
Statement of Reasons for Approval under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
ConseNation Act 1999 (Cth)

l, GREG HUNT, Minister for the Environment, provide the following statement of reasons for my

decision of 1 November 2013, under section 130 (1) and sec{ion 133 of the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Acf 7999 (EPBC Act), to approve the proposed action

by Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd to construct and operate an open cut and underground coal mining

operation, involving the construction and op€ration of a coal processing plant, tailings storage

facility, service road access, haul road, 15km rail loop and spur and other major infrastructure

services and utilities associated with the project (EPBC 2009/5033).

Legislation

Section 130 of the EPBC Act relevantly provides:

Basic rule

(1) The Minister must decide whether or not to approve, for the purposes of each controlling

provision for a controlled action, the taking of the action

(1A) The Minister must make the decision within the relevant period specified in

subsection (1B) that relates to the controlled action, or such longer period as the Minister

specifies in writing.

Notice of extension of time

(4) lf the Minister specifies a longer period for the purposes of subsection (1A), he or she

must:

(a) give a copy of the specification to the person proposing to take the action; and

(b) publish the specification in accordance with the regulations.

Section 131 of the EPBC Act provides:

(1) Before the Minister (the Environment Minisfer) decides whether or not to approve, for

the purposes of a controlling provision, the taking of an action, and what conditions (if

any) to attach to an approval, he or she must:

(a) inform any other Minister whom the Environment Minister believes has

administrative responsibilities relating to the action of the decision the

Environment Minister proposes to make; and

(b) invite the other Minister to give the Environment Minister comments on the

proposed decision within 10 business days.

(2) A Minister invited to comment may make comments that:

(a) relate to economic and social matters relating to the action; and



(b) may be considered by the Environment Minister consistently with the principles
of ecologically sustainable development.

This does not limit the comments such a Minister may give.

Section 131AA of the EPBC Act relevantly provides:

(1) Before the Minister decides whether or not to approve, for the purposes of a controlling
provision, the taking of an action, and what conditions (if any) to attach to an approval,
he or she must:

(a) inform the person proposing to take the action, and the designated proponent of
the aclion (if the designated proponent is not the person proposing to take the
action), of:

(D the decision the Minister proposes to make; and

(ii) if the Minister proposes to approve the taking of the action-any
conditions the Minister proposes to attach to the approval; and

(b) invite each person informed under paragraph (a) to give the Minister, within 10
business days (measured in Canberra), comments in writing on the proposed
decision and any conditions.

(2) lf the Minister proposes not to approve, for the purposes of a controlling provision, the
taking of the action, the Minister must provide to each person informed under
paragraph (1)(a), with the invitation given under paragraph (.1)(b):

(a) a copy of whichever of the following documents applies to the action:

(i) an assessment report;

(iD a finalised recommendation report given to the Minister under subsection
s3(5);

(iiD a recommendation report given to the Minister under section 95C, 100 or
105; and

(b) any information relating to economic and social matters that the Minister has
considered; and

(c) any information relating to the history of a person in relation to environmental
matters that the Minister has considered under subsection 136(4); and

(d) a copy of any document, or part of a document, containing information of a kind
referred to in paragraph 136(2)(e) that the Minister has considered.

(3) The Minister is not required to provide under subsection (2):

(a) information that is in the public domain: or

(b) a copy of so much of a document as in the public domain; or

(c) in the case of information referred to in paragraph (2xb) or (cFany concrusions
or recommendations relating to that information included in documents or other
material prepared by the Secretary for the Minister.



(6) In deciding whether or not to approve, for the purposes of a controlling provision, the

taking of the action, the Minister must take into account any relevant comments given to

the Minister in response to an invitation given under paragraph (1)(b).

Section 13148 ofthe EPBC Act provides:

(1)This section applies if:

(a) the taking of an action, for the purposes of a conholling provision, involves:

(i) coal seam gas development; or
(ii) large coal mining development; and

(b) the Minister believes that the taking of the action:
(i) is likely to have a significant impact on water resources, including any

impacts of associated salt production and/or salinity; and

(ii) may have an adverse impact on a matter protec{ed by a provision of
Part 3.

(2) Before the Minister decides whether or not to approve, for the purposes of the
controlling provision, the taking of the action, the Minister must obtain the advice of
the IndepLndent Expert Scientific Committee on Coal Seam Gas and Large Coal
Mining Development.

Section 131A of the EPBC Act provides:

Before the Minister decides whether or not to approve, for the purposes of a controlling

provision, the taking of an action, and what conditions (if any) to attach to an approval, he or

she may publish on the internet:

(a) the proposed decision and, if the proposed decision is to approve the taking of

theaction,anyconditionsthattheMinisterproposestoattachtotheapproval;
and

(b) an invitation for anyone to give the Minister, within 10 business days (measured

in canberra), comments in writing on the proposed decision and any conditions.

Section 133 of the EPBC Act relevantly provides:

Approval

(1) After receiving the assessment documentation relating to a controlled action, or the

reoort of a commission that has conducted an inquiry relating to a controlled action, the

Minister may approve for the purposes of a controlling provision the taking of the action

by a person.

(1A) lf the referral of the proposal to take the action included alternative proposals relating to

any ofthe matters refened to in subseclion 72(3), the Minister may approve, for the

purposes of subsection (1), one or more of the alternative proposals in relation to the

taking of the action.

Content of approval

(2) An approval must:

(a) be in writing; and



(b) specify the action (including any alternative proposals approved under
subsection (1A)) that may be taken; and

(c) name the person to whom the approval is granted; and

(d) specify each provision of Part 3 for which the approval has effect; and

(e) specify the period for which the approval has effect; and

(0 set out the conditions attached to the approval.

Persons who may take action covered by approval

(2 ) An approval granted underthis section is an approval of the taking of the action
specified in the approval by any of the following persons:

(a) the holder ofthe approval;

(b) a person who is authorised, permitted or requested by the holder of the approvar,
or by another person with the consent or agreement of the holder of the

. approval, to take the action.

Notice of approval

(3) The Minister must:

(a) give a copy of the approval to the person named in the approval under paragrapn
133(2Xc); and

(b) provide a copy of the approval to a person who asks for it (either free or for a
reasonable charge determined by the Minister).

Notice of refusal of approval

(7) lf the Minister refuses to approve for the purposes of a controlling provision the taking of
an action by the person who proposed to take the action, the Minister must give the
person notice of the refusal.

Section 134 of the EPBC Act provides:

Condition to inform persons taking action of conditions attached to approval

(1A) An approval of the taking of an action by a person (the firsf person) is subject to the
condition that, if the first person authorises, permits or requesls another person to
undertake any part of the action, the first person must take all reasonable steps to
ensure:

(a) that the other person is informed of any condition attached to the approval that
restricts or regulates the way in which that part of the aclion may be taken; and

(b) that the other person complies with any such condition.

For the purposes of this Chapter, the condition imposed by this subsection is attached to
the approval.



Generally

(1) The Minister may attach a condition to the approval of the action if he or she is satisfied

that the condition is necessary or convenient for:

(a) protecting a matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for which the approval has

effect (whether or not the protection is protection from the action); or

(b) repairing or mitigating damage to a matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for
which the approval has effecl (whether or not the damage has been, will be or is

likely to be caused by the action).

Conditions to protect matters from the approved action

(2\ The Minister may attach a condition to the approval of the action if he or she is satisfied

that the condition is necessary or convenient for:

(a) protecting from the action any matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for which

the approval has effect; or

(b) repairing or mitigating damage that may or will be, or has been' caused by the

action to any matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for which the approval has

effect.

This subsection does not limit subsection (1).

Examples of kinds of conditions that may be aftached

(3) The conditions that may be attached to an approval include:

(aa) conditions requiring specified activities to be undertaken for:

(D protecting a matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for which the

approval has effect (whether or not the protection is protection from the

action); or

(iD repairing or mitigating damage to a matter protected by a provision of

Part 3 for which the approval has effect (whether or not the damage may

or will be, or has been, caused by the action); and

(ab) conditions requiring a specified financial contribution to be made to a person for

the purpose of supporting activities of a kind mentioned in paragraph (aa); and

(a) conditions relating to any security to be given by the holder of the approval by

bond, guarantee or cash dePosit:

(D to comply with this Act and the regulations; and

(iD not to contravene a condition attached to the approval; and

(iiDtomeetany|iabi|ityofapersonwhosetakingoftheactionisapprovedto
the Commonwealth for measures taken by the Commonwealth under

section 499 (which lets the Commonwealth repair and mitigate damage

caused bv a contravention of this Act) in relation to the action; and



(b) conditions requiring the holder of the approval to insure against any specified
liability of the holder to the Commonwealth for measures taken by the
Commonwealth under section 499 in relation to the approved action; and

(c) conditions requiring a person taking the action to comply with condltions
specified in an instrument (including any kind of authorisation) made or granted
under a law of a State or self€overning Territory or another law of the
Commonwealth; and

(d) conditions requiring an environmental audit of the action to be carried out
periodically by a person who can be regarded as being independent from any
person whose taking of the action is approved; and

(e) conditions requiring the preparation, submission for approval by the Minister, and
implementation of a plan for managing the impacts of the approved aciion on a
matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for which the approval has effeci such
as a plan for conserving habitat of a species or ecological community; and

(f) conditions requiring specified environmental monitoring or testing to be carried
out; and

(S) conditions requiring compliance with a specified industry standard or code of
practice; and

(h) conditions relating to any aliernative proposals in relation to the taking of the
action covered by the approval (as permitted by subsection 133(1A)).

This subsection does not limit the kinds of conditions that may be attached to an
approval.

Certain conditions require consent of hotder of approvat

(34) The following kinds of condition cannot be attached to the approval of an action unress
the holder of the approval has consented to the attachment of the condition:

(a) a condition referred to in paragraph (3)(aa), if the activities specified in the
condition are not reasonably related to the action;

(b) a condition referred to in paragraph (3xab).

(3B) lf the holder of the approval has given consent, for the purposes of subsection (3A), to
the attachment of a condition:

(a) the holder cannot withdraw that consent after the condition has been attached to
the approval; and

(b) any person to whom the approval is later transferred under section '1458 is taken
to have consented to the attachment of the condition, and cannot withdraw that
cbnsent.

Conditions attached under paragraph (3)(c)

(3c) A condition attached to an approval under paragraph (3)(c) rnay require a person taking
the action to comply with conditions specified in an instrument of a kind referred to rn
that paragraph:



(a) as in force at a particular time; or

(b) as is in force or existing from time to time;

even if the instrument does not yet exist at the time the approval takes effect.

Considerations in deciding on condition

(4) In deciding whether to attach a condition to an approval, the Minister must consider:

(a) any relevant conditions that have been imposed, or the Minister considers are
likely to be imposed, under a law of a State or self-governing Territory or another
law of the Commonwealth on the taking of the action; and

(aa) information provided by the person proposing to take the aclion or by the
designated proponent of the action; and

(b) the desirability of ensuring as far as practicable that the condition is a cost

effective means for the Commonwealth and a person taking the action to achieve

the object of the condition.

Effect of conditions requiing compliance with conditions specified in another instrument

(4A) rf:

(a) a condition (the principal condition) attached to an approval under
paragraph (3Xc) requires a person taking the action to comply with conditions
(the other conditions) specified in an instrument of a kind referred to in that
paragraph; and

(b) the other conditions are in excess ofthe power confened by subsection ('l);

the principal condition is taken to require the person to comply with the other conditions

only to the extent that they are not in excess of that power.

Validity of decision

(5) A failure to consider information as required by paragraph (4Xaa) does not invalidate a

decision about attaching a condition to the approval.

Section 136 of the EPBC Act provides:

M a n d atory con s id e ratio n s

(1) In deciding whether or not to approve the taking of an action, and what conditions to

attach to an approval, the Minister must consider the following, so far as they are not

inconsistent with any other requirement of this Subdivision:

(a) matters relevant to any matter protected by a provision of Part 3 that the Minister

has decided is a controlling provision for the action;

(b) economic and social matters.

