The Hon Greg Hunt 

Minister for the Environment 

Dean Knudson 

First Assistance Secretary, Environmental Assessment and Compliance Division, Department of Environment 

Dear Mr Hunt and Mr Knudson,
We are writing regarding the submission to the Federal Department of Environment of a final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the China First mine project in the Galilee Basin, also known as the Galilee Coal Mine Project, EPBC Ref 2009/4737.

This EIS was submitted to the Government on or about 20 September and the proponent, Waratah Coal, is no doubt expecting that a determination of this project will be made by 12 November. 

There is no provision for formal public comment on this EIS, but the Lock the Gate Alliance has reviewed the document and would like to draw your attention to substantial problems with the EIS, and the unacceptable impacts of the mine itself.

This mine, and the adjacent Kevin’s Corner mine, will be a first test of the new sections of the EPBC Act which were enacted in the last parliament to protect water resources from large coal mining and coal seam gas extraction. We do not believe that the assessment of the impact of this project on water resources is adequate, and, in any case, our detail review of the documents provided indicates that it is likely that the mine would have unacceptable impacts on water resources, and on threatened species, and that is should not be approved for development. 

We have appended our review of the Environmental Impact Statement but in summary, our concerns are:

· The EIS does not adequately address the cumulative impact of this and adjacent projects on groundwater resources. The mine is predicted to extract an average of 25.7 GL/annum from local aquifers over a period of 35 years and will have impacts extending 20km from the mine and for up to 200 years after mining. 
· The EIS does not adequately address the impact of this project on surface water, particularly the cumulative impact of four very large mines in close proximity, impacting on and diverting the same creeks and tributaries to the Belyando River. 
· The EIS fails to assess the impact of the mine on Koalas, despite the species being listed as vulnerable federally last year. In this respect, the EIS conforms to the letter, but not the spirit of the law, and given that over 50,000 hectares of remanent woodland is earmarked for clearing in the Desert Uplands bioregion for Galilee Basin coal mines, it is clear that a more thorough cumulative impact assessment for threatened species, including the koala, is called for. 
· By clearing one half and undermining the other half of the Bimblebox Nature Refuge, the mine will reduce the area of a very poorly protected bioregion, the Desert Uplands, protected in the National Reserve System by between 5-10%.

· The mine will have unacceptable impacts on the Black-throated finch (southern subspecies) and the proponent has failed to conduct surveys for this species in line with clear requirements set out by the Department. 
We seek the assurances of the Department of Environment that no recommendation will be made to approve this project while there are gaping holes in its assessment, and given the unacceptable impacts that it is clear that it will inflict. 
We would be very happy to meet with you in person to discuss our concerns, in company with ecologists and hydrologists that have studied the area and the mining proposals and provided us with their assessment of the EIS and the mine. 

Yours sincerely 

Ellie Smith

Central Queensland Coordinator

Review of the Galilee (China First) Coal mine and Environmental Impact Statement 

Overview 

The Galilee Coal (China First) mine will include two open cut pits and four underground mines, as well as two coal handling and preparation plants and a 2,000 person FIFO camp. This mine, and the others proposed adjacent to it, will substantially alter the character of the region, will collectively remove over 50,000ha of remnant vegetation in a region that is very poorly reserved. They will together remove in the order of 1,354 billion litres of groundwater, in a region where towns and cattle properties are entirely groundwater dependent. They will, individually and cumulatively divert and undermine creeks that feed the Belyando River.

This mine, on its own, is set to have unacceptable impacts on a federally threatened species, the black-throated finch (southern) and on water resources. Considered cumulatively with the three other mines in the vicinity, the impacts will be devastating. 
Problems with the EIS 

The quality of the EIS is, in general, quite poor. There is very little information or analysis in the main body of the EIS, and, instead, the interested member of the public is forced to trawl though innumerable Appendices produced by different consultancies covering matters of national environmental significance disjointedly. The Guidelines for the EIS, issued by the Queensland Coordinator General in 2009 indicated that “Following consultation between DIP and DEWHA, it was agreed that the environmental impact assessments under the SDPWOA and EPBC Act be conducted in parallel, based on one TOR and one EIS study and report that would satisfy the requirements of both jurisdictions” but we do not believe that the requirements of the EPBC Act are satisfied by this EIS. 

