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via smail: AREC@pariiament.qid.Qov.ay

Dear Sir'Ngdam,
Mineral and Enesgy R2sources (Commen Provisions) 8ii 2014

Thank you for the oppmmnlty to prov:da submissions on the abovmnhmad Bill (the 3il)

ALE #J'r SE &

As an overall statement | would firstly like to say that the amendments proposed concerrne me
greatly as they seek to substantially alter long held principles and rights of lzndhoiders in
Queensland with virtually no benefits flowing back to us from the proposal. The Government
has mace and continuas to make promises that the idea of the reforms is to harmonise the
various piaces of legisiation and that no landholders will be worse off unisss they agreed to
ve. | very much like that idea but unfortunately | consider tha proposals almost entiraly maka
lenciholders worse off,

in the first reading speech on 5 June 2014, the Honorable AP Cripps statcs that the goal of
this Bill is to "optimize development and use of Queansland’s mineral and energy resourcas
and to manage overigdping ooal and petroleurn authorities for coal seam gas'. Aftsr
reviewing the Bill, | cannot help Lut corre to the conclusion that achievement of this goal has
coma at the éxpense of not only Landholders, but all Queensland citizens.

If minerzls are, supposadly, = “common resource” held by ths Crown, why &re the interests
of the “common" being ignorad and silkkncad by this Bll? It Is abundantly claar that these
“industry developed reforms” (page 2, Explanatory Notes of the Bill) piace the interests of
induatry before tho interests of Queensiand citizens. | urge the Commiitee to addross the
imbalanca and not only acknowledgs, but actively consider 2nd apply the inierests of the
citizens for whom the common resource is held, rath:zr than ignore and sllence tham ~ 23 is

proposad by this Bill.

10of 7



ATTrcHmewr | (o)

P

WE 0fedwte £ Gmmeheiar BeeF 6mé QYsyness 7, uns Flom (HARCEtS
Tom & L7 Modmé Flom Ty wWwSviLLE . Beintl 1N CloSe LocATiow T3 He LARLE

bory mive Ar Ravamsmipoy WE Have Exleticnia) &aTavsive &l #LadATion
BTV irieS ofalk THe 7air’ JoyRS. wl 0R FRIFERTIES . THE Conlekn To A

& ALe Times HAS Tegn THE Fotlaronl ® —

DT Dawee o LVE SToci Al MY Wa Tekiwt Psws

~ Sroge w4d)s -
bATES — Fe‘({v 54 ~eT (Ao!:y 45 Faﬂf) :

)r.i TR Tace AT MvSTel1dl Times
Lonu Fryinl oF HEX ColTelt « PLANES

NOTIE/ICATIéN o0F EnTERIN(
5/[57?9;»( OF ANoxiouvs HEEYS .

NITH ,&-/,,,{); 7o Hsg muniwd SITes i —
Fatd ve o CLEAN o,
j/ﬂr@m/ 0F Wexravs PLﬂMﬂ'Cf'-‘-. CacenThAlE - Hﬂf’/’/&/:wﬂ_y

F:uﬂp /v THIS AYE A
AvsSs OfF CATTLE To TuUTeie Nt NoT L(z:g,as@ UnNTie
Miells //ﬁ-} ﬁﬂgd)adsy SiTE . 3?975%/4’,’&; wemiTen (1€ #(9)

Hebens ACTIVITTES @ —
ALPhteaTEor) Lo)(ED Gk WEN s/ ¢ KERSE  AlicadT ofhf

NT MAPE Ay 200k aed T, ARl 0 Wint il Fih feceds MUANENENTS
vl 421/4'&’: &ﬁd) "

Ml TRA EEI1L
hoS$S OF (ATTIE FEED owerl “To ExXTEn SIVE VST Fhonm )M"f"

ﬁaﬂ)s AccleSs CATTIE 4}}:}:4# NoT e’ Wi Tele) .

rMIS 0E L\WVESToeK Flom ch1lliand AND DEATH! OF CRTTLiE
KNocKe) W iH VEH|cies 5/.;:);#{ G0 JRT ﬂmys T &Moo tH

COTRE Mo PEATIES .

