Sub # 120
Mrs, Lobwain
DALEY QLD 4405
Monday, ™ July, 2014

The Research Dwector
Agresulture, Resources and Envirenment Commithes
Pariamant Housa

Gearge Stiesl

BRESBAME CLD 4000

via amall: ARECTEpariamant gld ooy s
Dear Sicfdadam.

Mingral and Energy Resounces [Common Provisions) Bill 2014
Thank you for the oppartunity fo provide submissions on the abovemnentioned Bill (the BT,

This submissicn is made by Lyla N. Lobwein. Together with Daved G. Lobwein and Wayne A
Lobwein wa own and cparate (hies grain growing properties (approcimabely 45 klomelens
south of Dalby), on somse of tha mest fertile land i Australia. This proposed legislation is of
grave concem o us as proposed aspects of the Bill have poiental 1o severaly limit the
managemant ophons, Mexbidty and viability of sur operation 1o s highest and best prmary
production capacity.

As an owerall statemant | would firstly like bo say that the amendments proposed concerm me
greatly as they seek to substantally alter long hedd principles and nghis of landholders in
Cueensland with virtugly ro benefils fowing back 1o us from the proposal. The Govemment
has made and continues 1o make promises that the idea of the reforms is o harmonise the
vanous peces of lagelaton and that no |andioidens will be worse off unless they agreed o
be. | very much like that dea but unfortunately | conslder the proposals almos! entirely make
landhalders warse off.

In tha first reading speach on 5 Jure 2014, the Hamorable AP Cripps slstes that the goal of
this Bill s o “splmize development and wse of Queensland's mineral and enemgy mES0W0es
and o manage overlgoping cosl and pafralsurn awifonlies for cosd ssam gas” Afer
reviEwing the Bill, | cannat help but come to the conclusion that achievement of this goal has
coma al the expanse of net only Landholdars, bul all Dusensiand citizens.

If minerals are, supposedly, a “common resource” held by the Crown, why are the mberesis
of the “commen” being ignored end silenced by this Bil? It i abundantly clear that these
“indusiny developed reforms” (page 2, Explanatory Notes of the Bill) place the imesests of
mndusiry before the nberests of Qusensland ciizens, | urge the Commities 1o address the
mbalance and not only acknowledge, bul actively consider and apply the interests of the
ciizens for whom (he common resouce is held, rather than ignome and sfance tham - as (s
proposed by this Bill
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The amendments o e EFA eflectvedy mesan thal pubis rotficabon sl only be regured o
sie-specific Ermeonmental Authonty applcatoneivanatons Siendand apphostions will nat
feguere any fgem of public nolification and. 25 & consequence of thel, & submeswon cannal
ba made by & member of tha publs on such an appleatan fegardiess of the impact thad if
may have Such b proposal is fundementally unfee and unjust o Quesnaland ciizers |
want to be able to obpct to make submissions on the Ervnanmental Auhonty, or obect 10
its grartieg. f e proposal el aftect me o e emdonmend regaedieds of & ade

wry
commundy should be able 1o know whasl mnes are proposed. |f | will o affectsd, or even T |
am likaly to be sfecied, by the decision o Bpprove an anvironmental aulbority for a mine,
shoulda | have & fight to know aboul the applicalion snd have a say on the applcataon
baiore @ W sppioved? The remosl of notification for appleabons which ar nol Jbe-specile
applicatons 5 8 bisterdt devead of natural pdce and degreces nghts Tl | cumentty Rave |
do not tenk the propossl can b juetded on the et Thal @ m post mlong § Conssted with
the low relatng o C56 magien. | think C56 mafien showlkd ba brooght in ine with maing
Wase matiers