There are basic contradictions in the document that raise concerns about the accuracy of the information presented. The introductory paragraphs indicate the project intends to produce 40mtpa of product coal, but elsewhere in the Project Description it is claimed that “a 25-year production schedule has been developed to produce 20 mtpa ROM” (Ch 2, 48). This may seem a trivial example, but other, more materially relevant parts of the EIS are contradictory and inconsistent. The discussion and conclusion in the “Terrestrial Ecology” chapter of the main body of the EIS do not reflect the findings of the “Mine fauna study” in Appendix 10, the assessment of water impacts is very confusing, and is spread over at least five different documents. 
Estimates of the area to be cleared are also contradictory. The “Terrestrial Ecology” chapter of Volume 2 of the main EIS says, “In all, approximately 4,595ha of remnant vegetation is proposed to be cleared” (p187), but Appendix 10 says that the mine will require the clearing of 4,877ha of remnant vegetation, within a total land disturbance area of 16,520ha. 

There are other contradictions. Mine Fauna assessment in Appendix 10 says the Brigalow scaly foot was recorded at the site, but Table 5 in the Terrestrial Ecology chapter of Volume 2 describes this species’ presence at the site as “possible.” Table 9 in the Terrestrial Ecology chapter says there is “nil” habitat for Brigalow scaly-foot present at the site, which contradicts the findings of Appendix 10. There is no explanation for why this is stated to be the case, given that the species has been found to be present.
They assess the cumulative social impacts as “high” – this is the only impact that gets the high ranking. 
Migratory species are listed as a controlling provision for this project, and yet, no assessment of the impact of the mine on migratory bird species is provided in the EIS.  

Bimblebox Nature Refuge 

The China First mine will clear half of a valuable biodiversity refuge in the Desert Uplands bioregion, known as Bimblebox Nature Refuge. 

At a survey in 2011, 201 native fauna species were found at Bimblebox, including the federally-endangered Black-throated finch (southern) (Appendix 10). As an IUCN Class VI reserve, Bimblebox is part of the National Reserve System. Appendix 10 notes that data reviews identify that approximately 85% of the total species richness recorded on the study site has been recorded on Bimblebox. It is worth noting that apart from giving away their land to a public authority, there is little more that the owners of Bimblebox could have done to protect it in perpetuity, and the loss of most of a privately-protected area in this way sends the signal to private landholders and conservationists that private lands cannot be a secure part of the reserve network. 

As shown in Table 1, there is only 75,114ha of land in the National Reserve System in the Desert Uplands bioregion. The protected areas account for just over 1% of the area of the bioregion, and adjacent bioregions in Central Queensland are also under-reserved. In addition, one fifth of the the reserve estate in the bioregion, or 16,217ha, is in reserves classed as IUCN category VI, and Bimblebox is the biggest of these four reserves. Three of the four IUCN VI reserves in the Desert Uplands are currently threatened directly (Cudmore Resources Reserve and Bimblebox Nature Refuge) or indirectly going to be impacted (Doongmabulla Mound Springs) by coal mining proposals. Bimblebox contributes 10% of the total area of the National Reserve estate in the Desert Uplands bioregion, and the clearing proposed for Bimblebox represents over 5% of the protected areas in the entire bioregion. 
	Name
	Type
	IUCN 
	Area (ha)
	Proportion Desert Uplands NRS