Factors to be taken into account

(2) In considering those matters, the Minister must take into account:



(a) the principles of ecologically sustainable development; and

(b) the assessment report (if any) relating to the action; and

(ba) if Division 3A of Part 8 (assessment on refenal information) applies to the
action-the finalised recommendation report relating to the actton given to the
Minister under subsection 93(5); and

(bc) if Division 4 of Parl I (assessment on preliminary documentation) applies to the
action:

(i) the documents given to the Minister under subsection 95B(1), or the
statement given to the Minister under subsection 958(3), as the case
requires, relating to the action; and

(ii) the recommendation report relating to the action given to the Minister
under section 95C; and

(c) if Division 5 (public environment reports) of part I applies to the action:

(i) the finalised public environment report relating to the action given to the
Minister under section 99; and

(iD the recommendation report relating to the action given to the Minister
under section 100; and

(ca) if Division 6 (environmental impac{ statements) of part 8 applies to the action:

(D the finalised environmental impact statement relating to the action given
to the Minister under section i 04: and

(iD the recommendation report relating to the action given to the Minister
under section 105; and

(d) if an inquiry was conducted under Division T ot par18 in relation to the action-
the report of the commissioners; and

(e) any other information the Minister has on the relevant impacts of the action
(including information in a report on the impacts of actions taken under a policy,
plan or program under which the action is to be taken lhat was given to the
Minister under an agreement under part 10 (about strategic assessments)); and

(f) any relevant comments given to the Minister in accordance with an invitation
under section 131 or 131A;

(fa) any relevant advice obtained by the Minister from the Independent Expert
Scientific committee on coar seam Gas and Large coal Mining Deveropment in
accordance with section 131AB; and

(s) if a notice relating to the acrion was given to the Minister under subsection
132A(3)-the information in the notice.



Person's env iro n m ental h i story

(4) In deciding whether or not to approve the taking of an action by a person, and what
conditions to attach to an approval, the Minister may consider whether the person is a

suitable person to be granted an approval, having regard to:

(a) the person's history in relation to environmental matters; and

(b) if the person is a body corporate-the history of its executive officers in relation

to environmental matters; and

(c) if the person is a body corporate that is a subsidiary of another body or company

(lhe parent bodyl-the history in relation to environmental matters of the parent

body and its executive officers.

Minister not to consider other matters

(5) In deciding whether or not to approve the taking of an action, and what conditions to

attach to an approval, the Minister must not consider any matters that the Minister is not

required or permitted by this Division to consider.

Section 139 of the EPBC Act provides:

(1) In deciding whether or not to approve for the purposes of a subsection of section 18 or

section 18A the taking of an action, and what conditions to attach to such an approval,

the Minister must not act inconsistently with

(a) Australia's obligations under

(D the Biodiversity Convention; or

(iD the APia Convention; or

(iii) CITES; or

(b) a recovery plan or threat abatement plan.

(2) rf:

(a) the Minister is considering whether to approve, for the purposes of a subsection

of section 't8 or seclion 18A, the taking of an action; and

(b) the action has orwill have, or is likely to have, a significant impact on a particular

listed threatened species or a particular listed threatened ecological community;

the Minister must, in deciding whether to so approve the taking of the action, have

regard to any approved conservation advice for the species or community'

Section 140 of the EPBC Act provides:

ln deciding whether or not to approve for the purposes of sec{ion 20 or 20A the taking of an

action relating to a listed migratory species, and what conditions to attach to such an approval,

the Minister must not act inconsistently with Australia's obligations under whichever of the

following conventions and agreements because of which the species is listed:

(a) the Bonn Convention;



(b) CAMBA;

(c) JAMBA;

(d) an international agreement approved under subsection 209(4).

Section 391 of the EPBC Act provides:

Taking account of the precautionary principte

(1) The Minister must take account of the precautionary principle in making a decision listed
in the table in subsection (3), to the extent he or she can do consistenfly with the other
provisions of this Act.

Precautionary principle

(2) The precautionary principle is that a lack of full scientific certainty should not be used
as a reason for postponing a measure to prevent degradation of the environment where
there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage.

Decisions in which the precautionary pinciple must be considered

(3) the decisions are:

Decisions in which nciple must be considered
Item Nature of decision

whether or not to of an action

Item 23 of Schedule 1 to the Environment Protection and Biodlversity Conservation Amendment
Acl 2013 provides:

23 Transitional provision-Minister to decide whether provisions of new law are
controlling provisions for certain controlled actions

Application

(1) This item applies if:
(a) immediately before the day this item commences, there was in force a decision

of the Minister, under Division 2 of Par17 of the old law, that an action involving
coal seam gas development or large coal mining development is a controlled
action: and

(b) on the day this item commences, either:
(i) the taking of the action has not been approved by the Minister under

Part 9 of the old law for the purposes of a provisibn of part 3 of the otd
law: or

(ii) the Minister had not informed the persons mentioned in
paragraph 131AA(1)(a) of the old law of the decision the Minister
proposes to make in reration to the action or advice from the Independent
Expert Scientific Committee on Coal Seam Gas and Large Coal Mining
Development in relation to the action has not been obtahed by the
Minister under section 131AB of the old law.

l0



Are the provisions of the new law controlling provisions?

(2) The Minister must, in accordance with this item and within the transitional period, decide
whether sections 24D and 24E of the new law are controlling provisions for the
controlled action.

Considerations in decision

(3) Before deciding whether sections 24D and 24E of the new law are controlling provisions
for a controlled action, the Minister must:

(a) notify the person proposing to take the action that:
(i) the Minister considers that sections 24D and 24E of the new law are

controlling provisions for the action; or
(ii) the Minister considers that sections 24D and 24E of the new law are not

controlling provisions for the action; and
(b) invite the person to give the Minister written comments on the proposed

decision, within 10 business days (measured in Canberra).

(4) Before deciding whether sections 24D and 24E of the new law are controlling provisions
for a controlfed action, the Minister (the Environment Ministe4 may:

(a) notify any other Minister whom the Environment Minister considers has
administrative responsibilities relating to the proposed decision; and

(b) invite the relevant Minister to give the Environment Minister written comments
on the proposed decision, within 10 business days (measured in Canberra).

(5) lf the Minister believes on reasonable grounds that he or she does not have enough
information to decide whether sections 24D and 24E of the new law are controlling
provisions for the controlled action, the Minister may request the person proposing to
take the action to provide specified information relevant to making the decision.

(6) lf the Minister has requested more information under subitem (5)' a day is not to be
counted as a business day for the purposes of the transitionat period if it is:

(a) on or after the day the Minister requested the information; and

(b) on or before the day on which the Minister receives the last of the information
requested.

(7) In making a decision under this item, the Minister must:
(a) consider any comments received within the period specified in an invitation

given under paragraph (3Xb) or (4Xb); and
(b) consider any further information provided in response to a request macle under

subitem (5).

Background

1 . On | 1 August 2009, Hancock Prospecting Pty Ltd (the former proponent, see paragraph 7

below) referred, under section 68 of the EPBC Act, an action for the construction, operation

and decommissioning of the Kevin's corner Project, open cut and Underground coal Mine

and Associated Infrastructure (the proposed action). The Kevin's corner Project was

proposed over a greenfield site of approximately 37 000 hectares in the Galilee Basin,

Queensland.

2. The proposed action encompasses the construction, operation and decommissioning of

two open cut coal mining pits and three underground coal mines. Associated infrastructure

includes coal handling and preparation facilities, a mine infrastruc{ure area, mine waste

and water facilities, a light industrial area, accommodation village, airport, rail spur and

mine access road.
ll



3. Coal from the proposed action and the adjacent Alpha Coal Mine and Rail Project (EPBC
200814648, approved under the EPBC Act with conditions on 23 August 2012) would be
transported via rail to the Abbot Point Terminal 3 Project (EPBC 2008/4468, approved
under the EPBG Act with conditions on 4 October 2012).

4. On 8 September 2009, the proposed action was determined to be a controlled action
under section 75 of the EPBC Act, subject to the following controlling provisions:

Listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A)

Listed migratory species (sections 20 and 20A).

5. On 16 September 2009, the Queensland Government advised that the project would
undergo assessment by Environmentel lmpact Statement under the State Devetopment
and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 (Qld) in accordance with the Bilateral Agreement
between the Commonwealth and Queensland relating to environmental assessment.

6. Draft terms of reference for the preparation of an environmental impact statement were
released for public consultation between 31 october 2009 and 30 November 2009. Finar
terms of reference were released on g February 2010.

7. On 4 August 201 1, the person proposing to take the action changed from Hancock
Prospecting fty Ltd, to Hancock Galilee pty Ltd (the proponent).

8. A draft Environmental lmpact Statement was published for public comment from
31 October 201 1 to 12 December 201 1.

9. supplementary information was requested by the eueensland coordinator-General
following the receipt of public comment on the draft Environmental lmpact statement.

10. A supplementary environmental impact statement was prepared and released for public
comment between 3 November 20i2 and 3 December 2012.

11. on 20 December 2012, the office of the eueensland coordinator-General and the
Department of sustainability, Environment, water, population and communities (now the
Department of the Environment) ioinfly requested advice from the Independent Expert
scientific committee on coal seam Gas and Large coal Mining Development (the IESC)
on the project.

12. The lEsc finalised its advice on the proposed action on 1 February 2013. In their advice,
the IESG stated that the Kevin's Corner project may significantly contribute to cumulative
water-related impacts associated with mining proposals. As such, the IESC considered
that information relating to the potential impacls of this project should be commensurate
with the scale of the project. A cumulative impact assessment should also include an
assessment of habitat loss and impacts to ecological systems.

13. The IESC recommended that the bioregional assessment proposed for the Galilee Basin
by Queensland should include an assessment of groundwater impacts associated with the
Galilee Basin and surface water impacts associated with the Burdekin catchment.

14. The lEsc also suggested that a regional and site water balance should be provided as
baseline information and a risk-based approach should be developed to examine local and
regional impacts.

15. The IESC advised that the Rewan Formation (the basal confining unit dfthe hydrological
Great Artesian Basin) is generaly considered to have row porosity and permeabirity.
However, lhere is evidence to suggest that localised faulting may exist. The lESc noted
that there are a range of studies underway, such as the Great Artesian Basin water

t2



Resource Assessment, which will provide for better undertanding of the level of
complexity and connectivity in such systems.

16. The IESC considered that groundwater quality may be impacted by increased aquifer
connectivity associated with subsidence and from uncertainty regarding tailings
management and a detailed tailings assessment is required to determine potential

impacts.

17. In relation to surface water, the IESG considered that the proposed discharge strategy is

inadequate and water quality parameters should be revised to ensure that the median

release water quality toxicants are sufficient to protect 95 percent of species, consistent

with ANZECC 2000 guidelines.

18- The IESC noted that the Kevin's Corner and Alpha projects involve a number of creek

diversions and levees which have the potential to impact water quality and local hydrology.

The IESC raised concems in relation to the potential for impacts on surface water quality

as a result of underground mining and increased erosion due to creek diversions and

impacts to community composition due to increased frequency of inundation. For example,

inundation regimes may adversely impact Matters of National Environment Significance

(MNES), such as Black-throated Finch and Red Goshawk, in the area.

19. The IESC also raised concerns in relation to the potential for fracturing associated wiih

subsidence to alter surface€roundwater connectivity, resulting in increased surface water

loss to groundwater.

20. A draft Environmental lmpact Statement (ElS) for the project was released for public

comment from 18 February 2013 to April 2013. The finalised EIS' including the

Proponent,s responses to comments and updated information, was submitted on 21 June

20't3.

2.1. On 30 May 2013, the Queensland Coordinator-General released the evaluation report on

the environmental impact statement, which comprises the Assessment Report under

section 130(2) for the purposes of the EPBC Act (the Assessment Report). The

Department received the Assessment Report on 31 May 2013.

22. On 22 June 2013, lhe Environment Protection and Biodiversw conservation Amendment

Act 2013 (Cth) commenced, introducing a new matter of national environmental

significance for coal seam gas and large coal mining development that has, will have or is

fikely to have a significant impact on a water resource (sections 24D and 24E)-

23. On 4 July 2013, a delegate extended the time for the Minister to decide whether to

approve the action (to 6 August 2013) under section 130(1A). A further extension was

granted by a delegate on 6 August 2013, requiring a decision whether or not to approve,

for the purposes of each controlling provision for the action, the taking of the action by

30 October 2013. The extensions to the time for the Minister to decide whether to approve

the action were to allow time for the newly appointed Minister to consider the project and,

in particular, whether the new water trigger (sections 24D & 24E) be applied to the project.

24. On 24 September 2013, I made a proposed decision to add sec{ions 24D and 24E of lhe

EpBC Act as controlling provisions for the proposed action, and consistent with item 23 of

Schedufe 'l to lhe Envhonment Protection and Biodiversity Conseruation Amendment Act

2073 invited the Proponent and the commonwealth Minister for Industry, the Hon lan

Macfarlane MP, to provide comment on the proposed decision.

