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Dear Sir/Madam,
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objection to Airly colliery modifÎcation 3 - (extending tble l62l9t consent for a year)

due to inappropriate consent conditions

Mitigation of impacts associated with the proposed Mining Methods

I wish to record my total opposition to any variations to the existing coal mì4ng lease that

SCAandsunoundingareas.TheCaperteeValleyandthecliff
m of this entire valley are of world heritage significance as are

known to exist on GenowlanPoint'

sitive geomoipho 1o gi cal sandstone formations

valuable as a long term tourist attraction to be

he current lease, that I understand has been

option at the time of its adoption, but

coal mining and conservation to

coexist. The existing conditions of the lease should not in any be reduced or diluted and the

-inirrg operation shãuld not be allowed to rape the Capertee Valley'

To this extent I agree with the colong Foundation for wildemes and the with the Greater

Blue Mountuirß Wo.tJ Heritage Adv'ísory Committee lhat Jhe 
Mugii Murum-ban SCA

should be added to the Greater Blue Moritains World Heritage Area-once mining has been

completed. This is of course subject to the proviso that any further mining is undertaken as

per the existing lease provisions'

maximum tilts and strains specified as specified on

n page 29 in section 6.1' There must be no

-u"-i-"* of 125mm, a maximum tilt of 2'5 mm/m;

On page 11 if the June 2014 environmental

extónd the life of the existing consent to 31

inappropriate con

and design that al

supercritical void



under the proposed modification). Subsidence of 1.8m is totatly unacceptable must be

overturned by any extension of development consent under Modifrcation 3'

The proposed extension of consent by one year for mining operations must specify

subsidence criteria that are in the executive surn ary and page2g,with no exceptions'

The Decemb et 20|3EPBC referral, for example, documents an inappropriate proposal for a

total subsidence of 0.5 metres under the histoiic oil shale ruins' Such variations are

unacceptable. The subsidence criteria proposed in the executive summary of the June 2014

environmental assessment for Modificatioi 3 must be the criteria used in the modification

consent, not those inl62l9l consent'

Consent 16219l is no longer appropriate

The l62l9lconsent is out of date and any modification of consent for continued mining

operations at Airly must ensure minimal surface subsidence.

The colong Foundation does not accept that it is appropriate to continue mining for a one

y.- *a.rihe otd regulatory framework that permits subsidence of 1'8 metres'

The development consent for this mine must lapse and so a new development application is

required for the entire operation.

In this interim period, there should be no further consideration of 1'8 metres of vertical

subsidence and this criterion must not be migrated into the modification 3 consent'

Further, the proposed new major project assessment, called the Airly Mine Extension Project

(SSD 12-5581), must consider envirônmental management within the existing mining lease'

Airly Mine Extension Project environmental to the new

lease area, as has Uã.r, ptoposed by Centenni k for

development control regarding the expiry

environmental review and issue of u oe* .onsent for the entire mining operation'

The existence of mining lease 1331 is irrelevant to the development control of activities

under NSV/ Planning legislation'

oil shale Ruins should be treated as an area of special significance

eritage in
on Figrne
ensitive

ed on Figure 6'

centennial does not pfopose in its June 2074 environmental assessment to protect the oil

shale ruins to- pittalsptiuirrg o, quarterirrg, such as proposed in relation to the 'stone

cottage'.

The allegation made by RPS Australia East Pty Ltd (April 199S) that the Airly shale Mining

Complex is only of local heritage value i, to¿iüo"'" Tho'" vho have examined these ruins



are impfessed at the level of preservation and unique character of the miner's dwellings on

Mount Airly. I know of no better preserved site fõr such heritage inNSV/, including Newnes

and Glen Davis.

opposes the proposed mining operation that does not adequately

historical oil shåle ruins. The Foundation disappointed with the

refer to urr¿ urr"r, the heritage values of these ruins in the proposed

Modification 3 environmental assessment'

The Foundation believes that the proposed mining operations could have environmental

impacts on the oil shale heritage. Centennial Coãl must not be split or quartered under

the Airly oil shale ruins.

.Watermanagementandmanagementofproductandrockwastepiles

The Foundation understands that centennial has a plan to separate fin¡ an$ coarse mine

wastes may subsequently lead to a proposul to -*ttt a by-pìoduct of coal fines to the local

power plant market.

The plan may explain why large stockpiles of coal have accumulated at the mine'

and waste rock Piles
Lookout. VisuallY

The mess created at the head of the Wollang

parks

The company must screen its operations and prevent visual blight in a popular tourist area'

the Capertee ValleY

Airly colliery should be subjected to continuous rehabilitation and landscaping' The

company o*rrr lurg" tracts of cle*"¿ t*¿ ut Airly. centennial should remove cattle and

revegetate its propertie, to 
^*uge 

its properties in a manner more consistent with the

adjoining national parks and reserves'

The coal waste piles should be top sealed with clay as soon as possible to prevent

contamination of groundwater resourc"s-tmã"gft úeap leaching' Such leaching leads to more

or less permanent source of downstream pollution'

Impacts on the World Ileritage Area

water impacts are critical as they affegt the world Heritage Area downstream' omission of

these impact, urr¿ iuil.o. to .orrri¿er downstream impacts on the World Heritage Area in the

modification 3 proposal is of concern. There will be water quality impacts, they should be



part of the modihcation assessment process and the potential to pollute the World Heritage
-Area 

should be deemed to be a controlled actit n'

The proposed operations under Modification 3 are very likely to discharge into Airly

creek. Such discharges would impact on the Gardens of Stone National Park, and thus the

Greater Blue Mountains Area.

Airþ creek flows directly into the adjoining world Heritage Area.

water treatment of the effluent from this colliery to remove- salts or dissolved metals should

be considered. Airly Creek is in a very good condition^^but has very small flows-' Mine

effluent discharges are likely to have a rãuch greater effect on the previously pristine

downstream ecologY.

Impacts of potential changes in mining operations

Alonfg with the colong Foundation I remain concerned that the proposed partial extraction of

the coal pillars *iil ;;;;t*ter risk of mine su sidence related damage in the Mugii

Murum-ban State Conservation Area'

careful wording of the June 2014 ent in relation to mine subsidence

must not result in changes to mini increases impacts on the natural

environment, particuîarili"t.tt"f clifflines as well as on oil shale heritage

sites.

inNS'W Mrine intensification bY

onmental assessment regarding

consent.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this referral'

Michael Keats

v

Bush Explorer,

Attachment.Acopy,..TheGardensofStoneNationalParkandbeyond'',Bookl,byKeats
and Fox.

GOS submission re AirlYilvfK




