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1.0 Introduction 
On 10 March 2022, a meeting between Glencore and the Independent Planning Commission (IPC) was held 
on the Glendell Continued Operations Project (the Project). Following this meeting, a written request was 
received by Glencore on 11 March 2022 to respond to several questions posed by the IPC during the 
meeting. 

Furthermore, the Public Hearing for the Project was held on 18 and 21 March 2022. During the Public 
Hearing, a number of questions were posed by the IPC to Glencore regarding a number of matters on the 
Project.  

This document has been prepared on behalf of Glencore and provides a response to the questions posed by 
the IPC in the written request, and raised during the Public Hearing, in Sections 2.0 and 3.0 respectively.  

It is noted that further written submissions are anticipated to be submitted to the IPC by members of the 
public and organisations. Glencore will provide a further response on review of these submissions.  
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Figure 2.1 Location of regional drilling undertaken to inform Method 2 NGERS gas assessments for 
different Glencore operations in the Ravensworth area 
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Figure 2.2 Boreholes specifically drilled to inform the development of the gas reservoir model for  
  the Glendell Continued Operation Project 
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Figure 2.4 Section view through gas model showing gas domains and zones in the Glendell Pit 
Extension (looking north; 3xVertical Exaggeration) 
 

Based on the gas drilling data and the detailed understanding of the local and regional geology, the 
Glendell Pit Extension was identified as containing a single gas domain. A single gas domain is where all gas 
boreholes drilled exhibit similar gas trends with depth. A domain can be further divided by zones 
determined by depth or seam extent and assigned a representative gas content and composition value. The 
shallowest zone is typically described as a Low Gas Zone (as defined by the NGER Determination) and this is 
normally where the gas content was sufficiently low as to not be able to be measured. The values assigned 
for the deeper, higher gas content zones also reflect the gas composition with respect to Methane (CH4) 
and Carbon Dioxide (CO2).  

Due to the effects of faulting along the Camberwell Anticline, the single gas domain was separated into two 
sub domains with Sub-Domain 1B occurring along the spine of the Camberwell anticline and Sub-Domain 
1A extending to either side of the anticline (refer to Figure 2.2). Cross sections of the Glendell Pit Extension 
are shown in Figure 2.3 and Figure 2.4 which show the different zones within the gas domain relative to the 
pit shell and Camberwell Anticline structure. The modelled gas content of the different zones is set out in 
Table 2.3. The higher levels of methane identified for each zone are typically restricted to the narrow 1B 
Sub-Domain associated with the Camberwell Anticline hinge. The low gas zone was assigned the default gas 
content (shown in EF column below) of 0.00023 t CO2-e/ ROM tonne as per the requirements of the NGERS 
determination.  

The calculation of Scope 1 emissions in the Revised GHGEA and 21 January 2022 letter is calculated by 
multiplying the applicable gas content modelled for the zone by the gas bearing strata tonnes contained 
within the zone and calculating the relevant tonnes of CO2-e. 

 
 

 





 

Response to IPC Questions  Response to IPC Written Request 
4166_R31_Response to IPC Questions_March 2022_Final4166_R31_Response to IPC Questions_March 2022_Final 10 

 

Figure 2.5 Forecast water level and TDS in approved and proposed final void 
 

The sealing of coal seams in open cut coal mines for the purposes of preventing fugitive emissions has not 
been fully studied to date and, from a theoretical perspective, is considered unlikely to be effective.  

Given the emplacement of overburden and recovery of water levels within the spoil and pit lake (and 
associated recovery of water levels within surrounding strata) will effectively limit any fugitive emissions 
from exposed seams in the medium to long term, this is considered to represent a practical approach to the 
management of these potential emissions in the post-closure landform.  
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Figure 2.6 Section lines location plan 
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Figure 2.7 Geological cross-section A-A 
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Figure 2.8 Geological cross-section B-B 
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Figure 2.9 Geological cross-section C-C 
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Figure 2.10 Geological cross-section D-D 
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• The backfilled void would undergo settlement and this settlement (the subsidence issues referred to in 
the question) would pose potential structural hazards for the buildings once reinstated which is likely to 
impact structural integrity and affect heritage outcomes. 

• Even if reinstated, the archaeological features currently present in the surrounds of the homestead site 
would be removed as part of salvage and mining operations. In this regard, this option provides no 
additional benefits relative to the Ravensworth Farm option. 

• Significant features of the landscape relevant to the current context would not be present in Homestead 
reinstatement context, including Hebden Road and Yorks Creek. Reinstatement of Yorks Creek back to its 
original alignment would present technical difficulties due to it needing to be constructed over mine 
spoil. Similar issues would also apply to the further realignment of Hebden Road back to its original 
alignment. Additionally, a second realignment of Yorks Creek back to the original alignment would not be 
recommended from an aquatic ecology and riparian habitat perspective as these features would be 
expected to be well established within the Yorks Creek realignment by this time and a further 
realignment would result in additional impacts. Accordingly, these significant aspects of the landscape 
features of the existing site would not be present in a reinstated landform. 