20of7



07/07 2014 08:01 FAX 47703130 V.&M. CERQUI @002
Sub # 215

The amandments to the EP A effectively mean tnst public notification will only be required for
site-specific Environmental Authority applications/variations. Standard appiications will not
requira any form of public notification and, as a consequenca of that, a submission cannot
be made by &£ member of the public on such an application, regardioss of the impact that It
may have. Such a proposal ie fundementally unfeir and unjuet to Queensiand citizens, |
want to be able to object to make submissions on the Environmental Authority, or object to
ts granting, if the proposs! will affect me or the environment regardiess of its size,

it is a fundemental community right to know what mines are proposed in Queensiznd. Mines
by their very nature have a fundamental impact on communitiss and sny member of the
community should be able to know vhet mines are proposed. If | will be affecied, or even If |
am likely to be affected, by the decigicn to spprove an environmental authority for a mine,
shouldn't | have a right to know about the appficstion and have a say on the application
befora it ia approved? The removal of notification for apniications which are not site-specific
spplicationn Is a biatent denial of natural justice and degrades rights that | currently hava. |
do not think the proposal can be justified on the baais thet it is just making it consistent with
the law relating to CSQ matters. : think CSG maiters should be brought in line with mining

lease matters,

Also | do not like the idea of the Minister deciding whether or not gpplications that pronosa to
vary £n environmeniel authority in @ significant way' are to be publically noiified. | do not
understand or eccept this proposal. If an environmental acihority ia to be varled and it is
likely tc affect me, | went to be abie to have a cay. Othvsrwise | am lilcely to be prograssively
affected and have ro say in now | am haing affected. In aill but cases involving minar
variations, applicstions to vary environmental suthorities should be publicaky advertised and
paopie have a right to have a sey in what occurs.

The right to make submissions on and consaquently object to, the cnnditions cf an
environmenial authority si:ould not be remaved. To do 8o will plece the intercsts of private
enterprisc extracting a State held recource I front of the rights of Queensianders.

DOblactiors to Mining Leuses

The emendments to section 260 of the Mineral Resources Act 1989 (Qid) (WRA) are among
tha most conceming to me. | again emphasisa that, under the MRA, mincrals are the
property of the Crown and thay tharefors eannot be heid privately by companies, By
removing public objection rights regarding the granting of tenura to extraci a Crown held
resource, | will be dsnied ari opportunity to participals in decisiona which wil influence a
“cammon resource’. All persons &rd groups shuuld, as they are currently entitied to, be
sfforded the opportunity to objeci to a proposed mining lease,

Further, under the BIti, & person who lives naxt door to a proposed opan cut coal mina nd s
likely to suffer impecia such as dust, light and noise disturbaince, will have no rights to object
to the granting of the mining lease as they do not fall within the definiiion of an “affected
herson”. | urge the committse to appropriately corsider this proposal — hov/ can a psraon
who suffers ihe impacts of the mining lease (i.e. a naighbor) noi be an “affectod person™?
Whay will community not ba eble to have a say about what happens in their
community? This propoesl is simpiy uniair, unjust sind denies the rights of all Queensiandars
to ‘have a say" mbout whet happens to their ifestyle, community and the “"common
rasource”.
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Given the above, the proposed amondments to section 260 of the MRA should not be
accepted. If they are, the rights of all Queenslanders will be substartially reduced without
appropriate justification.

Further, | do not like the idea that meny issues that the Land Court now considars in hearing
an objection to a mining lease and environmental authority will no longer be considered by
the Land Court ~ an independent body but rather the Minister. This particularly concems me
when my rights to object are being diminished. | feel fike the Minister will have all the say
and this concerns me particularly when | hear what has been occurring recentiy in NSW, If |
chose | want to ba ablza to have say and have that say heard by an independent person i.e.
the Land Court.

Restricted Land
I am deeply concernad with the pronosal regarding restricted land. Leading up to this reform,
govemnment continually committed to not prejudice or reduce the rights of landhoiders in the

course of carrying out these reforms, however, the proposed amendments, when comparad
to the existing regime under the MIRA, do not conecur with this commitment.