	Forest Den
	National Park
	II
	5,890
	7.8%

	Moorrinya
	National Park
	II
	32,607
	43.4%

	Cudmore NP
	National Park
	II
	20,400
	27.1%

	Cudmore RR
	Resources Reserve
	VI
	6,900
	9.1%

	Doongmabulla Mound Springs
	Nature Refuge
	VI
	280
	0.3%

	Bimblebox
	Nature Refuge
	VI
	7,912
	10.5%

	Bellview
	Nature Refuge
	VI
	1,125
	1.5%

	Total 
	
	
	75,114
	


The proponent proposes to clear 4017.13ha of the Reserve, and a further 3677ha will be subject to subsidence, meaning a total area of 7,694ha will or could be affected by the mine. If this area of land were to be removed from the National Reserve System, it would take the proportion of the bioregion represented in reserves down to less than 1%. 
In the National Reserve System Strategy 2009-2030 the target for achieving comprehensiveness in the reserve system notes that “Priority will be given to under-represented IBRA bioregions with less than 10 per cent protected in the National Reserve System.” As a result of this mine, the area of protection in the Desert Uplands bioregion, which is among the highest priority areas, will actually decline. 

In addition to its objective biodiversity value, the EIS appendix acknowledges that Bimblebox “plays an important role in scientific research into understanding the impacts of land management on biodiversity and chances to ecosystems due to agricultural pressure over time” (Flora and Vegetation Technical Report 19) and acknowledges the number of agencies that have undertaken research on the site. 

Environmental impacts

The greenhouse assessment only looks at on-site emissions of greenhouse gases, but even these are quite significant. The cumulative impact assessment reveals that the five mines proposed for the Galilee Basin will together produce over 9mtpa of carbon dioxide equivalent. That’s 1.65% of Australia’s total greenhouse gas pollution! They rank the ‘significance of the cumulative impact of the project on GHG’ as medium. 

Impacts on water resources   
The proponent refers in passing to a “baseline water assessment of the entire basin” commissioned by “the Galilee Basin Operators’ Forum (GBOF). This document should have been made publicly available if it is relevant to the findings of the EIS. Certainly, no approval for any further mining in the vicinity should be provided until and unless a thorough cumulative impact assessment has been conducted, with adequate opportunity for the public to review and provide input. As it is, there is too little information on which to adequately assess the impact of this project on water resources.

Surface water 

A significant tributary to the Belyando River is going to be heavily impacted by multiple mines in the vicinity. Overall, the cumulative impact assessment states that the southern mines of the Galilee would reduce the Belyando’s flow at the Gregory Development Road by over 1%. For a major seasonal River in a semi-arid region, this is a significant impact, and one that is not adequately assessed in the EIS. One tributary, Spring Creek, will have its flow stopped altogether by the impact of the China First mine. Lagoon Creek and its tributary Tallarenha Creek, will be significantly impacted by this mine and also by others in the locality and their subsidence and diversions. The assessment of the impacts on creeks is patchy, and doesn’t adequately meet the needs of the new water trigger, which requires the proponent to address the impact on other water users, the spiritual and ecological values that would be impacted by the loss of water, including, for example, potential death or degradation of riparian vegetation. It is noted that “alteration of local surface and groundwater hydrology which may be linked to landform modification associated with open-cut mining operations and supporting infrastructure’ and land subsidence from longwall mining” (Appendix 10) can be an impact on habitat from mining, but there is no discussion or analysis of the ecological impact of loss of surface water. 

Tallrenha Creek and Spring Creek are both tributaries of Lagoon Creek, which itself flows into Sandy Creek, and then the Belyando River, downstream of the China First lease. The creeks are highly seasonal. The EIS describes them as “ephemeral” but seasonal is a better description, since they flow every year, but not all year. The majority of their flow occurs between December and February. Tallarenha Creek is also going to be impacted by the proposed South Galilee mine and though the MNES chapter mentions this as a potential cumulative impact on water resources, there is little analysis of the combined impacts of the four mines proposed for the southern end of the Basin on the creeks that feed Lagoon Creek and the Belyando River. 