Overall, the proposed Ravensworth Farm relocation option is considered to provide far greater certainty of 
achieving heritage outcomes to a reinstatement option at considerably less cost and lower environmental 
impacts. 
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The key issue the proposed condition seeks to address is that the timing of the payment of the 
contributions is contingent on the closure of the section of Hebden Road that will be impacted by the 
Project or resolution of an agreement between Glencore and Council on the terms of the closure. As 
explained in the 10 March 2022 meeting with the IPC, the Project is contingent on the closure of the road. 
Requiring an upfront payment of these contributions without having certainty that the road can be closed 
and the Project can proceed is unreasonable. As noted in the 17 February 2022 letter and communicated in 
the meeting with the IPC, the Project imposes no increased demand for services on Council other than road 
maintenance costs and the provision of a new and upgraded road at no cost to Singleton Council will 
further delay the need for road maintenance by Council for a significant length of Hebden Road. 
Accordingly, the delay in payment does not place Council at a financial disadvantage. Further, the quantum 
of the payment remains subject to adjustment in line with the terms of the Singleton Community and 
Economic Development Fund, 2021. 

2. Road Maintenance 

DPE Recommended Condition 

B100. Unless road maintenance contributions are included in the PA under condition A14, then the 
Applicant must: 

a) prepare a pre-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road (being the section of Hebden Road between the 
New England Highway and the Mount Owen Access Road Intersection), once the realigned road is 
commissioned; 

b) prepare a post-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road every 5 years thereafter, or at intervals agreed to 
with the relevant roads authority, for the life of the development; and 

c) following completion of a post-dilapidation survey prepared under condition b), where development -
related damage is identified and rectification works are required, the Applicant is to notify the 
applicable roads authority of the required works and seek an independent costing associated with 
repairs. Upon acceptance of the independent costings and receipt of invoice from Council, the Applicant 
is to pay the amount required to undertake the repairs and Council is to complete the repairs to the 
satisfaction of the roads authority. 

Alternate wording for Road Maintenance Condition: 

o The Applicant must: 

 prepare a pre-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road (being the section of Hebden Road between 
the New England Highway and the Mount Owen Access Road Intersection), prior to the 
commencement of any construction or decommissioning works; 

 prepare a post-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road within 1 month of the completion of 
construction or decommissioning works, or other timeframe agreed by the applicable roads 
authority, which includes an attribution of road maintenance works associated with other road 
users; and 
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Similar to other properties in the Middle Falbrook area, the Cheetham Property is in the prevailing 
northwest/southeast wind alignment relative to the Mount Owen Complex but is not located on this 
alignment relative to the mining operations to the south and therefore does not receive higher emissions 
from other nearby mines (Rix’s Creek North and South, and Integra Open Cut). In this way, this area is to be 
contrasted to locations which are in the prevailing wind alignment for operations on two sides such as 
Camberwell or along Glennies Creek. This difference in the location and wind alignment relative to the 
mining operations, reduces the level of predicted cumulative impacts at the Cheetham Property and other 
areas to the east of the Mount Owen Complex and on that basis plays a larger role in cumulative impacts 
than terrain features such as height of overburden emplacement. 

Due to the distance from the active areas of the Project to the Middle Falbrook area where the Cheetham 
property is located (more than 6 kilometres), the increase in annual average PM10 emissions relative to the 
Project not occurring remain small (approximately 0.5 µg/m3 in Year 1 to 1.3 µg/m3 in Year 13). Cumulative 
PM10 and PM2.5 levels at the Cheetham property are not predicted to exceed the relevant criteria set out 
in the recommended DPIE draft conditions (that is the annual average National Environment Protection 
Measures (NEPM)), in any year of the Project.   

Glencore currently undertake real time monitoring in a location between the Mount Owen Complex and 
the Middle Fallbrook area.  This monitoring is located on the ridgeline to the west of the Cheetham 
Property (approximately 3 kilometres from Mount Owen North Pit which is the closest area of active 
workings at the Mount Owen Complex).  Glencore use this monitoring to manage operations at the Mount 
Owen Complex to avoid exceedances of relevant air quality criteria further to the east (including the 
Cheetham property). Glencore will maintain this real time management practice for the Project.  