The areas which aro proposad to attract the proteciion of the restricted land provisions are
substantially less than those currertly contained n the MRA. In particular, Category B
Restricted Land Area: (which include princlpal stockyards; bores or artasian velis; dame: or
other artificiai watsr sto;ages connected to water supplies) appesr to have been completely
removad from the definition. All of these areas are essential to the operation of a farming
business and to "do away" with them will place fafrmers and others at a significant
disadvantage in what is already an imbalanced nagotiation, This ig simply not appropriate a&
It degrades my rights and places them behind the interests of industry.

Eurther, the proposal for restrictad land areas to only pply if thay are used at the time the
resource authority wes originally granted is concerning as It effectively placas the rights of
dtizens behind those of the interests of persons extracting the ‘common resource’. For
example, ¥ 1 finish buiding a residence two weeks after an Authority to Prospect is granted
and some fwo (2) years later | am approached by the rosource authority holder to undsrtake
seismic activity on my land, the resource authority holder is permitted to undertaize that
activity as close to my resicence as they wich zs it was not “in use” prior to the Authority to
Prospeci tiaing granted. Such a propoaal is unjust to landhoiders and is a degradation of our
rights.

Also, tha restricted lanu framework was “touted” as being 2 great “benefit” to landhoiders
who are ffected by coal seam gaa activity. It was representad by members of parfisment
that landholders who are impacted by coal saam gas activity will now have statutory rights to
ensure that activity coes not take place near cruclal aress of importanca to their farming
operation. Huwover, the reality of the situation could not be more differant to those
representations. The addiiion of clause 217 effectively meens thet an overwhaiming majority
of landholders who are currently efiected by coal seam gas activity will not have the "benefit’
of the restricted land framework as a majority of the tenure for the current corl seam gas
projects has already been granted or applied for. This is yet anothar exampl® of government
not fallowing through with its commitments.

i do not want the restricted {and regime under the MRA to be altared except to extend it to
land within the area of petroleum and gas tenures. Why not extond the current MRA
restricted land regime to petroleum and gas matters? That would hermonise ihe different
regimes and not dilute landholder rights.
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| m also very concemed with the proposai to amend ihe restricted innd regima so far as it
relates to mining leases. The proposal hands far too much power to the Minister to dacide
my fale. | &m very concemed that the Minister will be abia to decide whether or not the
mining lease can cover what would othsiwise bo resticted land. It is vitually turning the
situation into one of compulsory acquisitioin by mining companies of private land. | feel like
the Minister will have all the say and this concems me particularly when | hear what has
been occutring recantly In Mav: South Wales. | believe landhoiders should be abia to decide
vhether or not @ mining lease i3 over their restricted land particularly when our rights to
objact to the granting of that mining lease have, in most circumstances, heen removed. The
current MRA restricted land regime aliovss only 2 modest amount of Iand to bs restricted and
| don't belicve thore modest amounts should be curtaied — to have that happen will place
landholders at the mercy of resource suthority holders.

it goes vithout saying that activity conducted pursuant to & mining lease [s, by its very
nature, axtrem3aly intensive. The restricted land provisicns currently cortained in the MRA
are one of the vary few protections lendhoiders hzve against mining lease activities
occurring in araas of high importance to their klestyle and business operetion — such as their
homes, sheds, stockyards, bores and watering points. By mot requiring the resource
authority holdar io obtain a landholder's consent to anter the rastricted land under & mining
lease, they will most lkely be forcod to agree and simply heve the issue fail to

compensation.

The proposal curtalls landholder’s rights to object to many mining lecsas and environmental
authorities and substantially recuces the rostricted land regime. It also removes an
independant pereorn: from the decision making process and this is a triple blow. Once again,
It is a clear degradation of lancholder iights and should bz remaved.