It’s predicted that there will be no flow at all in Spring Creek as a result of surface subsidence from the underground mining, and Lagoon Creek will experience 30% reduction in stream flow half of the time as a result of the mine (Appendix 7 page 69). The Appendix admits that “the predicted stream flow reductions in Spring Creek and Lagoon Creek are significant” (App 7, page 70) but the impact of these losses is not adequately assessed. 

It is claimed that “environmental values of the Spring Creek system have been found to be not significant from an ecological perspective” (App 41, page 141) but there is nowhere in the EIS where this evaluation is evident. It appears to be a baseless assertion. The proponent also states that the affected creeks have “relatively limited values including aquatic ecosystems and stock watering, plus cultural and spiritual values” (App 41 page 150) but this is not substantiated or elaborated. On the contrary, Appendix 16 cites other sources that point out that very little is known about the ecological and spiritual values of these creeks:

The aquatic ecosystem values of the Belyando Floodplain subcatchment are poorly known and, while considered to be Slightly to Moderately Disturbed (SMD) as a consequence of the surrounding land use for cattle grazing, the biological communities are thought to remain in a healthy condition and ecosystem integrity is likely to be largely retained.

The same is stated for the Sandy Creek subcatchment, which includes Lagoon Creek. It’s noted that the Jangaa traditional owners are thought to use the waters of the Belyando Floodplain subcatchment for their cultural and spiritual values and the Bidjara people for the Sandy Creek subcatchment (App 16, page 9) but no assessment or analysis of the impact of the mine on this cultural water is provided. 

Groundwater 

The groundwater impacts will be significant, but are still not fully known. There are five aquifers in the immediate project area that may be impacted by subsidence (App 7, page 71). Very little is known about these aquifers. It is admitted that “groundwater changes have been predicated due to the Project, associated with lowering of groundwater levels, and some enhanced baseflow/leakage from local streams” but Waratah claims that ‘Due to the proposed ‘make good’ arrangements, no loss of utility is expected for landholders in the region due to the project” (App 41 page 138). 

Given the unprecedented scale of interference being proposed, it is crucial that further assessment be undertaken to properly understand the impact of this and other mines in the vicinity, and that the proposals are rejected should they be found to have unacceptable impacts on groundwater in region where local towns, extensive grazing and other rural enterprises are reliant on it. A cumulative impact on groundwater of the five proposed Galilee Basin mines is attempted in the EIS, but only partially. What work has been done found that “the significance of the cumulative impact of the project on Groundwater for the mine component has been ranked as high” (App 40).

The project targets coal seams that are located within the Permian Bandanna Formation and Colinlea Sandstone. The mining activity will take place within the context of two main groundwater systems: A Quaternary alluvial groundwater system of channel fill deposits associated with various drainages; and Underlying Permian strata of low yielding sandstone, low permeability siltstone and moderately permeable coal seams. (Section 3.5 on p17 of Appendix 24)

Mining activities will lead to inflows to the mines from both of the main groundwater systems. The predicted aggregate inflows to the open cut and underground mines for each year of mining average are 2.6 GL/annum for the open cut mines and 23.1 GL/annum for the underground mines. (Section 5.4 on p51 of Appendix 24). In other words, the Waratah mines are predicted to extract an average of 25.7 GL/annum from local aquifers over a period of 35 years. 