25. On 17 October 2013, after considering comments from the Proponent and from a delegate

of the commonwealth Minister for Industry, the Hon lan Macfarlane MP, on my proposed
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decision, I made the final decision to add sections 24D and 24E as controlling provisions
for the proposed action.

26. On 22 October 2013, I proposed to approve the proposed action subject to conditions,
having regard to all relevant information.

27. In accordance with sections 131 and 13 lAA of the EPBC Act, I invited comments on my
proposed decision from the Commonwealth Minister for Industry, the Hon lan Macfarlane
MP, and lhe Proponent.

28. On 1 November 2013, I approved, subject to conditions, the taking of the proposed action
under section 130(1) and section 133 of the EPBC Act for the purposes of sections 18 and
184, sections 20 and 20A and sections 24D and 24E of the EPBC Act.

Evidence or other material on which my findings were based

29. My decision to approve the proposed action was supported by the final approval decisron
brief prepared by the Queensland and Sea Dumping Assessment Branch of the
Department of the Environment (the Department) dated 1 November 2013. The brief
included as attachments:

Attachment F - proposed approval decision brief prepared by the eueensland and Sea
Dumping Assessment Branch of the Department dated 18 October 2013, including as
attachments:

o Attachment Al - Background and key considerations
o Attachment 42 - Supporting information on matters of national environmental

significance and annexures

Annexure 1 - Recovery plans:

National recovery plan for the Red Goshawk Erythrotiorchis radiatus);

National recovery plan for the Black{hroated Finch southern subsDecies
Poephila cincta cincta. and

Recovery plan for the community of native species dependent on natural
discharge of groundwater from the Great Artesian Basin

Annexure 2 - Conservation and Listing Advices:

Commonwealth Listing Advice on Southem Black{hroated Finch (poephita
cincta cincta)

Commonwealth Conservation Advice on Geophaps scnpta scnpta (Squatter
Pigeon (southern))

Commonwealth Conservation Advice on Southem Blackthroated Finch
(Poeph il a c i ncta c i n cta\

commonweahh conservation Advice on Dichanthium queensrandicum (king
blue-grass); and

Commonwealth Conservation Advice on Rostralu/a austratis (Australian Paintecr
Snipe)).

Annexure 3 - Threat Abatement plans:

Threat Abatement plan for predation by the European Red Fox;
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Threat Abatement Plan for Predation by Feral Cats; and

Threat Abatement Plan for Predation, Habitat Degradalion, Competition and
Disease Transmission by Feral Pigs.

Annexure 4 - Draft Refenal Guidelines for Brigalow Belt reptiles

Annexure 5 - Galilee Basin mao

o Attachment A3 - Water resources overyiew
o Attachment B - Kevin's Corner project: Ooordinator-General's report on the

environmental impacl statement (May 2013)

Annexure J - draft Environmental Authority M|N101016810

o Attachment C - Independent Expert Scientific Committee on Coal Seam Gas and

Large Coal Mining Development - project advice (1 February 2013)

o Attachment D - Finalised assessment documentation
o Kevin's Corner Biodiversity Offset Plan (Proponent's); and revised offset proposal

o Attachment E - Draft decision instrument

Map 1

Map 2

MaD 3

o Attachment F - Legal considerations
o Attachment G - Letters to the Proponent and the Commonwealth Minister for

Industry, the Hon lan Macfarlane MP seeking comment on the proposed approval

decision
Attachment A - Comments from the Proponent and a delegate of the Commonwealth

Minister for Industry, the Hon lan Macfarlane MP, on my proposed approval decision

Attachment B - summary table of these comments

Attachment C - Approval decision notice displaying changes from my proposed decision

Attachment D - Approval decision notice (which I signed to give effect to my decision); and

Attachment E - Letters to the Proponent, the Commonwealth Minister for Industry, the

Hon lan Macfarlane MP, and the Queensland Deputy Premier, the Hon Jeff Seeney MP,

advising of my final decision

Findings on material questions of fact

Listed threatened species and ecological communities

Li sted threatened species

30. The proposed action will impact, either directly through clearing or from subsidence

caused by underground operations on:

Bfack-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta) - endangered

Squatter Pigeon (Geophaps scnpfa scnpfa) - vulnerable

Red Goshawk (Erythrotiorchis radiatis) - vulnerable

Yakka Skink (Egemia rugosa) - vulnerable

Ornamentaf Snake (Denr:son ia maculata\ - vulnerable

Fauna
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Flora

King Blue-grass (Dichanthium queenslandicum) - vulner:rble

31. Based on information available in the finalised EtS, I determined that these species were
either found to occur on site during survey of the project site or potential habitat for the
species has been determined to occur on the project site.

32. The species are discussed individually below. I concluded that no other listed threatened
species are considered likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed action.

33. Having regard to the Queensland Coordinator-General's Assessment Report (Kevin's
Corner project: Coordinator-General's report on the environmental impact statemeni (May
2013)) the departmental advice on matters of national environmental significance
(Attachment A2 - Supporting information on matters of national environmental significance
and annexures) and the environmental impact statement, I concluded that the following
listed threatened species are unlikely to be significantly impacted by the proposed action
for the reasons summarised at paragraphs 1 19-125 below.

Australian Painted Snipe (Rostratula ausfralrs) - vulnerable

Fauna

Black{hroated Finch (southern subspecies) (Poeph,/a c,ncta clncla) - endangered

34. The Black{hroated Finch (southern subspecies) was listed as a threatened species under
the EPBC Act in the vulnerable category on 1 1 July 2000 and in the endangered category
on 14 February 2005.

35. No Black{hroated Finch (southern subspecies) were identified on the project site during
surveys undertaken for the environmental impact assessment of the proposed action. The
occurrence of high value nesting and foraging habitat supports the presumption by the
Proponent in the assessment documentation and the Queensland Coordjnator-General in
the Assessment Report that the Black{hroated Finch (southern subsoecies) occurs on the
site of the proposed action.

36. Based on habitat modelling undertaken for the project, the proponent has concluded that a
total of 1000 hectares of high value habitat for the Blackthroated Finch (southern
subsoecies) is predicted by the Proponent to be impacted by the action. This includes
clearing of 730 hectares, and subsidence and hydrological impacts to a further 270 hecrares
within the first five years of operation. Further subsidence and hydrological impacts are likely
after the first five years of underground mining.

37. The Supplementary Els Report provides mapping of the impacts of the proposed action,
with these impacts mostly contained to riparian zones. The departmental advice noted the
proposed action is located within a large patch of Black-throated Finch (southern
subspecies) habitat, and the proposed action is likely to impact upon the connectivity of this
habitat across the site and the region.

38 ln considering the impacts associated with the action, I noted the Commonwealth Listing
Advice for the Black{hroated Finch (southern subspecies) which states that the greatest
known threat to the species appears to be loss or degradation of its preferred riparian
grassland habitat due mainly to the spread of pastoralism and associated changes in land
management practices. Grassland habitat is known to occur or has been Dredicted to
occur on the project site and will be cleared as a result ofthe proposed action.
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39. The following mitigation measures, contained in the Assessment Report, are proposed for
the Black{hroated Finch (southern subspecies):

. disturbance limits for the footprint of the proposed action and protocols for managing

species should they be found on the site ofthe proposed action during pre-clearance

insDections:

. maintain all habitat within 400m of nesting habitat, if detected, and within 3km of
water sources:

o rehabilitate of high-value areas with vegetation communities consistent with pre-

clearance conditionst
o maintain connectivity with important habitat, or areas known or likely to contain the

Black{hroated Finch (southern subspecies);
. enhance the availability of water in the landscape through management and

construclion of water sources;

o implement stock management measures to avoid overgrazing of high-value habitat;

. enhance the availability of seeding grasses in the landscape through conservative

stocking rates and wet season spelling;

r implement weed and pest measures and appropriate fire management measures,

including the control and reduction of buffel grass in high-value habitat areas;

. implement appropriate fire management regimes;

. implement subsidence mitigation and management measures; and

o implement approved species Management Plan to include detailed mitigation,

monitoring and reporting measures and performance criteria in order to avoid and

mitigate impacts to the sPecies.

40. The above measures are reflecled in my conditions of approval (conditions 6, 7, 15-19)

which include:

. a condition requiring maximum disturbance limits to apply for the exploration,

construction, operation and decommissioning of the mine, associated infrastructure

and off-lease road and rail areas for the proposed action; and

. a condition requiring the development and implementation of a MNES Management

Plan which must include a description of the habitat on the impact site; findings of

pre-clearance surveys; details of impacts associated with the project; and measures

that will be undertaken to avoid, mitigate and manage impacts associated with the

proposed action.

4.1. Despite the mitigation measures listed above, I found, based on the information provided in

the assessment documentation, that there will be residual significant impacts of the

proposed ac{ion on the Black-throated Finch (southern ggbspggics), in the form of habitat

loss and degradation of habitat through weed invasion (particularly from buffel grass) and

increased predation and loss of suitable foraging and nesting sites and mortality.

42. The Proponent has proposed an offset of 3170 hectares for this species. The offset is

considered by the Proponent to provide approximately 170 hectares of potential nesting

habitat and 3000 hectares of potential foraging habitats for the Black-throated finch

(southern subsp-ecies).
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43. Given the scale of the potential impacts of the proposed action to the species, and the
regional context for this impact, I found that an indirect offset is also required to ensure the
impact on the Black{hroated Finch (southern subspecies) is not unacceptable.

44. Therefore, in order to offset the residual impact of the proposed action on the Black-throated
Finch (southern subspecies), I have attached conditions (35-38), to my approval:

. a condition requiring the Proponent to identify an offset for the residual impacts and the
preparation of an Offsets Management Plan that includes: a detailed survey and
description of the condition of the offset area prior to any management activities;
management measures for the Black{hroated Finch (southern subsoecies) and its
habitat; and a monitoring program for the offset site. The plan must also include a
description of the potential risks to the successful implementation of the Offset
Management Plan, and include a description of the contingency measures that would be
implemented to mitigate these risks; and

o a condition requiring the Proponent to establish and contribute $100,000 per annum for
ten years to a pool of funds to facilitate research programs identified as a priority to
manage development impacts to EPBC listed species in the Galilee Basin identified in
Table 1 of the conditions of approval. Research programs must take into consideration
any Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement Plans and/or approved Conservation Advices for
relevant EPBC listed threatened species and include: methodologies for a baseline
survey for each species; an ongoing monitoring program for each species; and
commitments, including financial commitments and associated timeframes, that will be
implemented by the Proponent to support the undertaking of research. Priority actions
for funding must be decided by represenlatives of the eueensland Department of
Environment and Heritage Protection, members of relevant Recovery Teams, and the
Department. Priority actions for research must make reference to, and be consistent
with, relevant Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement plans and approved Conservation
Advices.

45. The calculation of financial offsel values for the Black-throated Finch (sor.rthern subspecies)
is not intended to reflect the actual costs of the impact of the proposed action but is a
consideration of all inputs for applying financial offsets in a reasonable and consistent
manner.

46. In imposing the conditions relating to the Black{hroated Finch (southern subsoecies) and in
deciding to approve the taking of the proposed action, I have taken into consideration the
approved Listing and Conservation Advice for the species which states that priority recovery
and threat abatement actions are protecting and enhancing habitat where the species is
known to occur including: securing sites for conservation; involving land managers in
conservation; and monitoring management effectiveness.

47. There is no Threat Abatement plan relevant to the Black{hroated Finch (southern
subspecies).

48. I have considered the action in relation to the Recovery Plan for the Black-throated Finch
(southern subsoecies) which lists possible threats to the species as loss and fragmentation
of habitat; degradation of habitat by overgrazing and weed invasion (in particular buffel
grass); inappropriate fire regimes; illegal trapping, increased predation; and hybridisation. I

noted that a number of these threats are considered to be risks associated with the
proposed action, including the clearing of high value habitat for the species.

49. I found that approval of the proposed action subject to the proposed conditions will not be
inconsistent with the Recovery plan.
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50. As a result of the conditions I have imposed, as discussed in paragraphs 40 to 45 above, I

consider the proposed action will not have an unacceptable impact on the Black-throated
Finch (southern subspecies).

Squatter Piqeon (southem subsoecies) (Geophaos scrrbta scripla) - vulnerable

51. The Squatter Pigeon (southern subsoecies) was listed as a threatened species in the
vulnerable category on 11 July 2000.