Glencore have been actively engaged with the Cheethams and other residents in the Middle Fallbrook area 
regarding air quality issues and these have been considered in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Management Plan reviewed by the EPA and approved by the Department. To date, monitoring undertaken 
by Glencore for the Mount Owen Complex indicates that air quality in the Middle Fallbrook area is 
consistent with previous impact predictions and is below relevant impact criteria. Glencore will continue to 
liaise with the Cheethams and other residents within the Middle Falbrook area regarding air quality 
management for the Mount Owen Complex and are committed to managing impacts to avoid exceedances 
of relevant air quality criteria associated with its operations.  
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Figure 3.2 Annual wind roses for data collected at the Glendell Met meteorological station 
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Tel +61 2 6570 0880 · Web www.glencore.com.au 

Mt Owen Pty Limited  ABN 83 003 827 361 

 

 

 

 

17 February 2022 

 

Joe Fittell 

Team Leader - Resource Assessments 

Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) 

 
 
Dear Joe, 

 

Glendell Continued Operations Project (GCOP) – Draft Conditions of Consent 

 

We refer to the draft consent conditions for the Glendell Continued Operations Project (GCOP) and 

specifically conditions A14, A15 relating to the Planning Agreement, and condition B100 relating to Road 

Maintenance (as set out below).   

 

A14. Prior to relocating Hebden Road, or within 24 months of the date of the commencement of mining 

operations associated with the Glendell Pit Extension (whichever is sooner), the Applicant must enter into a 

PA with Council in accordance with Division 7.1 of Part 7 of the EP&A Act. 

A15. If the Applicant and Council do not enter into a PA within the timeframe under condition A14, then 

within a further 3 months, the Applicant must make a Section 7.11 of the EP&A Act contribution to Council 

of $5.15 million as a one off payment. Upon making this payment condition A14 ceases to apply. The amount 

to be paid is to be adjusted at the time of the actual payment, in accordance with the provisions of Council’s 

Singleton Community and Economic Development Fund, 2021, or its latest version. 

 

B100. Unless road maintenance contributions are included in the PA under condition A14, then the Applicant 

must: 

a) prepare a pre-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road (being the section of Hebden Road between the New 

England Highway and the Mount Owen Access Road Intersection), once the realigned road is 

commissioned; 

b) prepare a post-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road every 5 years thereafter, or at intervals agreed to 

with the relevant roads authority, for the life of the development; and 

c) following completion of a post-dilapidation survey prepared under condition b), where 

development -related damage is identified and rectification works are required, the Applicant is to 

notify the applicable roads authority of the required works and seek an independent costing associated 

with repairs. Upon acceptance of the independent costings and receipt of invoice from Council, the 

Applicant is to pay the amount required to undertake the repairs and Council is to complete the 

repairs. 

 

to the satisfaction of the roads authority. 
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For the reasons set out in this letter, we are unable to accept these conditions in their current form.  While 

we appreciate DPIE may elect to include these conditions as currently drafted in its referral of the GCOP 

to the Independent Planning Commission (IPC), we propose to submit our alternative drafting of these 

conditions and justification to the IPC for its consideration.   

 

Background  

 

A key requirement of the GCOP is the realignment of a section of Hebden Road to enable progression of 

the Glendell Pit Extension to the north.  There are two components to this realignment: 

 

1. the construction of a new section of Hebden Road at Glendell’s cost which will then be 

transferred to Singleton Council; 

2. formal closure of the existing alignment of Hebden Road under Part 4 of the Roads Act 1993 

(NSW) by Singleton Council as the roads authority and the transfer of that closed portion of road 

to Glendell. 

 

Without these two components, the mining approved by the Project cannot proceed. 

 

Importantly, the old section of road will be used during the high impact construction phase of the GCOP 

and prior to the opening of the new section of road.  Consequently, this will avoid the need for repair of 

any construction damage to the section of road being closed.  Ongoing operations as part of the GCOP 

will not significantly contribute to dilapidation impacts beyond the fair wear and tear associated with 

normal road use by employees and suppliers. 

 

Unlike a section 138 Roads Act approval, a decision by Council to close a road under Part 4 of the Roads 

Act is not an approval, pursuant to the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW), that must 

be consistent with a State Significant Development approval and is entirely at the discretion of Council. 

In practice, this gives Council, as the roads authority, a veto right over any road closure.  

 

Glendell has had numerous discussions with Singleton Council regarding the financial arrangements 

around this road closure and transfer processes however, agreement as to the closure of the road has not 

yet been reached. We are aware of significant delays for other projects in relation to this matter, both 

across NSW and in the Singleton LGA.  We note that without reaching agreed terms with Singleton 

Council regarding the closure of Hebden Road the GCOP cannot be commenced. 

 

Requested Planning Agreement Condition Amendments 

 

Given the issues identified above, Glendell is strongly of the view that the Planning Agreement terms 

(and subsequent payment of the contribution) must be linked to the closure of Hebden Road.  Without 

this there is nothing preventing Council from collecting the Planning Agreement contributions but 

delaying or preventing the Project by withholding the formal closure of the road.  For this reason, the 

Planning Agreement terms proposed by Glendell cover all aspects of the closure of Hebden Road, the 

transfer of the closed road to Glendell, the ongoing maintenance of Hebden Road and GCOP generally.   