The EIS states that “Modelling suggests the mine will have significant impacts to groundwater users within 12 km to 30 km of the mine from drawdown around the mine voids.” (Chapter 8 248) but “further longer term hydraulic testing is required to fully predict the extent of potential impacts” (248). No approval should be issued without this work being done, because the results may reveal that the impact cannot be mitigated, and is too great, and the mine should not proceed. 
Simulations to assess the potential area of influence of drawdown around the mine appears to have only been undertaken for years 1-25 (Chapter 8, Groundwater Resources, Vol 2 245), but not for the years after mining ceases, when there will be two final voids (Appendix 41, page 144). This does not give an accurate picture of the impact of the project. A simulation was run, however, to see how long, after mining stopped, it would take for the aquifers to recover (if at all). The results “demonstrate a permanent lowering of the water table over the mine footprint.” (Appendix 24 page 54). The deeper layers show rapid recovery for about 50 years, then slower incomplete recovery out to 200 years. In contrast, the water level in the upper layers actually declines for about 60 years, then stabilises, then starts to climb in concert with the deeper water levels.
In other words, the water level in the upper aquifer layers is predicted to be declining 60 years after mining, since mining will last for 35 years, the groundwater decline will continue 95 years in the future. This is an intergenerational impact with profound implications for the region and which is extremely lightly treated in the EIS. Landowners in the region can have no confidence in “make-good” promises by a private company for impacts two generations into the future, and it is incumbent upon the Government to prevent this impact from occurring, if necessary, by refusing approval for this and other large coal mines in the Galilee Basin. 
Within the life of the mine, groundwater drawdown of more than five metres extends a kilometre from the open cut pits in the first year of the mine, and 5.9km in the fifth year of the mine. Between year 10 and 25, drawdown is estimated to extend 11km in an east-west direction, and 5km north-south. Variations in the model indicated that this area of impact could be extended to 30km from the mine during the mine life. (Chapter 8, 245). This drawdown refers to the upper groundwater system, but there will also be a loss of pressure in the Colinlea Sandstone and some other aquifers.  
The groundwater chapter states that “No groundwater dependent ecosystems were identified in proximity to the mine” (Chapter 8, 247). It is stated that the regional water table is a minimum of 10m deep along drainages and generally 20-60m deep across the project site, and that this means the water is too deep to be available to surface vegetation, so there are no groundwater dependent ecosystems present. This needs to be investigated further. For subterranean species, the MNES chapter confirms “the presence of five subsurface species which can be classed as stygofauna, including obligate groundwater species associated with the hypogeam and permanent hyporheic environments.” (Appendix 41, 74). The MNES chapter claims that these species are not “significant” but does not provide evidence to support this assertion. 
The two final voids are expected to act as mild groundwater sinks: “As the salinity in the void waters will increase with time due to evaporative concentration, there is a risk of the void lakes becoming flow-through systems and allowing conveyance of water downgradient by means of lateral groundwater flow.” (Appendix 24 page 56). This poses an unacceptable risk to other water uses, as is clear from the proponent’s own admission that: “The quality of the inflow water would be a mixture of the qualities in source lithologies, primarily coal and coal measures of the Bandanna Formation, and leachate from rainfall infiltration through the waste emplacements. As there is a wide range in source waters from very fresh to very saline, the likely salinity of pumped water is not well known.” It cannot be denied that pumped water could become too saline for stock watering. Surrounding landholders need a groundwater supply that is suitable for stock watering. The precautionary principle dictates that the China First coal mine proposals, which endangers the groundwater resource, should not be approved. 

Great Artesian Basin 

The Chapter devoted to groundwater resources in the main body of the EIS is one paragraph, comprising two sentences. These conclude that there is “a very low to no potential for negative impacts on the GAB groundwater resources resulting from open cut, longwall and underground coal mining” (sic) (p246). This is in contrast to information revealed in Appendix 24, the Groundwater Assessment, which states that “the mine’s footprint is designed to pass beneath the GAB’s basal aquitard but it is not certain whether or not it will lie beneath the GAB’s basal aquifer.” (our emphasis Appendix 24 page 4). Appendix 24 claims that there will be no drawdown impact on the GAB aquifers, but notes that “Drawdown in the deepest mined coal seam is predicted to extend to the west of Jericho and will pass beneath the Clematis Sandstone outcrop.” The Clematis sandstone is a GAB recharge aquifer. Appendix 24 also states that in the cumulative assessment of this mine with the Alpha and South Galilee mine proposals, “There is some expansion of the drawdown limit to the west, including a small tongue crossing the GAB geological boundary in the area where the GAB rocks are hidden by Quaternary cover. The expansion to the west is not substantial and does not compromise conclusions reached as to the lack of likely impact on the GAB aquifer or the GAB springs.” (page 64). This expansion of the drawdown limit to the west is part of the cumulative impact from the GCP, the SGCP, and the ACP. The GAB is a high environmental value, requiring a correspondingly high standard of protection. Claims that effects are “not substantial” should be rigorously scrutinised. Furthermore, the three projects together produce a clearly unacceptable cone of depression. This cumulative impact should not be allowed to occur.  