52. The Squatter Pigeon (southern subspecies) is known to occur on the site of the proposed

action and was observed during fauna surveys carried out on the project site between June

2008 and November 2010. Approximately 30 individuals were observed in non-remnant
grassland habitat within the site of the proposed action. Extensive areas of suitable habitat

occur on-site.

53. I considered this action in relation to the approved Conservation Advice for the Squatter

Pigeon (southern subspecies) which states that the main identified threats to the species

are ongoing clearance of habitat for farming or development purposes; grazing of habitat by

livestock and feral herbivores; and predation, especially by feral cats and foxes. The

departmental advice noted the project will involve the clearing of habitat.

54. Based on habitat modelling undertaken for the project (outlined in the Supplementary MNES

Report to the Proponent's Supplementary EIS and repeated in the Assessment Report), the

Proponent considers that a total of 1 158 hectares of high value habitat for the Squatter

Pigeon (southem subsoecies) is predicted to be impacted by the project. The Proponent

states this disturbance will largely take place within the first five years of the proposed

action, with an estimated total of 882 hectares to be cleared. lmpacts as a result of
subsidence and hydrology will result in a further 276 hectares of habitat being disturbed

over the balance of the life ofthe project. I accepted the information provided by the

Proponent, and based on my agreement with these figures, included them within the

maximum disturbance limits specified in Table 1 of my approval conditions.

55. The supplementary MNES report to the Proponent's supplementary Els states that the high

value habitat for this species that will be impacted, is predominantly within the open cut pits

and within areas associated with watercourses located in the western portion of the site of

the proposed action. No high value habitat was located within the off-lease rail and road

corridors.

56. The departmental advice indicated that there will also be indirect impacts as a result of the

proposed action including increased predation and loss of suitable foraging and nesting

sites from feral animals, weed invasion (particularly from buffel grass), mortality due to

vehicle strike and increased fire risk.

57. The Assessment Report contained a summary of measures the Proponent identified in the

supplementary MNES Report to the supplementary Els, to mitigate impacts to the squatter

Pigeon (southern subsoecies) as follows:

. education and training protocols;

r protocols for the management and protection of EPBC listed threatened species,

including disturbance limits for the footprint of the proposed aclion and protocols for

managing species should they be found on site during pre-clearance inspections;

. rehabilitation of high-value areas,

. implementation of stock management measures to avoid overgrazing of high-value

habitat;
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. implementation of weed and pest measures and appropriate fire management
measures; and

. implementation of an approved Species Management Plan to include detailed mitigation,
monitoring and reporting measures and performance criteria in order to avoid and
mitigate impacls to the species.

58. The above measures are reflecled in my conditions of approval (conditions 6, 7 and 15-19)
which include:

. a condition requiring maximum disturbance limits to apply for the exploration,
construction, operation and decommissioning of the mine, associated infrastructure and
off-lease road and rail areas for the proposed action; and

. a condition requiring the development and implementation of a MNES Management plan
which must include: a description of the habitat on the impact site; findings of pre-
clearance surveys; details of impacts associated with the project; and measures that will
be undertaken to avoid, mitigate and manage impacts associated with the project.

59. The Department considered that to the extent that impacts to the Squatter Pigeon (southern
subspecies) can be mitigated, the measures described in the proponent's Supplementary
ElS, accompanied by my conditions of approval will be generally sufficient. I agreed with the
departmental advice.

60. The Proponent was of the view that the squafler pigeon (southern subsoecies) is a highly
mobile specles that utilises a range of habitats and therefore the proposed action is unlikely
to have a significant impact on populations of this species in the region (MNES Report of the
Supplementary EIS). The Proponent considered that no offset is required for this species as
the impact to the sguatter Pigeon will be adequately compensated through offsetting for
other affected species. The Proponent specifically identified the Red Goshawk as a
surrogate for offsetting impacts to Squatter pigeon habitat. This was noted in the
Assessment Report.

61. I considered the departmental advice that considered whether the Red Goshawk was an
appropriate offset surrogate for the Squatter Pigeon (southern subsoecies) and I concluded
that it was not. while the Red Goshawk and squatter pigeon (southern subspecies) may
occur in similar habitats such as open forests that are dominated by eucalypts, and within
close proximity to permanent water; I accepted the departmental advice that the key habitat
features of importance are different for the two species. For example, the Red Goshawx
occupies tall lrees, where the squatter pigeon (southern subspecies) is a ground dwelling
species that relies on suitable groundcover.

62. I also considered the EPBC Act Offsets Policy requirement of a 'like for like'offset, tailored
specifically to the attribute of the matter of national environmental significance impacted by
an action. For example, if there is a significant residual impact to foraging habitat for the
species, this would need lo be offset with habitat suitable for foraging in order to deliver a
conservation gain.

63. In order to offset the residual impact of the proposed action on the squatter pigeon
(southern subspecies), I considered that an additional condition was required to ensure that
the impacts of the proposed action on the Squatter Pigeon (southern subsoecies) population
are appropriately ofiset. The condition (25) requires the proponent to clearly demonstrate
that the proposed offset would represent a suitable offset for the species, in accordance with
the EPBC Act Offsets policy.
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64. In order to offset the residual impact of the proposed action on the Squatter Pigeon
(southern subspecies), I have attached the following conditions to my approval (conditions

2Q to 25 and 26 to 34):

. a condition requiring that the Proponent must propose an offset for the residual impacts
to the Squatter Pigeon and prepare an Offsets Management Plan that includes a

detailed survey and description of the condition of the offset area prior to any
management activities; management measures for the Squatter Pigeon (southem

subspecies) and a monitoring program for the offset site. The plan must also include a

description of the potential risks to the successful implementation of the Offset
Management Plan, and include a description of the contingency measures that would be

implemented to mhigate against these risks; and

. a condition requiring the Proponent to establish and contribute $100,000 per annum for
ten years to a pool of funds to facilitate research programs identified as a priority to
manage development impacts to EPBC listed species, where Table 1 of my conditions

of approval provide disturbance limits (e.9. including the Squatter Pigeon (southern

subsoecies)) in the Galilee Basin. Research programs must take into consideration any

Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement Plans and/or approved Conservation Advices for
relevant EPBC listed threatened species and include: methodologies for a baseline

survey for each species; an ongoing monitoring program for each species; and

commitments, including financial commitments and associated timeframes that will be

implemented by the Proponent to support the undertaking of research. Priority actions

for funding must be decided by representatives of the Queensland Department of
Environment and Heritage Protection, members of relevant Recovery Teams, and the

Department. Priority actions for research must make reference to, and be consistent

with, relevant Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement Plans and approved Conservation

Advices.

65. The calculation of financial offset values for the Squatter Pigeon (southern subspecies) is

not intended to reflect the actual costs ofthe impact ofthe proposed action but is a

consideration of all inpuls for applying financial offsets in a reasonable and consistent

manner.

66. In imposing the conditions relating to the squatter Pigeon (southern subspecies), and in

deciding to approve the taking of the proposed action, I have taken into consideration the

approved Conservation Advice for the Squatter Pigeon (southern subspecies) and consider

that the conditions will contribute to its objectives.

67. For example, ecological equivalence surveys undertaken for the proposed action (in both

impact and offset areas) and monitoring regimes will assist in quantifying distribution and

abundance of the Squatter Pigeon (southern subspecies), a management plan for the

species will assist in identifying and quantifying threats and the offset will ensure a

conservation gain is achieved for the Squatter Pigeon (southern subspecies) by protecting

and enhancing a large amount of high value habitat.

68. There is no Recovery Plan for the Squatter Pigeon (southern subspecies).

69. I afso considered the action in relation to the Threat Abatement Plan for predation by feral

cals and the Threat Abatement Ptan for predation by the European red fox and found that

the approval ofthe proposed action, subject to the proposed conditions, would not be

inconsistent with these plans. In particular, the Proponent has committed to a pest and

weed management plan to implement measures to control pests, including feral cats,
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through measures such as trapping, fencing, possible poisoning, barrier construction and
improved land management. The conditions I have imposed reflect these commitments.

70. As a result of the conditions I have imposed (discussed at paragraphs 58€5 above), I

consider the proposed action will not have an unacceptable impacl on the Squatter Pigeon
(southern subspecies).

Red Goshawk (EMhrotrbrchls radrafus) - vulnerable

71. The Red Goshawk was listed as a lhreatened species in the vulnerable category on
11 July 2000.

72. Although targeted surveys did not identify any individuals or nests within the project area of
the action, the Proponent considered that potential and high value habitat occurs in the
project area. The Supplementary MNES Report to the Supplementary EIS identifies that
approximately 917 hectares of high value habitat for the species is predicted to be impacted
by the project in the first five years, with a further 284 hectares of habitat predicted to be
dlsturbed by indirect impacts including subsidence. The high value habitat was mapped by
the Proponent in the Supplementary MNES Report as occurring in the Lagoon CreeUsandy
Creek corridor and in a larger area of remnant vegetation within the southern open cut
mining area.

73. I considered the Supplementary MNES Report and the Assessment Report identification of
high value habitat, and the departmental advice of State historical records of this soecies
occurring in the vicinity ofthe site of the proposed action, and concluded there is sufficient
evidence to support my presumption that the Red Goshawk occurs on the site of the
proposed action.

74. The National Recovery Plan for the Red Goshawk identifies the most significant threat to the
Red Goshawk as habitat clearing. The Species Profiles and Threats database profile for the
species also identifies some evidence that alteration to, or degradation of, habitat within the
home range of breeding pairs, may not be tolerated. other threats include overgrazing and
inappropriate fire regimes. The Proponent has stated that this species is considered likely to
utilise the riparian habitat across the site of the pioposed action and I accept this conclusion
(Supplementary MNES Report).

75. Taking into account the National Recovery plan for the Red Goshawk, I considered that the
proposed action presents several risks to this species, including habitat clearance (including
to potential nest trees) and impacts from noise and disturbance (including within the range
of potential breeding pairs).

76. I considered the measures identified in the proponent's supplementary MNES Report, and
summarised in the Assessment Report, to mitigate impacts to the Red Goshawk:

. retention of riparian vegetation wherever possible;

. minimising habitat disturbance within the range of pairs if detected and monitoring
known sites:

. education of landholders;

. implementation of weed and pest measures and appropriate fire management
measures: and

' implementation of an approved Species Management Plan to include detailed mitigation,
monitoring and reporting measures and performance criteria in order to avoid and
mitigate impacts to the species.



77. The above measures are reflected in.my conditions of approval (conditions 6,7 and '15-19)

which includei

. a condition requiring maximum disturbance limits apply for the exploration, construction,

operation and decommissioning of the mine, associated infrastructure and off-lease road

and rail areas for the proposed action; and

. a condition requiring the development and implementation of a MNES Management Plan

which must include; a description of the habitat on the impact site; findings of pre-

clearance surveys; details of impacts associated with the proposed action; and

measures that will be undertaken to avoid, mitigate and manage impacts associated with

the proposed action.

78. I considered departmental advice that despite the mitigation measures listed above, and

even if habitat disturbance through clearing is minimised (for example, through reduced

clearing impacts), the permanent noise disturbance is likely to render remaining habitat in

the vicinity of the mine less attractive to this species. I agreed with this conclusion and have

specifically imposed a condition that the Proponent must specify appropriate buffer zones

for Red Goshawk nesting trees in the Species Management Plan, which must be endorsed

by a suitably qualified expert (condition 16(dXv)).

79. Given the scale of high value habitat to be cleared, and my finding that the mitigation

measures proposed are insufficient to prevent a significant residual impact to this species; I

consider that an offset for the Red Goshawk is required.

80. An offset of 2802 hectares has been proposed by the Proponent for this species, however, I

found that an indirect offset is required to ensure that the Proponent fully meets its ofiset

obligations.