 

Below is our alternate wording for conditions A14 and A15, which links payment of the contribution to 

the formal closure of the road.  This condition does not fetter the discretion of Council in terms of its 

responsibilities under the Roads Act however, it does create an incentive for Council to exercise such 

discretion in a timely manner that is consistent with any decision to approve the GCOP. We also request 

that a condition be added to provide a resolution pathway should agreement not be reached with 

Singleton Council. 
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Alternate wording for Planning Agreement Conditions: 

• Within six months of the legal closure of the existing portion of Hebden Road associated with the 

Glendell Pit Extension, or other timeframe agreed by the Planning Secretary, the Applicant must enter 

into a PA with Council in accordance with Division 7.1 of Part 7 of the EP&A Act. 

• If the Applicant and Council do not enter into a PA within the timeframe under condition A14, then 

within a further 3 months, the Applicant must make a Section 7.11 of the EP&A Act contribution to 

Council of $5.15 million as a one-off payment in satisfaction of all the Applicant’s contributions for the 

Development. Upon making this payment condition A14 ceases to apply. The amount to be paid is to 

be adjusted at the time of the actual payment, in accordance with the provisions of Council’s Singleton 

Community and Economic Development Fund, 2021, or its latest version. 

• If there is any dispute between the Applicant and Council in regards to conditions A14 and A15 then 

either party may refer the matter to the Planning Secretary for resolution. 

 

Glendell notes that, other than potential road maintenance costs, the GCOP itself will place no additional 

demand on Council services and as such the quantum of the Planning Agreement offer made by Glendell 

to Singleton Council significantly exceeds the anticipated additional maintenance costs. 

 

Requested Road Maintenance Condition Amendments 

 

As currently drafted, the proposed road maintenance condition provides an opportunity for Singleton 

Council to capture additional value from the GCOP on top of the proposed Planning Agreement 

contribution. Glendell strongly believe that any contribution in relation to road maintenance for the 

relocated section of Hebden Road should form part of the Planning Agreement contribution, which is in 

keeping with the original intent of developer contributions (whether imposed under a Contributions Plan 

or a Planning Agreement) to ensure that Councils can recoup additional capital and maintenance costs 

they may incur from the developer of the project that gives rise to those increased costs. 

 

We propose the below alternate wording for condition B100: 

 

Alternate wording for Road Maintenance Condition: 

• The Applicant must: 

o prepare a pre-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road (being the section of Hebden Road between the 

New England Highway and the Mount Owen Access Road Intersection), prior to the 

commencement of any construction or decommissioning works; 

o prepare a post-dilapidation survey of Hebden Road within 1 month of the completion of construction 

or decommissioning works, or other timeframe agreed by the applicable roads authority, which 

includes an attribution of road maintenance works associated with other road users; and 

o following completion of a post-dilapidation survey, where -construction or decommissioning related 

damage is identified and rectification works are required, the Applicant is to notify the applicable 

roads authority of the required works and seek an independent costing associated with repairs which 

are attributable to the Project.  Upon acceptance of the independent costings and receipt of invoice 

from Council, the Applicant is to pay the amount required to undertake the repairs and Council is 

to complete the repairs. 

to the satisfaction of the applicable roads authority. 

• If the construction and/or decommissioning of the development is to be staged, the obligations in this 

condition apply to each stage. 
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Mt Owen Pty Limited  ABN 83 003 827 361 

 
 
 
18 February 2022 
 
Joe Fittell 
Team Leader - Resource Assessments 
Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) 
 
 
Dear Joe, 
 

Glendell Continued Operations Project (GCOP) – Draft Conditions of Consent (Noise) 
 
 
We refer to the Sleep Disturbance Criteria set out in the draft noise condition B1 for the Project.   

The proposed 45dB (and/or 47dB) as a LA1 (1 min) criteria for the Project in the draft noise condition B1 is 

inconsistent with the 52dB LAF max Sleep Disturbance Screening Criteria/Noise Goal as set out in the Noise 

Policy for Industry (NPfI).   

This inconsistency with the NPfI will cause material compliance and operational issues for the Project, 

particularly in the early years. While we appreciate DPIE (on advice from the EPA) may elect to include 

its proposed noise limits in its recommended conditions for referral of the GCOP to the Independent 

Planning Commission (IPC), we propose to submit our alternative drafting of these conditions and 

justification contained in this letter to the IPC for its consideration, which incorporates specialist input 

from Umwelt Australia Pty Ltd (Umwelt) on the technical aspects. 