Algo | do not ke the idea of [he Minsier dacidng whether or nod applications 1hal proposs (o
wary Bn ervrormantal authorly in 8 significact way e o be publicaily nolified | do nol
wnderstand of accapt thes propoaal If an emvironmentsl BuShorly & 10 Be vared and & -
updy i afipct me | wand 0 be abie b0 harve 3 80y Ofhereets | am Suely 50 b progresesesty
aftecind and hawe B0 5By B Bow | Bm bemg afecked Inoall Bud cased invohang mHns
variations appicahona t0 vary swennmental authoriies should b publcally sdverises and
people have & right 1o heve asay in what cocurs

The nght bo fake submsssions on, and conssquently obmct bo, Ihe conddions of an
avyrnnrantal suhanty should nol e remaved To 80 88 will place he nlerests of Srivies
eniepras siracing & Siate el rescirce i froed of the nghts. of Chusenslencen

amandmanis o secticn J60 af ihe Winsesl Resoudees Aol 1069 (Cid) (MRA) are amohg
ma, | again emphasise thal, under the MRA. minsrals are the
Crown and they iherefiore cannol be held prvalely by companies. By
shiscton rights regardng the gracting of lenure o oairact & Crown Rl
be deripd 5n opporiunty 0 parbotte R

" AR perabne Bhd gRoubs should BE ey BFe ourtehlly enllied io, be
the opportunity o objest 10 8 proposed mining sase

, i the B, & persan wis bves nest door 1o 8 proposed cpen ou coal mine and I8
to puiher impects such as dust, Ighl and nose disturbance, will no o object
granding ol ths mining laass @s they do nol fall withen the dafinitien of an "afsciled
| g e commities o appropnabely conasder thes Dooosal - how Can 3 pETROR
sullers T Fnpacts of the g lease (e @ Peeghbon) oot be an "aflecied person'?
will communty FougM nol e abie 8o hove & By BDocd whal REDDENS T thes
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Sub # 120

to “hawe a say” aboul whatl happens to their lifestyle, community and the “commmon
PEEAUFEE"

Gnen the above, the proposed amendmants o section 280 of the MRA should not be
accapted. |f they are, the rights of all Cusenslanders will be substantially reduced without
appropriste justification

Furiher, | da nat e the idea thal many Ssues thad the Land Courl mow conaiders in heaning
an objection to & mining lease and ervironmental authority will o longar be considered by
the Land Coufl = an indespenden body but rather the Minister. This particulaly conorms ma
when my rights to object are baing diminished. | feel ke the Minister will have all the say
and this concems me particutarty whan | hear what has baan occuming recantly in MSW. /1
chose | want 1o be able to have say and have hal say heard by an independent persan Le
tha Land Couwt,

Landpwners object in the Land Coun to ftry and protect production mghts from invasive
practices and that process needs io be respected and presenved. After all this country =
supposed (o be & democracy.

Restricted Land

| am deeply concernod with the proposal regarding restricted land, Leading up fo this reform,
government cantinually committed 1o not prejudics or reduce the rghts ol landhalders. in the
course of camping out these reforms, however, the proposed amendments, whan companed
b the axisting regime under the MRA, do not concur with this commitment

The ar=ns which ame proposed to attract the probection of ihe restricted land provisions are
substantially less fhan those currently contamed in the MRA |n paicular, Category B
Rasticted Land Areas {which include principal siockyards, boses of artesian walls; dams; or
ather anificial water storages connected bo water supplies) appear fo have been complelely
remowed fram the defindion. All of thess areas are essantial 1o the operation of & farming
business and t0 “do sway” with them will place farmers and others at a significant
disadvaniage in whal is already an imbalanced negatiation. This is simply rot appropriste &s
it dagrades my nghis ard places them bahind the mterests of indusiry,