81. In order to offset the residual impact of the proposed action on the Red Goshawk, I have

attached the following conditions (conditions 20 to 24 and 26 to 34) to my approval:

. a condition requiring that the Proponent must propose an offset for the residual impacts

to the Red Goshawk and prepare an Offsets Management Plan that includes; a detailed

survey and description of the condition of the offset area prior to any management

activities; management measures for the Red Goshawk and its habitat; and a monitoring

program for the offset site. The plan must also include; a description of the potential

risks to the successful implementation of the Offset Management Plan; and a descriptlon

of the contingency measures that would be implemented to mitigate against these risks;

and

o a condition requiring the Proponent to establish and contribute $100,000 per annum for

ten years to a pool of funds to facilitate research programs identified as a priority to

manage development impacts to EPBC listed species (including the Red Goshawk

where disturbance limits are established in Table 1 of my conditions) in the Galilee

Basin. Research programs must take into consideration any Recovery P|ans, Threat

Abatement Plans and/or Conservation Advices for relevant EPBC listed threatened

species and include: methodologies for a baseline survey for each species, an ongoing

monitoring program for each species, commitments, including financial commitments

and associated timeframes that will be implemented by the Proponent to support the

undertaking of research. Priority actions for funding must be decided by representatives

of the Queensland Department of Environment and Heiitage Protection, members of

relevant Recovery Teams, and the Department. Priority actions for research must make

reference to, and be consistent with, relevant Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement Plans

and approved Conservation Advices. 
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82. The calculation of financial offset values for the Red Goshawk is not intended to reflect the
actual costs of the impact of the proposed action but is a consideration of all inputs for
applying financial offsets in a reasonable and consistent manner.

83. There is no approved Conservation Advice or Threat Abatement Plan relevant for the Red
Goshawk.

84. The stated objectives of the National Recovery Plan for the Red Goshawk are to maintain
populations of Red Goshawk across their range and implement measures to promote
recovery of the species. The Recovery Plan states that management practices necessary
for the protection of the Red Goshawk are primarily those related to surveys, monitoring and
habitat protection. They also include vegetation management, fire management, and
implementing appropriate grazing regimes.

85. I considered the action in relation to the National Recovery Plan for the Red Goshawk and
found that the approval of the proposed action, subject to the proposed conditions, would
not be inconsistent with the plan. In particular, the Proponent has committed to limiting
disturbance to habitat, a Species Management Plan which includes pre-clearance surveys
and implementing appropriate fire management measures.

86. As a result of the conditions I have imposed, discussed at paragraphs 76-82 above, I

consider the proposed action will not have an unacceptable impact on the Red Goshawr.

Yakka skink (Eoernra ruoosa) - vulnerable

87. The Yakka Skink was listed as a threatened species in the vulnerable category on
11 July 2000.

88. The departmental.advice noted the species exhibits high site fidelity, low fecundity and is
long-lived. Further, the combination of these biological factors makes this species
susceptible to potential population crashes or even local extinctions given prolonged
unfavourable conditions or sudden, large environmental disturbances.

89- High value habitat for the species was modelled and mapped in the Supplemenlary MNES
Report prepared by the Proponent. Based on the occurrence of high value potential habitat
for this species on the site of the proposed action and that the site occurs within the
modelled distribution for this species as identified in the Draft Referral Guidelines for
Brigalow Belt Reptiles, the Yakka skink is presumed by the proponent to occur on the site
ofthe proposed action. I considered the Assessment Report discussion on the species, and
found the presumption that the species is present is supporled.

90. The departmental advice highlighted that habitat reduction and degradation are considered
the main threat to this species. lnappropriate roadside management, including road
widening and removal of microhabitat, and feral animal predation are also known threats.
These, along with weed invasion, mortality due to vehicle strike, and construction
disturbance, have all been identified in the departmental advice as potential threats to the
species associated with this proposed action.

91. The Proponent's supplementary MNES Report identifies that during the first 5 years of
construclion and open cut operations, a total of 1415 hectares of high value habitat is
predicted to be impacted by the P@ect. The habitat impact areas are predominantly located
within the open cut pits, diversions, levees, dams and water storage, accommodation
building, landing strip and access and rail loop areas. A further 5 hectares of high value
habitat may be impacted from soil cracking due to subsidence. This information is also
contained in the Assessment Report and was discussed in the departmental advice.

92. The Assessment Report contained mitigation measures for impacts to the yakka skink:
24



. protocols for the management and protection of the species, including disturbance limits

for the footprint of the proposed action and protocols for managing species should they
be found on site during pre-clearance inspections;

. retaining microhabitat on site of the proposed action and habitat features at a landscape

scale;

o establishment of buffer zones to protect suitable habitat;

. implementation of grazing, pest and weed and fire management measures;

. implementing a habitat management program specifically for reptile species, including

repair of cracks as a result of subsidence and the reduclion of prey opportunities;

. education and training protocols; and

. adoption of light spill measures.

93. The above measures are reflected in my conditions of approval (conditions 6, 7 and 15 to

19) which include:

. a condition requiring maximum disturbance limits apply for the exploration, construction,

operation and decommissioning of the mine, associated infrastructure and off-lease road

and rail areas for the Project; and

. a condition requiring the development and implementation of a MNES Management Plan

which must include; a description of the habiiat on the site of the proposed action;

findings of pre-clearance surveys; details of impacts associated with the proposed

action: and measures that will be undertaken to avoid, mitigate and manage impacts

associated with the proposed action.

94. While further detail will be required within the MNES Management Plan, I consider that the

mitigation measures proposed for this species by the Proponent in the Supplementary

MNES Report are broadly consistent with the recommendations made in the Draft Referral

Guidelines for Brigalow Belt Reptiles and to the extent that impacts can be mitigated'

because of this broad consistency, I consider the measures proposed for the protection of

this species to be generally sufficient.

95. However, given the scale of high value habitat to be cleared ('1415 hectares) and the

discussion of impacts in the Supplementary MNES Report, I consider the mitigation

measures proposed are insufficient to prevent a significant residual impact to this species.

96. Significant residual impacts for this species must therefore be offset.

97. An offset of 3400 hectares has been proposed by the Proponent in the Kevin's corner

Biodiversity Offsets Plan (April 2013) for this species. The departmental advice noted that

this proposal was suitable, however, recommended that an indirect offset should also be

required to ensure that the Proponent fully meets its offset obligations. This advice was

based on the Proponent's offsets providing more than 90 per cent of the direct offsetting

requirement consistent with the EPBC Act Offsets Policy (93.75 per cent), based on the

Department's application of the EPBC Act Offsets Guide'

98. After consideration of the Department's advice, in order to offset the residual impact of the

proposed action on the Yakka Skink, I have attached the following conditions (conditions 20

to 24, and 26 to 34) to mY aPProval:

. a condition requiring that the Proponent must propose an offset for the residual impacts

to the yakka Skink and prepare an Offsets Management Plan that includes: a detailed

survey and description of the condition of the offset area prior to any management
t<



activities; management measures for the Yakka Skink and its habitat; and a monitoring
program for the offset site. The plan must also include: a descriplion of the pbtential
risks to the successful implementation of the Offset Management Plan; and a description
of the contingency measures that would be implemented to mitigate against these risks.

. a condition requiring the Proponent to establish and contribute $100,000 per annum for
ten years to a pool of funds to facilitate research programs identified as a priority to
manage development impacts to EPBC listed species (specifically including the Yakka
Skink as a species where a maximum disturbance limit is conditioned by Table 1 of my
condilions of approval) in the Galilee Basin. Research programs must take into
consideration any Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement Plans and/or approved
Conservation Advices for relevant EPBC listed threatened soecies and include:
methodologies for a baseline survey for each species; an ongoing monitoring program
for each species; and commitments, including financial commitments and associated
timeframes that will be implemented by the Proponent to support the undertaking of
research. Priority actions for funding must be decided by representatives of the
Queensland Department of Environment and Heritage Protection, members of relevant
Recovery Teams, and the Department. Priority actions for research must make
reference to, and be consistent with, relevant Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement plans
and approved Conservalion Advices.

99. The calculation of financial offset values for the Yakka Skink is not intended to reflect the
actual costs of the impact of the proposed action but is a consideration of all inputs for
applying financial offsets in a reasonable and consistent manner.

100. There is no approved Conservation Advice or Recovery plan for the yakka Skink.

101. f n making my decision, I have considered the action in relation to the Threat Abatement
Plan for predation by the feral caf and the Threat Abatement ptan for predation by the
European red fox and found that the approval of the proposed action, subject to the
proposed conditions, would not be inconsistent with these plans. In particular, the Proponent
has committed to a pest and weed management plan to implement measures to control
pests, including feral cats and foxes, through measures such as trapping, fencing, possible
poisoning, barrier construction and improved land management. The conditions I have
imposed reflect these commitments (condition 16 (c) and other conditions about the MNES
Management Plan).

102. As a result of the condilions I have imposed (discussed at paragraph 93-99 above), I

consider the proposed action will not have an unacceptable impact on the yakka skink.

Ornamental snake (Dez'sonia maculafa) - vulnerable

103. The Ornamental Snake was listed as a threatened species in the vulnerable category on
11 July 2000.

'104. The Species Profile and Threats Database information on known threats to this species
include: loss and fragmentation of habitat; degradation of habitat by overgrazing; grazing of
gilgais during the wet season; predation; and weed invasion.

105. The supplementary MNES Report noted that the species occupies riparian habitats
within the area to be impacted by the proposed action, and provided modelled and mapped
habitat for Ornamental Snake. Based on the occurrence of high value potential habitat on-
site; as well as a nearby record of the species within the Alpha Coal rail corridor immediately
south of the proposed action, lfound that the Ornamental Snake occupies riparian habitats
within the site of the proposed action.
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106. Based on habitat modelling, the Supplementary MNES Report predicts a total of 844
hectares of high value habitat for the Ornamental Snake will be impacted by the proposed
action. These areas predominantly coincide with drainage lines on the site of the proposed
actaon.

1O7 . The Supplementary MNES Report concludes that of this U4 ha, 602 hectares will be
disturbed during the first five years of the proposed action for construction of the open cut pit
and infrastructure and the residual 242 hectares will be disturbed from subsidence due to
underground mining. The departmental advice discussed indirect impacts as a result of the
proposed action, which I found include weed invasion, mortality due to vehicle strike, feral
animal predation, surface cracks resulting from subsidence, construction disturbance and
alteration of water quality.

108. The Draft Refenal Guidelines for Brigalow Belt Reptiles determine that clearing two or
more hectares of important habitat' represents a significant threat to the Ornamental Snake.
Furthermore, as important populations for the Omamental Snake are hard to determine
important habitat is used as a surrogate and noted as habitat critical to the survival of the
species. On this basis, high value habitat on-site represents important habitat for the
species.

109. The Proponent's Supplementary MNES Report states that given the location of the
habitat within a central activity area in the site of the proposed action, there is limited
potential for rehabilitation of the disturbed habitat. As a result, I noted the departmental
advice that the Proponent's proposed mitigation measures do not apply to direct habitat loss

areas, but rather focus on maintaining habitat connectivity at the broader landscape level.

11O. The Proponent proposed mitigation measures for impacts to the Ornamental Snake, and

these are summarised in the Assessment Report as follows:

. protocols for the management and protection of the species, including disturbance limits

for the footprint of the proposed ac{ion and protocols for managing species should they
be found on the site of the proposed action during pre-clearance inspections;

. retaining microhabitat on the site of the proposed action and habitat features at a
landscape scale;

o establishment of buffer zones to protect suitable habitat;

. implementation of grazing, pest and weed and fire management measures;

. implementing a habitat management program specifically for reptile species, including

repair of cracks as a result of subsidence and the reduction of preyopportunities;

. adhering to water quality management measures to limit indirect vegetation loss:

. education and training protocols; and

o adoption of light spill measures.

11'1. I found the mitigation measures contained in the Assessment Report are likely to be
partially effective on the basis they are broadly consistent with the Draft Referral Guidelines

for Brigalow Belt Reptiles. These measures are reflected in my conditions of approval at
conditions 6, 7 and 15 to 19, which include:

. a condition requiring maximum disturbance limits apply for the exploration, construction,

operation and decommissioning of the mine, associated infrastructure and offlease road

and rail areas for the proposed action; and



. a condition requiring the development and implementation of a MNES Management Plan
which must include: a description of the habitat on the impact site; findings of pre-
clearance surveys; details of impacts associated with the proposed action; and
measures that will be undertaken to avoid, mitigate and manage impacts associated with
the proposed action.

112. However, I determined that the proposed mitigation measures are insufficient to prevent
significant residual impacts to the Ornamental Snake, based on the departmental advice
which supported the Proponent's conclusion in the Supplementary MNES Report and the
conclusion in this respecl in the Assessment Report.

113. The Proponent proposed an offset of 3606 hectares for this species; the Department's
application of the EPBC Act Offsets Guide determined this would satisfy 91.81 per cent of
the offset requirement. I accepted this calculation and found that an indirect offset is also
required to ensure that the Proponent fully meets its offset obligations.