As required by the SEARs, the Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) for the Project has been prepared in 

accordance with the NPfI. Consistent with the NPfI, the relevant impact criteria against which the 

Project has been assessed is set out in Table D.1 of Appendix D in the NIA. In the draft conditions 

provided in their letter of 10 June 2020, the EPA provided the following: 

Noise limits: 

L1) Unless otherwise further restricted or otherwise stipulated by a condition of this 

Development Approval or any in-force environment protection licence, operational noise 

generated at the premises must not exceed the project specific noise goals defined in Table D.1 

in Appendix D of the Noise Impact Assessment titled “Glendell Continued Operations Project 

Noise Impact Assessment” dated November 2019 by Umwelt Environmental and Social 

Consultants, excluding the construction noise goals. 

The proposed draft development consent noise conditions for the Project are inconsistent with this 

statement from the EPA. The proposed LAeq 15 min criteria is consistent with the criteria specified in Table 

D.1 in the NIA. However, the proposed criteria of 45 dB and 47 dB LA1 (1 min) differs from the Sleep 

Disturbance Noise Goal in Table D.1 which is 52dB LAF max. The 52dB LAF max is also the criteria set out in 

Table 7.12 of the EIS and Table 3.8 of the NIA.  
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While not explicitly stated in correspondence from DPIE or the EPA, we understand that the EPA’s and 

DPIE’s position for applying sleep disturbance criteria to the Project’s draft consent conditions is linked 

to the existing criteria in the current Glendell EPL (EPL 12840).  However, it must be noted that the 

Project is a new SSD Project (SSD-9349) and not a modification of an existing approved project.  The 

currently proposed noise limit criteria is a ‘mix and match’ of the Industrial Noise Policy (INP) and NPfI 

policy approach whereby the LAeq 15 min criteria has been set by reference to the NPfI and the short-term 

noise criteria is based on the old INP. 

While Table 7.20 of the EIS and 7.1 of the NIA does identify a LA1 (1 min) monitoring criteria of 45 dB LA1 (1 

min) at representative monitoring locations, these relate to representative monitoring locations only and 

do not specify limit criteria for specific residences.  

At the time the EIS was finalised, the noise levels specified in Table 7.20 were appropriate for the setting 

of monitoring criteria under the Mount Owen Complex Noise Management Plan given the integrated 

nature of the Mount Owen Complex and the continued application of a 45dB LA1 (1 min) under the Mount 

Owen Consent at some receivers1. However, this monitoring criteria cannot not be used to represent 

the appropriateness of setting the noise limits under the new SSD-9349.  This is particularly the case 

given the NIA modelling indicates that the proposed lower criteria in the draft development consent 

noise conditions is predicted to be unachievable.  

Additionally, as is discussed further below, these lower monitoring criteria have now been increased to 

52dB LA1 (1 min) in a recent Mount Owen EPL variation, issued by the EPA (see Table 2 below).  The 

approach to managing the difference in compliance criteria between the Mount Owen Operations and 

the Project is discussed further below. 

Consideration of existing ‘in-force’ EPL noise limits to the setting of conditions 

The transitional arrangements for the Noise Policy for Industry (2017) (Implementation Arrangements) 

provide the principles for applying the NPfI in circumstances where the INP may previously have been 

applicable. The Project is a new SSD with a significant ramping up of maximum production (4.5Mtpa to 

10Mtpa) and necessitates an increased elevation in the in-pit emplacement area, both of which have 

significant implications for noise management. The relevant provisions of the Implementation 

Arrangements are extracted below (emphasis added): 

1. The NSW Industrial Noise Policy (2000) is withdrawn and is replaced by the Noise Policy 

for Industry (2017) except as described in points 2, 3 and 8 below. 

2.  The Noise Policy for Industry (2017) will take effect immediately upon its release and 

should be referenced in relevant Secretary’s Environmental Assessment 

Requirements (SEARs) for new industrial development issued after the policy release 

date. Where SEARs were issued before the release of the new policy, and have not been 

modified, the assessment requirements referenced in the SEARs will apply for a period 

 
1 The Adopted Noise Monitoring Criteria specified in Table 7.1 of the NIA and Table 7.20 of the EIS do not 
necessarily reflect a non-compliance with consent criteria. As identified in the text discussing Table 7.20 (emphasis 
added): If the adopted noise criteria at the compliance noise monitoring location are exceeded, it will be considered 
that the noise criteria at any of the residences in the defined receiver area may also have been exceeded. 
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of two (2) years from the date of issue of the SEARs consistent with the provisions in the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, Schedule 2, Part 2, 3 (7). 

…  

4.  The Noise Policy for Industry (2017) will be used to assess and develop requirements 

for existing industrial developments/activities under the circumstances and through 

the processes described in points 5 and 6 below. 

5.  Modification to a planning approval:  

a.  where the planning authority requires a noise impact assessment to support 

the modification; or,  

b.  where a significant change to existing plant, equipment or processes is 

proposed. 

6.  Environment protection licence review/variation:  

a.  where the existing environment protection licence does not include noise 

requirements and the regulation of noise is warranted (for example, due to 

complaints or changing land uses) through a pollution reduction program; or,  

b.  where there is a change in the activity, or to existing plant, equipment or 

processes that may require a noise assessment.  

