabty lise the vast resources’ of the Gréat Artesian Basm which the
caopir.v of arfesian bores sought to protect. .

Conclusions
The Draft Underground Water Impact Report of. May 2012 describes a basis for tenure

holders:to identify where they may need to make good some bores in the future as'the
gas fields expand, as required by the Water Act 2000,
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However, the manner in which the results of the cumulative impact model have been
presented in the Draft Report are of little value to a potentially affected landholder,
because they do not show the impacts In the vertical plane enabling impacts to be
interpreted in practical terms.

Itis suggested, as a first step, that landholders or their representatives should be able to
obtain relevant cross sections through the model, together with some advisory notes on
thelr interpretation. This would provide landholders with factual informafion to discuss
with tenure holders concerning “making good”, either now or in the future.

Provision should also be made for appropriately- qualified consultants to olstain sub-
models with boundary conditions relevant to their client's bores, so that the sub-models
can be run cost-effectively to test various “make good™ options for subsequent
discussion with the tenure holder.

At present there is some concern that the model grid sizg is too large and that it is
inadequately validated.

A revised report should be submitted showing how the aandine sub-model was
validated and how its results may be relevant to the validity of the overall model.

The revised report should also show how data from existing monitoring bores fits the
model. '

It is submitted that revising the model every thres years misinterprets the concern by
landhalders that an updated model is needad-&s soon as is practicabie if landholders
and their communities are to be satisfisd with the Commission’s management of the gas
industry-in this respect.

The upgraded model could also be wsed to revise the Water Resources (Great Artesian
Basin) Plan and Resource Qperations Plan now that the potential recharge rates and
yields of the aquifers in this quite important part of the Great Artesian Basin can be
modelled and monitored.

The author would be pleased to discuss aspects of the above at the Commission’s
convenience.

My officé is in Brisbane and | can be. contacted by phone on 3002 5500.

Yours sincergiy,

M.F. WINDERS
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Sarah Partosh

From: RS e @gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, 4 July 2012 2:40 PM
To: The Premier
Subject: RE: Calamity caused by coal seam gas development and koala legislation in south

east Queensland.

Postal Address

Property Address

Email : mail.com

Attention: Premier Campbell Newman

Postal Address

PO Box 15185

City East Q 4002

Email thepremier@picrniers.qld.gov.au

Dear Premier,

1
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RE: Calamity caused by coal seam gas development and koala legislation in south east Queensland.

I have written today again to Andrew Powell — State member for Glasshouse and Minister for Environment
and Heritage Protection requesting a round table conference as there is no development taking place of
home sites or industrial land. The destruction caused by the greenies and past premier Anna Bligh and it
must be rectitied without delay.

I shall keep you informed.

Kind regards

p.s There are no koalas in Warner, Strathpine, Brendale, or Bray Park but there are 200,000 cars travelling
through.

2
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Sarah Partosh

From: The Premier

Sent: Wednesday, 11 July 2012 7:44 AM
To: The Premier

Subject: Mining

Importance: High

Subject: Mining
Title:  Mr

First Name:
Family Name
Email:

bigpond.com

Address:
Town:
State:
Postcode

Email: [ bigpond.com

Comment:

Could you please get your health Minister to go out himself and check out the claims about Coal Seam gas extraction
and health issues associated with this. It seems to me the 'Can Do approach to fixing things, is not happening here. |
thing you want to nip this in the bud, one way or the othear. It's siarting to look like you are sitting on the fence here
like the previous Government

1
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Sarah Partosh

From: Premier <premier@ministerial.qld.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 12 July 2012 8:36 AM

To: The Premier

Subject: FW: Concerns / your opinions

Please match with previous and acknowledge both emails,

Regards

Bec McCoan | Administrative Officer

Office of The Hon. Campbell Newman MP | Premier of Queensland
Bec.McCoan@ministerial.gld.gov.au

Phone: 322 44363 | Mobile: 0401 525 780

Level 15, Executive Building | 100 George Street | Brisbane | QLD 400C

l@bigpond.com]

From:

Sent: Thursday, 12 July 2012 12:48 AM
To: Premier

Subject: Concerns / your opinions

€

Dear Mr Newman,

As vet, [ have not received a response; not gven an<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>