114. In order to offset the residual impact of the proposed action on the Ornamental Snake, I

have attached the following conditions (conditions 2Q lo 25, and 26 to 34) to my approval:

. a condition requiring that the Proponent must propose an offset for the residual impacts
to the Ornamental Snake and prepare an Offsets Management Plan lhat includes: a
detailed survey and description ofthe condition of the offset area prior to any
management activities; management measures for the Ornamental Snake and its
habitat; and a monitoring program for the offset site. The plan must also include: a
description of the potential risks to the successful implementation of the Offset
Management Plan; and include a description of the contingency measures that would be
implemented to mitigate against these risks.

. a condition requiring the Proponent to establish and contribute $100,000 per annum for
ten years to a pool of funds to facilitate research programs identified as a priority to
manage development impacts to EPBC listed species (specifically including the
Ornamental Snake as a species where a maximum disturbance limit is conditioned by
Table 1 of my conditions of approval for the Galilee Basin). Research programs must
take into consideration any Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement Plans and/or approved
Conservation Advices for relevant EPBC listed threatened species and include:
melhodologies for a baseline survey for each species, an ongoing monitoring program
for each species, commitments, including financial commitments and associated
timeframes that will be implemented by the Proponent to support the undertaking of
research. Priority actions for funding must be decided by representatives of the
Queensland Department of Environment and Heritage Protection, members of relevant
Recovery Teams, and the Department. Priority actions for research must make
reference to, and be consistent with, relevant Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement plans
and approved Conservation Advices.

1 15. The calculation of financial offset values for the Ornamental Snake is not intended to
reflect the actual costs of the impact of the proposed action but is a consideration of all
inputs for applying financial offsets in a reasonable and consistent manner.

1 16. There is no approved Conservation Advice or Recovery plan for the Ornamental Snake.

1'17. I have considered the action in relation lo the Threat Abatement plan for predation,
habitat degradation, competition and disease transrzssrbn by ferat pigs;lhe Threat
Abatement Plan for predation by the feral cat and the Threat Abatement Plan for predation
by the European red fox and lound that the approval of the proposed action subject to the
proposed conditions would not be inconsistent with these plans. In particular, the Proponent
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has committed to a pest and weed management plan to implement measures to control
pests, including feral cats, pigs and foxes, through measures such as trapping, fencing,
possible poisoning, barrier construction and improved land management. The conditions I

have imposed reflect these commitments.

118. As a result ofthe conditions I have imposed as discussed in paragraphs 111-115 above,
I consider the proposed action will not have an unacceptable impact on the Ornamental
Snake.

Australian Painted Snipe (Rosfralu/a ausfrals) - endanoered. migratorv (CAMBA). marine

1'19. The Australian Painted Snipe was listed as a threatened species in the vulnerable
category on 14 August 2003 and was listed as a vulnerable species at the time of the
controlled action decision for the proposed action. The species was subsequently up-listed
to the endangered category on 15 May 2013, however, the assessment considered the
species as vulnerable consistent with the listing status at the time of the controlled action
decision.

120. The Proponent has concluded that the Australian Painted Snipe is unlikely to occur on
the site of the proposed action as the absence of permanent or regular water is likely to
preclude occurrence of the species (Supplementary MNES Report). The Supplementary EIS
notes that no individuals were recorded during the site survey and the nearest known record
is over 250 km to the west of the site of the proposed action, in wetland habitat. The
Assessment Report supported this conclusion.

121. The departmental advice supported the Proponent and Assessment Report conclusions
that the species is unlikely to occur on-site. I agree with this conclusion.

122. The departmental advice noted that areas of suitable habitat (in the form of gilgais) are
present on the site of the proposed action (based on the Supplementary EIS). However, I

considered and agreed with the advice that these areas are unlikely to support a population
of the species and impacts to this species as a result of the proposed action are unlikely.

123. The Proponent has not specifically proposed mitigation and management measures for
the Australian Painted Snipe, however, I noted the departmental advice that mitigation
measures proposed for other species (for example, avoiding riparian areas) will also assist
in reducing any potential impact to the species.

124. My conditions specify that where additional habitat for a species or a previously
unidentified species is found on the site of the proposed action, the proponent must notify
the Department and outline how these conditions of approval will still be met (condition 6).
Should the Australian Painted Snipe occur on the site of the proposed aclion, I consider that
this condition provides additional protection to the Australian Painted Snipe.

125. In consideration of the evidence that the species has not been recorded on the site of
the proposed action or in close proximity to the site, and the site is unlikely to support a
population of the species, I consider the proposed action will not have an unacceptable
impact on the Australian Painted Snipe.

Flora

Kino Blue-orass (Drbhanfhrum oueens/andrcum) - vulnerable

'126. King Bluejrass was listed as a threatened species in the vulnerable category on
1 1 July 2000; and was listed in the vulnerable category at the time of the controlled action
decision. King Blue-grass was listed in the endangered category on 26 February 20'13.

29



127 . King Bluegrass is associated with Queensland Regional Ecosystem 1 1.8.11 which was
recorded (according to the Supplementary MNES Report) in the vicinity of the access road
and the rail spur that are part of the proposed action.

128. The Assessmeni Report identified a 59 hectare area of potential habitat (corresponding
to the Queensland Regional Ecosystem 11.8.11) in the ofi-lease portion of the site of the
proposed action and in the vicinity of the road and rail corridor. However, targeted surveys
did not identify the species.

129. The Proponent and the Queensland Coordinator General agree that the potential
occurrence of the species at the site of the proposed action cannot be discounted because
the surveys were undertaken in August 2012 when reproductive material that assists in
identification was not present. I agree with thls conclusion.

130. The Proponent did not propose mitigation measures specifically for King Blue{rass.
Although general mitigation measures proposed by the Proponent may assist in reducing
impacts for the species (e.9. weed management and pest control), the departmehtal
advice indicated that specific mitigation measures would need to be carefully considered
by the Proponent to manage any potential impacts if the species was confirmed to occur
on the site of the proposed action. I considered this advice and concluded that further
measures would be necessary if the species is confirmed to occur on the site of the
proposed action. This conclusion is supported by my approval conditions relating to the
species (conditions 8 to 12) discussed at paragraph 132 below.

131. There is no Recovery Plan made or Threat Abatement Plan relevant to King Blue{rass.
At the time of the controlled action decision, no approved Conservation Advice was in
place. The Conservation Advice for King Blue-grass was approved on 30 June 2013.

132. I have imposed conditions to require pre-clearance surveys for King blue-grass, with a

requirement that if the species is found and impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated, that
the Proponent provide for my approval, offsets for significant residual impacts to the
species (conditions 8 to 12 reflect these requirements). lf the species' presence is

confirmed in pre-clearance surveys, I have also required management measures for the
species to be included in the MNES Management Plan (conditions 15 to 19). As a result of
the conditions I have imposed, I consider that the proposed action will not have an

unacceptable impact on King blue{rass.

Listed thrcatened ecological communities

133. I found that the endangered "The community of native species dependent on natural

discharge of groundwater from the Great Artesian Basin" (EPBC Act listed springs) may

be impacted by the proposed action.

134. The community was listed as a threatened ecological communily in the endangered
category on 25 October 2007.

135. The Assessment Report does not consider that there will be impacts to the spring
communities from the Great Artesian Basin, including the EPBC Act listed springs

community. However, I found that there was insufficient evidence to support this
conclusion.

136. In drawing this conclusion, I considered the advice provided by the IESC that the Great
Artesian Basin Water Resource Assessment (CSIRO, 2012) found there is a high
probability of connection between the Great Artesian Basin and the underlying geological

basin within the proximity of the proposed action.
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137. I also considered the IESC advice that further studies are needed to characterise the
hydraulic properties of the key geological formation in the region, the Rewan Formation.

138. The National Recovery Plan for the community of native species dependent on natural
discharge of groundwater from the Great Artesian Basin lists possible threats to this
community as: aquifer draw-down; excavation of springs; exotic plants, stock and feral
animal disturbance; exotic aquatic animals; tourist access; and impoundments.

139. I considered the National Recovery Plan's overall objective to: maintain or enhance
groundwater supplies to the endangered community of native species dependent on
natural discharge of groundwater from the Great Artesian Basin and their associated
wetlands, maintain or increase habitat area and health, and increase all populations of
endemic organisms.

140. lfound that the Recovery Plan objective of maintaining and enhancing spring flows may
be impacted by the construction and operation of the proposed action. The remaining
objectives I did not consider likely to be affected by the proposed action.

141. I considered that potential impacts of the proposed action will be monitored and
managed through the water Monitoring and Management plan required by my conditions
of approval for the proposed action (conditions 46 to 63), which will be further informed by
the Rewan Formation connectivity Research plan (condition 41 to 45), also required by
the approval conditions.

142. I found that my conditions of approval, specifically the Water Monitoring and
Management Plan and the Rewan Formation connectivity Research plan, will together
contribute to the identified actions in the Recovery plan, including: the control of new
groundwater allocations; the effective monitoring of spring flows; and improving the
understanding of the physical processes maintaining EpBC Act listed springs.

143. As a result of the conditions lhave imposed (as discussed in paragraphs 141 and 142
above, conditions 41 to 45 and 46 to 63), I consider that the proposed action is not
inconsistent with the Recovery plan for the community of native species dependent on
natural discharge of groundwater from the Great Artesian Basin and I consider that the
proposed action will not have an unacceptable impact on the endangered community of
native species dependent on natural discharge of groundwater from the Great Artesian
Basin.

Listed migntory species

144. I found that the following listed migratory species, based on discussion in the
supplementary MNES Report and Assessment Report and departmentar advice, are
unlikely to be significantly impacted by the proposed action, for the reasons summarised
below.

Eastern Great Egret (Ardea modesta) -the Supplementary MNES Report notes the
species was observed and has similar habitat requirements to the catfle Egret. ll
further noted that it is a likely occasional visitor to the site of the proposed action, and it
is unlikely this habitat would represent important habitat or that a population would
depend on the site ofthe proposed action. The proponent proposed mitigation and
management measures at Table 8.8 of the Assessmenl Report and a Species
Management Plan will be prepared by the proponent for the species.

cattle Egret (Ardea ibis) - not observed, 762 hectares of high value habitat in the riparian
areas surrounding the Lagoon Creek, Sandy Creek system, Well Creek and lower
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order water courses was identified in the environmental impact statement. The

Supplementary MNES Report notes thal habitat did nol appear to support rookeries for
this species, and there is a lack of wetlands on the site of the proposed action. I agree

with the Proponent that the species are likely occasional visitors, and departmental

advice that it is unlikely the habitat would represent important habitat, or that a
population would depend upon the project area. The Proponent has proposed

mitigation and management measures contained in the Assessment Report at Table

8.8 and a Species Management Plan will be prepared by the Proponent for the

SDEC|eS.

Rainbow Bee-eater (Merops omafus) - observed, approximately 344 hectares (figure from

the Assessment Report) of high value habitat was identified, however, I agree with the

Proponent's view (as contained in the Supplementary MNES Report) that the site of

the proposed action is likely to have a limited capacity to support large populations and

is unlikely to represent important habitat. The population on-site is not considered to be

an ecologically significant sub-population of the total population. The Proponent

proposed mitigation and management measures contained in Table 8.9 of the

Assessment Report.

Fork{ailed Swift (Apus paclficus) - not observed, has a wide range, no high value habitat

was mapped in the project area and this habitat is unlikely to represent important

habitat. lt is unlikely any populations on the site of the proposed action would be

considered to be an ecologically significant proportion of the total population. The

Proponent proposed a precautionary approach to mitigation measures for this species

contained in Table 8.10 of the Assessment Report, including a species Management

Plan.

145. I considered the Assessment Report recommendation of specific species management

plans containing mitigation and management measures for the Eastern Great Egret, Cattle

Egret and Rainbow Bee-eater.

146. My conditions of approval require the Proponent to prepare and submit for my approval,

a MNES Management Plan (conditions 15 to 19) which will ensure any impacts to

migratory species are identified and specific mitigation and management measures are

provided.

147. Based on information in the departmental advice, Assessment Report and

supplementary MNES Report outlining of the limited way in which the migratory species

discussed in paragraph 134 are likely to use the site ofthe proposed action, I found that

there would be no residual impact for any migratory species, and for this reason, that no

offsets were required.

148. As a result of the Proponent's commitments to specific Species Management Plans (and

recommended in the Assessment Report) and discussed in paragraph 144 above, and the

condition I have imposed requiring a MNES Management Plan (conditions 15 to 19), I

consider that the proposed action will not have any unacceptable impacts on the Eastern

Great Egret, Cattle Egret, Rainbow Bee-eater and Forktailed Swift.