NOTE: Where an application is made to vary requirements using the new policy, the 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) will take into account existing 

commitments and requirements, and performance against those requirements, as 

evidence of the ability of the proponent/licensee to implement reasonable and feasible 

measures to mitigate noise. That is, where a licence holder meets current noise limits or 

can do so, this will be considered evidence that practical measures can be implemented 

to mitigate pollution for the purposes of s.45(d) of the Protection of the Environment 

Operations Act 1997 when the EPA makes a licensing decision. 

7.  Where application of the policy is triggered through the above circumstances and 

processes the policy is to be applied in full. The Noise Policy for Industry (2017) is 

designed to be used in its entirety and ‘cherry picking’ or ‘mix and match’ between 

the NSW Industrial Noise Policy (2000) and Noise Policy for Industry (2017) will not be 

accepted. 

… 

As highlighted above, the Implementation Arrangements clearly identify that the NPfI applies to the 

Project (including arguably the modification of the Mount Owen Consent) due to it being required by 

the SEARs.  Furthermore, the proposed approach in the current draft consent conditioning is wholly 

inconsistent with the directions in paragraph 7 of the Implementation Arrangements which state that 

‘cherry picking’ and  ‘mix and match’ of criteria between the INP and the NPfI is unacceptable.  
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As the SEARs for the Project require the NIA to be undertaken in accordance with the NPfI (consistent 

with paragraph 2 of the Implementation Arrangements), the NPfI is to be applied “in-full” and the 

continued application of the INP to the Project assessment is not consistent with the above paragraph 7.  

We understand that the justification for the proposed ‘mix and match’ approach to condition limits 

relates to the note to paragraph 6 and the requirement for both the Mount Owen EPL and the Glendell 

EPL to be varied as a result of the Project and associated modification to the Mount Owen Consent. 

However, the circumstances covered by paragraph 6 are designed to prevent existing industrial 

premises from seeking a potential increase in approved impacts from existing operations simply due to 

the NPfI setting higher day time and sleep disturbance criteria.   

The consideration of whether an existing operation approved under an EPL can meet the existing criteria 

is only relevant where there is no material change to the proposed operations.  In the case of the 

Project, the proposed extension of mining operations covered by SSD-9349 are not caught by paragraph 

6 as it is a significant extension of mining operations which includes material changes to the existing 

operations that have implications for noise impacts (as is demonstrated in the modelling). The Project is 

a new SSD project, materially different to what is approved under the currently ‘in-force’ Glendell EPL 

and therefore must be considered against the NPfI in full.   Accordingly, paragraph 6 has no application 

to the assessment of noise impacts and the setting of criteria for SSD -9349 and the Note is irrelevant.  

We further note that even if the Note to paragraph 6 was relevant, a mix and match approach between 

assessment criteria would still not be permitted. As the SEARs prescribe the application of the NPfI to 

the Project, the criteria set under the consent for the SSD application (if approved) should be consistent 

with the PNTL criteria and the 52 dB LA Max sleep disturbance noise goal set out in Table D.1 (as per the 

EPA letter of 10 June 2020) and the criteria under the current Glendell EPL is irrelevant. 

As the broader Project includes a modification to the Mount Owen Consent (SSD-5850), the application 

of the INP and NPfI to the modification of the Mount Owen Consent requires separate consideration. In 

this regard, the note in the EPA letter of 10 June 2020 to an in-force EPL and existing consent conditions 

does have relevance to the conditions under the modified Mount Owen Consent SSD-5850. Despite this 

modification forming part of the ‘Project’ and the assessment of these changes being subject to the 

SEARs, the Project does not propose material changes to operations at the Mount Owen from a noise 

perspective other than bringing the haulage route for ROM coal to the CHPP entirely within the Project 

consent (it was previously managed under the Mount Owen Consent). Given the lack of any material 

change to the noise impacts from the Mount Owen operations as a result of the Project, we accept that 

an approach consistent with EPL conditions is appropriate for the modification to the Mount Owen 

consent.  In this regard, the Note in Paragraph 6 is relevant to guide the conditioning the modification of 

the Mount Owen consent but not the Project. 

Worst case impacts not necessarily modelled 

One of the stated reasons for setting conditions on the Project lower than the PNTLs (or sleep 

disturbance screening criteria) is that this represents noise levels which are achievable by the 

operations. While this is correct in terms of representing the worst case noise levels for the scenarios 

and meteorological conditions modelled it unlikely (particularly in the case of sleep disturbance) to 

represent worst case impacts as not all meteorological conditions were (or are required to be) 
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modelled. There are two principal reasons why the modelled predictions may not represent worst case 

operating impacts: 

• The first is that the NPfI only requires the modelling of prevailing conditions determined in 

accordance with Fact Sheet D of the NPfI. These are conditions which must occur for more than 

30% of the time during any day, evening or night period. Conditions which occur below 30% 

threshold are not required to be modelled and these can include conditions which would result 

in higher noise impacts than those required to be assessed. The assessment in Tables F.2 

indicates that, without active management, there is potential for LAeq 15 min noise criteria to be 

exceeded under different operating scenarios. 