Furiher, the progesal for restricted bnd areas to only apply i they are used al ihe tima ha
resource autharily was originally granied is conceming as il effectively places the rights of
clirens behind those of the inerests of persons exiracting the “common resourcea”. For
axampla, [ | finish buliding 8 residance two weeks after an Authority o Prospect s granted
and some twa {2) years later | am approached by the resowos authofity holder b uncertake
selarmic actvily oh my land. ihe fescurce authority holder B permitied o undertaka thad
actreity a3 close o my residence as thay wish as it was not “in use” prior fo the Authomty o
Prospect being granted. Such a propasal is unjust 1o landhalders and is a degradation af our

Alsa, the restncied land framework was “louted” 85 baing a gresat “bansfs” o lanoholklars
who ane affected by coal ssam gas activity. It was ropresented by members of parfiarment
fhal landholders wha ane impacied by coal seam gas activity will now have statuiony rights o
ensura that activity does nod feke place near crucie! areas of importance fo their farming
aperalion Howeser, the realty of the siuation could nol be more different to those
represeniatons. The addiicn of clause 217 effectively meaans thal an overahalming majorsy
aof landholdars who ang currently affacted by cosl smam gas activity will not have the “benefit’
of the resticied land ramework as a majodity of the enune for the current coal Seam gas
progacts has already been granted or applied for. This is yat anothar sxample of govemmand
nol following throwgh with its commitments
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I do nat want the restricied lend regime undar the MPA 1o be aliered except 1o extend # 1o
land withan the area of peiroleum and gas tenumes. Why not extend the current MRA
restricted land regime to petroleum amd gas matters? That would hamaonise the different
regimes and not dilule landholder nghts

I am sl very concemad with tha proposal (o smend e restncted land regime 50 far 84 it
redates b miming leases. The proposal hands far too much power 1o the Minsier 1o decide
my faile. | am very concermed that the Minister will be able io decide whather or not the
mining lease can cover what would otherwise ba restricted land. It is virtually tuming the
situation imo one of compulsary acquisition by mining comparies of privade land. | feal like
the Minister will have all the say and this concams me parbiculady when | hear what has
ben oouiming recantly i Mew South Wales. | balives landholders should be able to decide
whather or not @ mining lease is over fheir resiricted land particulary whan our rights to
ciyect 1o the granting of that mineng lease have, in most creumstancas, been remawsd. The
ciament MRA restricted fand regime allows anly a modest amount of land to be restricted and
| den't balieve those modest amownts should be cunadsd — lo kave thal happen will place
langholkders al ihe mercy of resource authonty holders,

It goes sabout saying that actvity conducted pursuant to a mning lease is, by is wery
nature, axiramady inensrsa. The resincied land provisions currantly contained in the BMRA
are ona of the wvery few protectiors landhoddeds hewe sgalnst mining lease sctivibes
gccurnng i areas of high smponance o their Hestyle and business cparation — such a5 ther
homes, sheds, siockyards, bores and walerng peints. By noi reguiring the resounce
aulhedity holder 10 cbtain a landholder's consent to enter the restricted land under & mning
Base, Ihey will most lkely be forced fo agres and simply have the Bsues fll o
compEnEatan.

mmlmﬂlhhmmﬂqmmnbﬁﬂmmemghmwwmul
aulhodties and substantially reducas the resticied land regene. |§ also removes an

incapandent person from the decision making process and this is a tiple blow. Once again,
itis a clear dogradation of landholder rights and shuld be removed.

Legeslation by Regulation
bamy of the provisions containgd in the Bil propose o move numenus aspects of the

eisting rescwce acls inlo regulations. Gheen this proposal | sk the fallowing of the
Cammitbes:

1 How ame wa 1o know what nghis | will lose or what rights will be amended If the
reguiations afe nol made pubicly available until after they are passed?

2. How can | be asked o make valuabie and considerad submissions whan numerous

crucial definstions and detads. which have the potential fo imterfene with owr rights,
have bean left io be prescribed by regulatons?