The MNES report states that “there is no interaction with the Great Artesian Basin” (Appendix 41, page 138). However, Figure 13 in the MNES report shows that underground mining will occur for underground mine 1 1 beneath the Dunda Beds and Rewan Formation (App 41, 62) and information elsewhere in the EIS indicates that it is this north west portion of the project area that will subject to the greatest subsidence. It is stated that “The aquitard beneath the Clematis Sandstone aquifer will mostly remain unaffected, except in the eastern areas of underground longwall mine number 4, mining the ‘B’ seam horizon” (our emphasis, Appendix 7, 8). From our reading of this EIS, the likely impact on the GAB from this mine individually, and the Galilee Basin mines cumulatively, is still unclear. 

Impacts on threatened species 

It is noted in the cumulative impact assessment in this EIS that the combined clearing proposed for just the open cut portions of four of the five coal mines in the vicinity is over 46,000ha. Estimates of clearing for Alpha is not included, though we know that this is in the order of 7,000ha. So the cumulative clearing for the mines is at least 50,000ha. 

As has already been noted, there are contradictions between the Appendices and the main body of the EIS. The Appendix dealing with mine site fauna impacts (Appendix 10) is relatively clear, but is limited in its scope. Only the Black-throated finch (southern) had in-depth assessment work done. Three reptiles also had targeted surveys, but the treatment of different species is very uneven. 

Species listed as threatened under the EPBC Act have been found or recorded on the proposed mine site. One of the most controversial of these is the Koala, which the proponent does assess because the species was not listed when the mine was determined to be a controlled action in 2009. Conversely, the Brigalow scaly-foot, which has also been found at the site, has been de-listed since that time, and is not assessed either. A flock of fifteen Black-throated finches (southern) has been recorded on the site, but Waratah Coal claim the site does not host a population of this species, because the proponent did not record the species in their own surveys

Despite the fact that the same federally listed threatened species (Black throated finch (southern), Brigalow scaly-foot, Squatter pigeon, Koala) will lose tens of thousands of hectares of habitat within the space of a few years for the four mines proposed in the area, Waratah Coal asserts that “the significance of the cumulative impact of the project on Terrestrial Ecology has been ranked as medium” (Appendix 40). This is despite a failure to assess the cumulative impact of this clearing on these species, especially those that are known to be at the edge of their range in the area. 

The EIS makes reference to correspondence to Waratah from the then-Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities, now the Environment Department, dated April 2011 and to the Qld C-G, dated Jan 2012. In this letter, the Department of Environment outlined their Black-throated finch (southern) survey requirements. The Department asked the proponent to conduct surveys between November and February at the mine site (the period when ground seed is most abundant). The proponent did not comply with this requirement, and instead, conducted the surveys in May and July-October 2011 and March 2012. The Department asked the proponent to do walk-through surveys within a 600m radius of all water sources, with specific effort devoted to grassland areas. Instead, the proponent undertook “slow driving transects surveying road-side habitats but only “passive point surveys at potential drinking points.” A subset of 42 surface water sites were surveyed, not all water sources, as was requested. 
In their requirements, the Department asked for justification if the proponent conducted the surveys outside the specified season. This justification is not evident in the EIS. The proponent did not find Black-throated finches, and conclude “Given the targeted survey effort and the extensive and repeated survey coverage dedicated to detecting BTF, it is concluded that the flock of birds recorded by Maureen Cooper in May 2011, do not appear to be part of a resident or breeding population.” This conclusion has no credibility if the survey requirements laid out by the Department were not adhered to. 