 

• The second is that the published LAF max predictions represent the modelled impacts for a 

representative modified operational scenario that could be implemented under adverse 

conditions should monitoring of either noise impacts or meteorological conditions indicate a 

change to operations is required to meet criteria.  

 

Unlike many industrial developments, mining operations do not have static noise sources, either 

in terms of the location of machinery or the noise emitted by that machinery. Due to this 

dynamic nature of mining operations, the modelling only represents a snapshot of mining. In 

reality, actual operating conditions (and therefore noise impacts) will vary significantly over the 

life of the project and even in the representative stages modelled. As detailed in section 7.0 of 

the NIA, the Project will operate a noise management system which includes a proactive noise 

management system based on forecast meteorological conditions for the coming day and also a 

reactive noise management system based on real time noise monitoring to alert operations to 

conditions which may be approaching noise criteria and enables mine management to adjust 

operation to reduce potential noise impacts based on the nature of meteorological conditions 

that are driving the increased noise level observed. This means that, whilst the operations are 

very carefully monitored and managed, at times there still may be short periods of higher peak 

noise levels, whilst the operation responds to real-time noise monitoring by adjusting 

operations to a particular, unanticipated weather condition or un-planned operating 

circumstance.  

Glencore has committed to managing operations for the Project to remain below the PNTLs and sleep 

disturbance screening criteria and this commitment was based on the assumption that noise criteria 

would be set at the relevant PNTLs for each area and the NPfI noise screening criteria. 

Noise compliance monitoring at the Mount Owen Complex 

The differing noise limit conditions under the two consents (the Project and Mount Owen) has 

monitoring implications for the combined complex. It is noted that this already occurs in relation to 

existing operations.  Table 7.20 in the EIS identified ‘monitoring criteria’ for the Project to be included in 

the noise management procedures. On 23 September 2021, the EPA issued a variation to Mount Owen 

EPL (EPL 4460) to, among other things, update the Night time LA1(1 Min) limits at two monitoring points 

(but not receiver locations) to reflect noise modelling predictions in the Mount Owen Continued 

Operations Project Noise Impact Assessment. The Mount Owen Noise Management Plan has recently 

been updated to reflect these changes.  

Table 1 provides recommended noise monitoring locations and criteria for the Project based on the full 

application of the NPfI to the Project (SSD-9349). Table 2 provides an updated table of proposed 
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important in the triggering of investigations and assessment of compliance within the noise 

management groups. These criteria are used to inform investigations of potential non-compliances 

with the residence specific criteria. 

Recent Precedents 

We note that this approach of adopting 52dB LAF max as a sleep disturbance noise limit criteria for new 

projects and extensions of existing new projects is entirely consistent with recent approvals granted by 

the IPC, in particular the Maxwell Underground Coal Project (SSD-9526) and the Mangoola Coal 

Continued Operations Project (SSD-8642). For these Projects, the adoption of a 52dB for the night time 

sleep disturbance criteria at all residences is consistent with NPfI sleep disturbance screening criteria 

other than the use of LA1 (1 min) in the Mangoola consent as opposed to LAF max . The split application of INP 

and NPfI to discrete aspects of a project is also consistent with the conditions imposed on the 2019 

modification of the Ulan Continued Operations Consent (08_0184) approved by the IPC, which applied 

the NPfI to the setting of conditions related to a new and discrete aspect of that modification (a 

ventilation fan) while retaining the INP derived noise criteria for other operations which remain 

unchanged. For these projects, the 52dB criteria were provided for nominated receivers as well as the 

default ‘all other receivers’ with all predictions being below the 52dB screening criteria.  Given the 

above precedents, it is not clear why a different approach is now adopted for setting of conditions for 

the Glendell Continued Operations Project.   

In our discussions, DPIE have referred to the draft conditions for the Mount Pleasant Optimisation 

Project as a relevant precedent for this Project. We understand from a review of EPA submissions on the 

Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project that the EPA have recommended LA1 (1 min) criteria of 45dB for that 

consent (if approved) despite that project also being assessed under the NPfI. Notably, those draft 

conditions are also subject to the LA1 (1 min) criteria not applying to properties with acquisition or 

mitigation rights. We are unable to comment on the appropriateness of these conditions to that project 

other than to note that this approach would also appear to be inconsistent with the NPfI and 

Implementation Arrangements for similar reasons to those discussed earlier. In this regard, these 

proposed conditions should not be viewed as an appropriate precedent for SSD-9349. 