Water resources

149. The site of the proposed action is located in a sub-catchment ofthe Burdekin River

catchment, the Belyando/Suttor catchment. Sandy Creek is the main watercourse

traversing the site and flows into the Belyando River 19 km to the north of the site of the

proposed action. The Belyando River joins the Suttor River a further 200 km downstream
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and eventually the Burdekin River at Lake Dalrymple. Several other tributaries flow into
Sandy Creek within the mine lease.

150. The groundwater resources in the area include the shallow alluvium, which overlies the
aquifers of the Galilee Basin. The sediments of the Galilee Basin contain the target coal
seams of the proposed action.

151. The site of the proposed action is located in close proximity to the eastern boundary of
the Great Artesian Basin. The Great Artesian Basin overlies the Galilee Basin and are
separated by the basal unit of the Great Artesian Basin, the Rewan Formation.

152. The Assessment Report for the proposed action indicates the proposed action will
involve the capture of 33.94 km2 of the catchmenl within the mine water management
system.

153. In accordance with section 13'1AB of the EPBC Act, because the proposed action
involves large coal mining development and I believed the taking of the aclion is likely to
have a significant impact on water resources and matters protected by part 3 of the EpBc
Act, I sought advice from the IESC. I requested this advice joinfly with the office of the
Coordinator-General on 20 December 2012, and the IESC provided finalised the advice on
1February2013.

154. I considered the Assessment Report discussion of monitoring of water storage quality,
water reuse, waste management, saline drainage and acid rock drainage and the
conditions of the Queensland coordinator-General relating to these. Following this
consideration, and the departmental advice, I concluded that these were appropriatery
assessed and conditioned by the State.

155. I considered the Assessment Report prediction that a total of 28 landholder bores are
potentially at risk from mine dewatering. I also considered the Assessment Report and
departmental advice outlining the proponent's commitment to 'make good' all impaos on
local landholders' water supplies - and the proponent's commitment contained in the
Assessment Report to enter into 'make good' agreements with landholders predicted to be
impacted by groundwater drawdown prior to the commencement of mining.

156. I afso considered that state regulation through the water Act 2ooo (eld) concerning
water licensing for mine dewatering will ensure these ,make good' agreements are
imolemented.

157. After considering the information on landholder bores in the Assessment Report, tne
Proponent's commitments and the State regulation in place for water licensing, lfound that
all impacts to local landholders' water supplies from the proposed action will be addressed.

158. lspecifically considered the impacts of the proposed action on groundwater, surface
water, subsidence and cumulative impacts.

Groundwater

159. I noted the departmental advice that groundwater resources in the area are used for
domestic and agricultural purposes.

160. The Proponent's Environmental lmpact Statement (Section 12 and Appendix N) and
Supplementary Environmental lmpact Statement (Appendix L) detail the hydrogeological
context and provide an assessment of potential impacts ofthe proposed action on
groundwater resources. This information was discussed in the Assessment Report within
Sections 5.1 and 5.2.



161 . The departmental advice noted that the key potential impacts of the proposed action on
groundwater relate to: drawdown; potential connectivity between the Galilee Basin and the

Great Artesian Basin; the effects of subsidence on the vertical connectivity between
aquifers and between surface and groundwater; water management issues, particularly

monitoring and groundwater modelling to deliver appropriate management responses; and

cumulative impacts on groundwater resources from mining activities in the area.

162. The departmental advice discussed the specific concerns raised by the IESC in its

advice that groundwater quality may be impacted by the proposed action through:

increased aquifer connectivity associated with subsidence; uncertainty regarding tailings

management; and potential localised faulting which may increase connectivity between the

Galilee Basin and the Great Artesian Basin.

163. In my consideration of groundwater related impacts, I considered the IESC advice, the

Department's analysis of the IESC advice and the Assessment Report response of the

Coordinator-General to the IESC Advice (Appendix 5 of the Assessment Report).

164. The Proponent's commitments, outlined in the Assessment Report, include: that all

groundwater monitoring be undertaken by a suitably qualified independent expert: a

minimum of 12 groundwater baseline monitoring samples will be collected within 24

months to allow for the drafting of trigger levels to be mutually agreed with the Queensland

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection; and the development of a detailed

dewatering scheme.

165. The Assessment Report noted that the proposed action may result in impacts on

groundwater quality through increased aquifer connectivity from subsidence and the

management of mine waste. To manage this potential impact' the Assessment Report

recommends that the groundwater monitoring programs be developed by an appropriately

qualified person and requires monitoring of groundwater chemistry for 20 chemical and

physical water quality parameters for comparison with contaminant trigger values for

underlying aquifers. The contaminant triggers and limits are required to be finalised before

the commencement of mining activities and the Proponent will be required to investigate

any potential exceedance of trigger values for environmental harm. The Assessment

Report also recommends a water management plan be developed and that monitoring of

groundwater levels in the Rewan Formation and in the Clematis Sandstone be undertaken.

166. I considered that the Coordinator-General's requirement (Appendix 4, Recommendation

2 of the Assessment Report) that two monitoring bores be required in the Clematis

sandstone and three in the Rewan Formation. Given the eltent of potential spatial and

temporal impacts, including damage and induced leakage to aquifers from subsidence, I

found that this requirement was insufficient.

167. lconsidered both the Proponent's commitments identified in paragraph"l64, and the

coordinator-General's recommended conditions on groundwater monitoring discussed in

paragraph 165 and accepted the departmental advice that identified residual risks to local

groundwater quality and quantity from the proposed action remain.

168. Forthis reason, and for the better protection of groundwater resources, my conditions of

approval require the Proponent to: establish and complete additional baseline monitoring

(condition 47 and 48) to ensure the baseline is adequate; establish triggers and limits to

ensure that impacts to groundwater are detected (condition 55(ii)) and appropriate

management responses are prepared; and to review and update the monitoring network

for the proposed action (condition 54, which includes updating for research outcomes from

the Rewan Formation Connectivity Research Plan).



169. With the conditions of approval I have provided for the poect relating to groundwater
(discussed in paragraph 168 above), lfound that the projecl would not have an
unacceptable impact on water resources, specifically in relation to groundwater.

Surtace water

170. The Assessment Report identifies that the proposed action will divert and substantially
alter lhe natural drainage system on the site of the proposed action. The proposed action
includes discharge of water from the mine into existing and diverted streams on the site of
the proposed action. The departmental water resources overyiew discussed the impacts of
the proposed action on changed flow regimes resulting from dams, diversion banks ano
ponding and impacts on water quality and the receiving environment (specifically from
conslruction activities, storm water runoff, release of mine affected water and cumulative
impacts from the upstream mine.

171. Appendix 7 of the Assessment Report summarises the proponent's commitments to:

- developing a Construction Environmental Management plan, which will include a
detailed Erosion and sediment control Plan and a surface water Management plan, prior
to construction;

- the development of a water quality, sediment quality and aquatic fauna monitoring
program for the duration of the taking of the action, including adaptive management; and

- water storage for mine water, tailings and spoil dams to be sized so the probability of
overflow is less than the 1 :100 Annual Exceedance probability.

172. The Coordinator-General has included conditions for an Erosion and Sediment Control
Plan for all stages of the mining activities (condition 42 of the Assessment Report), in
addition to a Water Management Plan (Condition 34 of the Assessment Report). A
Receiving Environmental Monitoring Plan will also be required (condition 24 of the
Assessment Report) to monitor, identify and describe any adverse impacts on surface
water environmental values, quality and flows due to mining activity.

173. The departmental advice on water resources noted that mobilisation of sediment within
and out of the site of the proposed action is a real risk from construction activities, but also
from the continuing changing landscape elevations resulting from subsidence during the
duration ofthe proposed action. I accepted the departmental advice that the quantification
of the effect of the action on concentrations and downstream delivery of sediment is
important, and further that since the transported sediment is strongly related to stream 1ow
velocity, that measurements of suspended sediment concentration need to be made during
runoff events.

174. The Assessment Report lists a range of release limits and trigger investigation levels for
water quality parameters.

175. The Assessment Report recommends that a water Management plan be developed to
provide for effective management of actual and potential environmental impacts resulting
from water management associated with mining activity.

176. I considered the IESC recommendation of additional information relating to expected
release timings and durations, released water quality, water quality upstream and
downstream of release sites and the total estimated salt loads and heavy metal
concentrations of the discharge event.

177 . For the better protection of surface water resources, I found that a specific condition
requiring a Water Monitoring and Management plan is required. In particular, the Water
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Monitoring and Management Plan requires the Proponent to: establish a baseline
monitoring network to identify spatial and temporal changes as a result of the proposed
action, including to surface water; and establish parameters and a sampling regime to
establish baseline data for surface water quality and quantity and for connectivity to
surface and groundwater. In addition, the Water Monitoring and Management Plan
requires the Proponent to identify thresholds and limits for: surface water quantity anc

availability; stressors and contaminants; annual loads of salinity and sediment: and a risk
based management response in the event these thresholds are exceeded.

178. I accepted the departmental advice, finding that the quantification of sediment loads and

trends over time will require continuous sampling, rather than occasional grab sampling.
My conditions of approval in this regard establish a monitoring network with an appropriate

sampling regime (condition 48 a) and an ongoing monitoring program for potential surface

water impacts (condition 54 b)) including the downstream impacts resulting from the
release of mine-affected water.

179. I also considered the potential impacts of the final voids, after mining has ceased and

the final landform identified by the Proponent in the Supplementary EIS has been

established.

180. The Proponent proposes to leave final voids open, acting through time as perpetua

sinks for the solutes contained in seepage inflows (Appendix L, Groundwater Report of the

Supplementary EIS). Pit water level and water quality modelling predictions indicate that

the water should meet current stock water criteria until approximately 130 years post mine-

closure, after which it would be essentially unusable without treatment.

181. The departmental advice on water resources noted that there is a possibility that the pit

water quality may deteriorate more rapidly than predicted by the Proponent's modelling, as

a result of leachate emanating from ihe soil due to a large volume of leachable mine spoil

located upgradient ofthe mine pits. I considered this risk and noted further departmental

advice that the water quality in the collapsed goafs of the longwall section of the mine are

also likely to be poorer than the cunent undisturbed ground condition and could also

potentially impact on the value of groundwater resources.

182. Another risk I considered is the potential risk of open final voids to animals, where the

water could be initially an attractive habitat resource, until it becomes unusable without

treatment. Although the rehabilitation requirements contained in the Stated Conditions

within the Assessment Report contain the objective that the site be safe for humans and

animals now and in the future, this is not a requirement of the State in relation to pit water
quality.

183. Based on my acceptance of the potential environmental risks of inappropriately

managed pit water as discussed in the departmental advice, my conditions of approval

require the Proponent to develop a Final Void Water Monitoring and Management Plan to

assess the risks of both open final void and backfilling options, with peer review by a

suitably qualified expert (conditions 60 to 63). This Plan is required before Stage 4 of the
proposed action can commence, defined in my conditions as years 8 to 14 after the

commencement of coal mining activities.

184. With the conditions of approval (discussed in paragraph 183 above), the recommended

State conditions and the Proponent commitments, I found that the project would not have

an unacceptable impact on water resources, specifically in relation to surface water.

Subsdence
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185. The Proponent assessed ihe potential impacts from subsidence in the Interim
Subsidence Management Plan (Appendix N of the Supplementary EIS). The departmental' advice noted that subsidence arising from underground mining as part of the proposed
aclion could lead to changes in surface water flow direction and velocities, loss of habitat,
and changes to aquatic flora and fauna community structures.

186. The Assessment Report discusses the impacts of subsidence on groundwater and
surface water.

187. The IESC advised that groundwater quality may be impacled by increased aguifer
. connectivity associated with subsidence and from uncertainty regarding tailings

management. The IESC noted that toxicants (associated with overburden placed into out-
of-pit emplacement areas for the first two years of mining) are predicted to remain on site,
migrating towards the Kevin's Corner and Alpha final voids.

188. The IESC considers that subsidence also has the potential to alter surface-groundwater
connectivity. The IESC identified that it is highly probable that fracturing and ponding will
have surface expression over a significant portion of the proposed mine resulting in
increased surface water loss to the groundwater. Subsidence and associated mitigation
measures are also likely to alter water quantity and quality and vegetation communities
towards species which can tolerate more frequent inundation. Further, the IESC notes that
there is insufficient evidence to substantiate the effectiveness of proposed mitigation
measures at the site.