3 Haow wdll | hive 8 say in ihe conbent of the Regulations?

| &t Especially concemed with the folicraing maiiers whech have beaen kel for the regulations
bo prescribe:

1. Clause 39 - reguirements for an aniry notics;

2 Clause 40 - sntry which will be of a particular “type” and will noi reguire an enbry
nolica;
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3 Clause 43 - sniry of 8 padicular Type 10 carry ul BN fvanoee aciraty whach will nol
e by form of notficaton o sgreemnt

4 Clause 45 - requirements of an opi-out Bgresment.

& Cisuss 4 = e panod wittin which & notice afer 8miry 10 the and must be phovided
1o each aner Bnd oooupesT,

B Clsuse §7 - sotivites which will be sesmp! from ihe definiion of “prescribed actvity”
ind the definitan of "prescribed distanos’

T Clause BB - sreas which the restncted laid provisions will not appéy 1o,

B Clauss 81 - requiremants of a Conduct and Comparmation Agreement. and

& Cause B - requiremends of § Noboe of interhon o Neganaia

The sbow & by no means an snfucatve bf of matlers whah have besn Bl o be
Dyt By reguiatong. My aee Samply mallerl whech | oncied o be of concern 84 Py
Faret T poteria i et My Dgtoe wilthoud By sty OF olbsecton

I my e, &0 Cop-oUE” agnesman oBses vily e benatl 18 andholosr and prondes it
prodedlion once sighed A andnolder aieady has e option © enler mio 2 Delemal
Agresman| and | thareiore question the ncusion of B luriher remework which provides yed
mminrlmmﬁmmmmrm.mmw
Compansation Agresment (CCA}

The inchissan af theé opl-out fremework suggests thal government has no real undarstanding
ol ihe prossure, (schcs and tricks used by Land Access Fepresentatves to pel landhobkder's
0 sgn docements which am. most ofien. ot in Peir besl nberests. | am of ihe view thal he
fraf afmp in the negabation between the landholder and the resource autharity holdes will be
an afempl b0 gat the landholder fo “shect’ fo ended N0 an Opl-cul Sgreement withoul
kngwingly ondenilinding the conssguances of enterng into much an agresment Thes
spproach Bps e ECad bother = e drecton of 8 WS Buhonty holder n whal 5
Ry B0 LIS PO

Further 8 CCA n afiacivaly Bn Mlurants polcy - L8 whin Tengs Do wihong. | B lonoed o
rely on the terma of the CCA withoul £ | have iy (80 nghts of mcouse Given B
formpoing  The resource authodity holder should nol be provsded with snothed avems @
avod erlenng imo & CCA and | obyect 1o the inclusian of the opi-oul framework acocedingly

Thi magor problem with (ks proposal s Bhal (e abilily 1o remedisle 8 bobe o wall (s ol
siricily bmilad io “lepocy boreholes”. Under the clause, anyone whio s suthorised by e
Chial Enmcutive can remediate any bore which @ emilling gas above ihe lower Sammabslity
limidl = Lis. @ wasdiow bore wead by 8 Landholder o wabar & propadty. The clause pravdes for ng
rights 10 compensation or notificaticn. yet @ efectvely enables a person [0 ender my lend and
plug § bodw hal m Bboing usad senply because | @ emifing g sbove Bhe lowsr fammability
lrrif = which B 8 comparatieely IDw threshold Thete e numercus bores. wtinin Qusenstand
el el wifyng el of gas and are refied Wpon by endhokien every day of the week
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Conclygion

| urge the Commitbes to carefully consider the proposed Bill and have pardicutar regard to the
shear voluma of rights thal are baing removed from Cueensland clizens. Many of the
amendments ang simply inappropriaie. E-considered and unwsllhar,! 'a‘l.l't'.’,' mrust langholders
e the "sacrificial lambs” in adwancing the nterests of industry™ YWhy are ihe nighis of citizens

basing put bahing the inlerests of indusiry® Again, | urga the Committea to act in the intersis
of the cilizans when réviewing this Bill

Sinceraly

Lyfa Lobwain
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