Koalas are not mentioned in the Terrestrial Ecology chapter at all. In Appendix 41, it is stated that “For the purposes of this Project, the Koala is not considered as an MNES [matter of national environmental significance], as listing of this species occurred after the ‘primary decision’ that the Project is a ‘controlled action’ under Section 75 of the EPBC Act” (Appendix 41, page 41). The opposite approach is taken for Brigalow scaly-foot: “Note also that Brigalow Scaly-foot Paradelma orientalis was detected during the study. This species was listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act at the time of detection but has since been removed from the EPBC Act list of threatened species (on 15 May 2013)” (App 41, p41) There have been koalas recorded on the site, and koalas have also been recorded at the adjacent South Galilee project site, and at Alpha and Kevin’s Corner. No assessment is undertaken for this species, which is now listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act. The area where the Galilee Basin mines are proposed to occur is close to the western edge of the Koala’s range. The number of koalas in Queensland is estimated to have declined by 43% in the twenty years between 1990 and 2010. Appendix 10 says that over 4,000ha of primary koala habitat will be cleared, and over 10,000ha subject to potential impacts from subsidence. The koala is mentioned in the cumulative impact assessment as being present at multiple project sites, but the implication of clearing 50,000ha of vegetation at the edge of this species’ range in Queensland is not discussed. 
In contrast, Appendix 10 says that a Fauna Management Plan is needed, and that indicates that the proponent has, for the purposes of that plan, elected to bring the Koala into their consideration, saying that the plan should “give specific regard to the protection and management of habitat values for those threatened fauna species recorded on the study site. The threatened species to be addressed are the Koala, Brigalow Scaly-foot, Squatter pigeon (southern), Black-throated finch (southern), Little Pied Bat, Black-necked Stork, Square-tailed Kite and Black-chinned Honeyeater.” 

Migratory species

Migratory species are listed as a controlling provision for this project, and yet, no assessment of the impact of the mine on migratory bird species is provided in the EIS.  
In another example of the contradictions of the EIS, there are records of Fork-tailed swift, Sharp-tailed sandpiper, Black-necked stork, Rainbow bee-eater, Southern Boobook and Black-chinned honeyeater in the lists appended to Appendix 10, but all of these are listed in Table 5 of the Terrestrial Ecology chapter as only “likely” to be present (rather than “confirmed”). The casual reader of the Terrestrial Ecology chapter would form a very different view of the ecological significance of the woodlands to be cleared than one gets from reading Appendix 10. 
No mention is made of migratory species at all in Appendix 10, though the species lists reveal the species that are listed as migratory under the EPBC Act have been recorded, including Sharp-tailed sandpiper, Fork-tailed swift, Rainbow bee-eater, Glossy ibis and Australian reed-warbler. In the main body of the EIS, section 6.5.9 deals with “potential impacts of mine operation on EPBC Act listed migratory species” deals with these species in a paragraph, saying “The mine clearance footprint and adjoining areas do not include locally uncommon habitat and the mine site is not considered to constitute a critical resource to any migratory species given the availability of similar habitat within the local area. As such, the operation of the mine is unlikely to be more than minor consequence for any of these species and the impacts are therefore identified as low.” They do not, it appears, discuss the presence of these migratory species or dedicate any analysis to come to this conclusion.  There is no discussion of the cumulative impact of clearing over 50,000ha of habitat for some of these species in the vicinity for this and three other coal projects. In the MNES Chapter, these species are listed in Table 8, but their presence is listed incorrectly. The Fork-tailed swift is listed as “possible” and the Rainbow bee-eater as “likely” to be present, even though both of these species have been recorded on site. 