189. The Proponent has committed (identified with the supplementary Els and summarised
in the Assessment Report) to preparing an annual report following the commencement of
underground mining activities which details mining activities and all monitoring and
rehabilitation activities undertaken in accordance with the Subsidence Management plan.
The methodology for remediating cracking and other potentially negative impacts caused
by subsidence of the surface by underground mining will be determined through an active
monitoring program.

190. The Proponent has also commifted to baseline condition monitoring, prior to mining, of
all water courses likely to be impacted through subsidence.

191 . The coordinator-General's recommended conditions also include the preparation of a
subsidence Management Plan. However, lconsidered and accepted departmental advice
that the requirements for a subsidence Management plan needed to be supplemented in
my conditions of approval. I found that the subsidence Management plan does not specify
an appropriate temporal or spatial regime for the monitoring of subsidence on
groundwater; does not ensure that the monitoring regime is informed by outcomes of the
connectivity research; or substantiate the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures
(e.9. grouting cracks to limit surface water loss) at the site of the proposed action.

192. The water Monitoring and Management plan imposed by my conditions requires the
Proponent to establish a baseline monitoring network to: identify spatial and temporal
changes as a result of the proposed action, including subsidence; establish baseline data
for connectivity between surface and groundwater; and develop a risk based management
response to exceedances as a result of subsidence or surface deformation.

193. with the water Monitoring and Management plan required by my conditions of approvar,
I consider that the proposed action will not have an unacceptable impact on water
resources as a result of subsidence imoacts.

Cumulative Impacts



194. A number of large scale mines are planned for the Galilee Basin, and I considered a

map of these attached to the departmental proposed decision briefing package. The
departmental advice noted that tributaries into the Burdekin Catchment are expected to be

dissected by mines along a coal strike of approximately 300 km, should all planned mines

Droceed.

195. The Department advice noted that proposed action would involve mining approximately

30 million tonnes of coal per year over 30 years, generating more than 3 billion tonnes of

overburden and interburden to be generated from open cut pits over the life of the mine'

196. I considered departmental advice and found that in the context ofthe proposed action,.

cumulative imoacts on water resources are relevant to surface water and groundwater

quality and quantity, as well as connectivity between surface and groundwater and

between aquifers.

197. I considered the IESC advice on cumulative impacts, specifically that the information

relating to the potential impacts of the proposed action should be commensurate with its

scale. In evaluating the information on cumulative impacts I also considered the

Proponent's commitments (as collated in the Assessment Report), the Coordinator-

General's conclusions, and departmental advice.

198. The Proponent has committed to undertaking a cumulative impact assessment to

address hydrology, hydraulics, sediment delivery and transport in water courses, and

channel geomorphology impacted by the proposed action, and the adjacent approved

Alpha Coal Mine and Rail Project (EPBC 2008/4648).

199. The Assessment Report concluded that sufiicient information was provided in the

environmental impact statement to enable the project's impacts to be evaluated However,

the Coordinator-General recommends in the Assessment Report that a regional

groundwater and surface water monitoring and assessment program be developed by

relevant Queensland GoJernment departments. The Coordinator- General also

recommends that this work have regard to the relevant key deliverables from the

Australian Government's proposed Bioregional Assessment of the Lake Eyre Basin.

2OO. The Assessment Report identified that subsidence is a relevant factor for cumulative

imoact assessment, and I accepted the departmental advice that subsidence may cause

water to drain from the Great Artesian Basin aquifers (the clematis sandstone) into the

aquifers of the colinlea sandstone and Bandanna Formation (induced leakage), which

may have a resulting impact on groundwater quality and quantity.

201 . The departmental advice considered the scope of the coordinator-General's approach

to cumulative impact assessment in relation to water resources. I accepted that to manage

the potential impacts from the proposed action, there is a specific need to ensure that

. relevant hydrogeological formations, such as the Great Artesian Basin are included in

the regional assessment;
o adequate monitoring establishes the triggers needed to form a baseline (to inform

modelling) and adequate monitoring is undertaken;

o adequate triggers and limits are established (with monitoring undertaken against these)

for surface, and in particular, groundwater resources;

o exceedances receive an adequate response (not just reporting ofthe exceedance; and

o the work has regard to the Bioregional Assessment of the Galilee Basin sub-region and

the Lake Eyre Basin, but inputs into the work undertaken as part of this.
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2O2. The Rewan Formation Connectivity Research Plan imposed by my conditions (condition
41 to 45) also requires the Proponent to develop a research plan that includes research to
inform the Bioregional Assessment of the Galilee Basin sutsregion and the Lake Eyre
Basin (condition 41(e)). This has been identified by the Ofiice of Water Science (within the
Department of the Environment) as a priority sub-region for completion of a bioregional
assessment.

203. The Water Monitoring and Management Plan imposed by my conditions requires the
Proponent to establish a baseline monitoring network to identify spatial and temporal
changes as a result of the proposed action, including cumulative impacts spanning all
activities associated with the proposed aclion including construction, operation and
decommissioning/closure of the mine.

lliscellaneous considerations

Conditions on State govemment approval

204. In deciding whether or not to approve the taking of the action with attached conditions, I

considered relevant conditions that are likely to be imposed under Queensland legislation
(in accordance with subsection 13a(a)(a) - through the draft eueensland Environmentat
Authority permit conditions. I considered the full range of conditions in the Assessment
Report, including the Coordinator-General's stated conditions for the mine Environmental
Authority, particularly in relation to water and land, at schedule c of Appendix 1 of the
Assessment Report. I also considered the draft Environmental Authority.

205. I consider that the conditions attached to my approval are generally complementary to
those likely to be imposed under eueensrand regisration, augmenting these where
necessary to ensure the impacts of the proposed action on each controlling provision are
not unacceptable.

Person's environmental history - subsection 136(4)

206. Hancock Galilee Pty Ltd is a who y owned subsidiary of GVK coal Developers
(Singapore) Pty Ltd. Until September 201 1, Hancock Galilee pty Ltd was owned by
Hancock Prospecting Pty Ltd. Hancock Galilee Ry Ltd has stated that they have not be
subject to any proceedings under a commonwealth, state or Tenitory raw for the
protection of the environment or the sustainable use of natural resources.

207. I found no reason why the proponent would be unwilling or unable to undertake thrs
proposed aclion in accordance with conditions of approval.

Precautionary principle - section 391

208. In making my decision whether to approve the proposed action, I considered the
precautionary principle in accordance with section 391 -'that lack of full scientific certainty
should be not used as a reason for postponing a measure to prevent degradation ofthe
environment where there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage."

209. I found there is sufficient scientific information to conclude that the proposed action will
be unlikely to result in unacceptable impacts to listed threatened species and communities,
listed migratory species and water resources. My conditions of approval also provide for
additional protection for these MNES and to improve the scientific understanding regarding
the potential impacts on MNES likely to be affected by the proposed action, including warer
resources through the Rewan Formation Connectivity Research plan and Waler
Management and Monitoring Plan.



Principles of ecologically sustainable development - section 136(2)(a)

210. The principles of ecologically sustainable development, as defined in section 3A of the

EPBC Act are:

. decision-making processes should effectively integrate both long-term and short-

term economic, environmenlal, social and equitable considerations;
o if there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage, lack of full

scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to
prevent environmental degradation;

. the principle of inter-generational equity - that the present generation should ensure

that the health, diversity and productivity of the environment is maintained or

enhanced for the benefit of future generations;
. the conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity should be a

fundamental consideration in decision-making; and
. improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms should be promoted.

211. In making my decision, I took into account the principles of ecologically sustainable

development in accordance with subsection 136(2Xa) of the EPBC Act. In particular:

o the attached conditions will ensure potential impacts on EPBC listed threatened

species and communities resulting from the proposed action are reduced and

mitigated to the greatest extent possible. Any residual impacts that are regarded as

significant have been offset to ensure the proposed action results in conservation

gains for the environment which will be maintained in the long term

o I considered the importance of conserving biological diversity and ecological integrity

in relation to all of the controlling provisions for this proposed action

. I sought to ensure that the financial costs of compliance with the proposed approval

decision are reasonable to the extent that the project can proceed whilst also making

a fair contribution to environmental protection

o my conditions of approval include measures to allow for the proposed action to occur

in a sustainable way to protect MNES and the environment for future generations.

Listed threatened specrbs and communities consrderations - acting consistently with

international obligations - section 139

212. Section 139(1) of the EPBC Act requires that in deciding whether to approve a proposecl

action for which listed threatened species and communities is a controlling provision, and

what conditions to attach to such an approval, the Minister must not act inconsistently with

Australia's obligations under the Convention on Biological Diverity (CBD), the Convention

on conservation of Nature in the south Pacific (Apia convention) or the convention on

International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES).

213. My decision on whether or not to approve the proposed action and what conditions to

attach to the approval is not inconsistent with the cBD, which promotes environmental

impact assessment to avoid and minimise adverse impacts on biological diversity. I gave

particular consideration to an appropriate combination of in situ measures (e.9.

implementing a management plan for listed threatened species of concern) and ex situ

measures (e.g. providing financial support into research for listed threatened species of

concern) for the management of species potentially impacted by the proposed action.

214. I considered the CBD's ultimate aim of conservation of listed threatened species in the

wild when attaching the specific conditions for listed threatened species requiring

mitigation, management and compensation measures. The research component of my
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conditions of approval will also improve the understanding on which the measures to
preserve biodiversity and improve protection for listed threatened species are based.

215. I have also required all research and mitigation and management strategies to be
publicly available to encourage sharing of information and improved knowledge relating to
biodiversity, specifically within the Galilee Basin region.

216. The Apia Convention was suspended with effecl from 13 September 2006, however, I

do not consider that approval of the proposed action would be inconsistent with the
convention which has the general aim of conserving biodiversity.

217 . fhe proposed action has no implications for CITES as it does not involve international

trade.

Listed migratory specles consrderations - acting consistently with intemational obligations -
section 140

218. Section 140 of the EPBC Act requires that in deciding whether to approve a proposed

action for which listed migratory species is a controlling provision, and what conditions to
attach to such an approval, the Minister must not act inconsistently with the Convention on
Migratory Species (Bonn Convention), the Agreement between the Government of Japan

and the Government of Australia for the Protection of Migratory Birds and Birds in Danger
of Extinction and their Environment (JAMBA), the Agreement between the Government of
Australia and the Government of the People's Republic of China for the Protection of
Migratory Birds and their Environment (CAMBA) or the Agreement between the
Govemment of Australia and the Government of the Republic of Korea on the Proteciion of
Migratory Birds (ROKAMBA). I found that impacts on migratory species are unlikely to be

significant, and that approving the proposed action would therefore not be inconsistent with
any of these conventions.

Social and economic matters

219. In making my decision on whether or not to approve the proposed action and what
conditions to attach to the approval, I considered economic and social matters in
accordance with section 136(1)(b) of the EPBC Act.

220. fhe site of the proposed action is located within the Galilee Basin in central Queensland.
This area is a greenfield area for coal mining. Opponents of this and other proposed coal
mine developments within the Galilee Basin argue the region has biodiversity values and
water resources that must be protected from development. Supporters of this and other
proposed coal mine developments within the Galilee Basin argue that the region can
support proposed development, while maintaining biodiversity and water values.

221. the Queensland Coordinator-General has recommended conditions that require the
Proponent to report annually on the effectiveness of commitments within the Proponent's
social impact assessment.

222. I noted the Assessment Report conclusion that the proposed ac{ion is expected to
create approximately 1800 jobs during the construction phase and 1600 jobs during the
operational phase. The Assessment Report notes the poect would require a $4.2 billion

investment.

Reasons for decision
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223. In deciding whether or noi to approve the taking of the proposed action and what
conditions to attach to the approval, ltook into account (among other matters) the
principles of ecologically sustainable development as required under section 136(2)(a) of
the EPBC Act, and the precautionary principle as required under section 391 ofthe EPBC
Act.

224. ln light of my findings in paragraphs 1 to 222, t decided to approve, subject to conditions,
the taking of the proposed action for the purposes of sections 18 and 18A, sections 20 and
?04 and sections 24D and 24E of the EPBC Act.

225. My approval will remain valid until 30 October 2073. This allows for the project mine life
of approximately thirty (30) years, plus time to ensure the mine is closed, decommissioned
and rehabilitated satisfactorily and so that offsets can be secured and managed to ensure
a conservation gain is achieved.

Signed

The Hon

Minister for the Environment

December 2013

I I DEC 2013
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