Many of the provisions contalied In the Bill propose to mo® numerous aspacts of the
axisting rasource ects into regulatiors. Given this propotal, | @sk lhe following of the
Committea:

1. How are we to know what rights ¢ will lose or what rights will ke amendad if the
ragulations are not made publicly aveilable until after they aie pessed?

2. How can | be askad to meke valuable and considered submissions when numercus
crucial definitions and details, which havs the potential to interfere with our rights,
i  ~=—have boen lcffT3ba preacribed by regulaiions?

3. How wilt | have & say in the content of the Regulations?

| am esp=cially concemed \ith the folioving matters which hava been Iaft for the regulations
to praxyibe:

1. Clsuse 39 — requirements for an entry notice;

2. Clause 40 — ontry which will be of a particular “type” and will not require an entry
notice;

3. Clause 43 ~ enfry of a particular type to carry out an advanced activity which vl not
require any formn of notification or agreement;

4. Clzugs 45 - requirements of €n opt-out agreement;
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5. Clause 54 —the period within which a notice aflar entry to the land must be provided
to each owner and occupier;

8. Clause 67 — activities whici will be exempt from the definition of ‘prescribed activity”
&nd the dzfinition of "prescribed distance”;

7. Clause 68 — areas which the restricted land provisions will not apply to;
8. Cilause 81 —requirements of a Conduct and Compensstion Agreement; and

8. Clause 81 - requiremonts of a Notice of Iritention to Negotiate.

The above is by no means an exhcustive list of matters which have been left to be
prescribed by regulations, they are simply matters which | consider to be of concem as they
havs the poiential to affoct i1y rights without any scrutiny or objection.

Opt-oyt sareomenis

In my view, an “opt-out” agreemant offers very little benefit to a landholder and provides little
protection once signed. A landholder alraady has the option to enter into a Deferral
Agreement and | therefore question the inclusion of & further framework which provides yet
another avanue for a resource autharity hoider to avoid entering into a Conduct and
Compensation Agreement (CCA).

The inclusion of the opt-out framework suggests that government has no real undarstanding
cf the prassure, teclics and tricks used by Land Access Representatives to get landholder's
to sign documents which are, most oftan, not in thair hest intarests. | am of the view that the
first step in tha negotiation betwasn tia tandholder and the resouroce authority holcer will te
an attempt to get the landholder to “elect” {o enter into sn opt-out agreement, without
knowingly understznding the conseguences of entering nto such an agreement. This
approach tips the scales further in the direction of a resource authority holder in what is

alreatly an uneven negotiation.

Further, a CCA is effectively an insurance policy — |.e. when things go wrong, | am forcad to
roly on the tarms of the CCA, withiout it | have very little rights of recourse. Given the
foregoing, the rescurce authority holder siiould not be provided with ancther avenue to
avoid entsring Inio a CCA and | object to the inclusion of the opt-out framework accordingly.

The major problem with ihis proposal is that the abilitv to remediate a bore or wall is not
striclly Imited to “/egacy boreholes”. Under the clause, anyone who ic authorised by the
Chief Executive can reméadizie zny bore which is emitiing ges above the lower flammability
limit - i.e. a water bore used by a Landholder to watar a property. The claure provides for no
righte fo compensation or notification, yet it effectively anables a parson to enter my tand and
plug & bore that is being used simply because it is emitting gas above the lower flammability
limit — which is a comparatively fow threshold. There are numeroua bores within Queersiand
that emit varying levels of gas and are relied upon by tandholders every day of the week.
The proposal contemploted by the clausa is therefore simply absurd and requires re-drafting
10 give ¢ffect to the intent of the proposal as explained at page 12 of the Explanatory Notes.
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Conclueian

| urge the Committee to careiully consider the proposed Bill and have particular regard to the
sheer volume of rights that are being removed from Queensiand citizons. Many of the
amendments ere simply inappropriate, ill-considered and unjustified Why must iandholdars
be the “sacrificial lambs” in advancing the interests of industry? Why are the rights of citizens
being put behind the interests of iIndustry? Again, | urge the Committee to act in the intarests
of the citizens vrhen reviewing this Bill.

Sincerely

C.a.SETTEDLE
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