Appropriateness of 52dB LAF max as a night time sleep disturbance criteria 

There is potentially some concern among stakeholders that an increase in noise criteria from 45 dB LA1 (1 

min) to 52 dB LA Max) may result in increased impacts to sleep disturbance. However, the short-term impact 

criteria set for sleep disturbance is specifically designed to avoid potential impacts on sleep disturbance 

from projects. The processes of updating the NPfI from the INP specifically considered the appropriate 

management of potential impacts to sleep disturbance. The policy justification for the increase in sleep 

disturbance assessment criteria from the INP to the NPfI is clearly explained in the 2015 EPA Draft 

Industrial Noise Guideline Technical Background Paper (Technical Background Paper) that supported the 

consultation processes on the draft NPfI. Section 4.7 of the Technical Background Paper includes 

detailed discussion on both the assessment of sleep disturbance impacts under the INP and the 

proposed justification for the approach now adopted under the NPfI. The key justification for the 

proposed approach is set out below: 

The [World Health World Health Organization (WHO). Night Noise Guidelines for Europe (WHO, 

NNG-2009)] recommends a yearly average Lnight,outside of 40 dB(A). However, this criterion has 

been specifically derived in relation to long-term exposure to noise and the relationship with 

health effects. The WHO criteria are not intended for use as criteria for assessment of the 
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Example Past Projects

Project
No.

Project
Name/title Location Photo of move Photo in final position Heritage

listed
Year
Built

Year
Relocated

Why
Relocated

Building construction (e.g.
stone or brick)

No. of
storeys

Approx
weight of
building
(tonnes)

Building
dimensions

(Length x
width) (m)

Approximate
distance

moved (m)

Total time for
the relocation

component
Details/complications/challenges and mitigation strategies

1 King of
Prussia Inn

Pennsylvania,
USA Yes 1719 2000 Road

expansion

Constructed of locally
available stone and a
weak mortar of lime,

sand and clay

3 670 tonne 15 m x 10 m 730 m 2 days

This project presented several challenges The walls were quite thick, varied in thickness 610 to 760 mm, with the vast majority of the weight of the structure around the perimeter.
There was no uniformity in the size and shape of the stone. Mortar offered virtually no adhesion. One massive fireplace was on one end wall with a smaller cooking flue on the other
end. The lower members of the open beam roof system no longer offered any real resistance to wall spreading. The route the building had to travel was fairly narrow, curb lined
paved roads. Three 90 degree turns were also part of the route.

Extensive bracing and tension cables were used to secure the walls inside and out to prevent movement. Steel cables were wrapped around the entire structure and tensioned in
order to put the walls into compression. In order to create a uniform line of separation and support, the wall was gradually de-constructed with drills, saws and small chipping
hammers, creating pockets first for primary steel support, then secondary support. As the openings were formed, temporary pads with grout packing were installed and shored in place
to create the uniform line of support. Once all the steel framework was installed the initial lift was gradually executed, stopping often to add additional support where needed. As
soon as all of the structure was supported, jacking pressures were recorded and calculations were made to create a long, narrow dolly foot print consisting of 21 dollies on heavy
transfer beams, in order to negotiate the narrow route. All of the hard turns required stopping, physically resetting each dolly to perform a hub turn, completing the turn and then
resetting the dollies. Concern for the road surfaces required timber mats to cover the entire travel path, leapfrogging them along the route.

The building was set on a CMU (besser block) wall with poured cells. Some of the original stone was used to fill in the area between the new wall and the bottom of the uneven
building wall. This became the reveal line on the building when final grading was done.

2
Jeremiah
Clemens

House
Alabama, USA Yes 1835 2004 Downtown

expansion

Locally made brick and
fine brown clay for

mortar
2 515 tonne 18 m x 14 m 800 m 3 days

The original building consisted of two buildings sharing a common roof with a passageway between the two. In the 1860’s the roof was removed, the walls were heightened and the
sides enclosed, creating a single two story structure.

The building’s foundation consisted of trenches dug in the clay soil and filled with rock rubble. The walls were extremely fragile, literally bricks stacked up. The building had suffered
substantial damage from roof leaks which resulted in degradation of many of the bricks. Two large fireplaces were set along the centreline of the building on internal brick walls. These
fire place flues also became access points for water damage. The connections between the old and new walls were separating in several locations.

Before excavation under the building could begin, heavy angle irons were placed on the corners with cushioned material underneath. Seven cable strands were wrapped around the
building, incorporating brace timbers in between and tensioned using turn buckles in order to stabilize the very weak walls. Both fireplace flues were braced up from the roof.
Because of the fragile condition of the building, the process of loading the building onto the support steel was done progressively using a combination of steel beams and banding to
create a support structure. External and internal beams and steel banding were installed ahead of the crosser openings being made. These beams provided additional support of the
walls between the cross beams. As each opening was completed a cross beam was installed and pre-tensioned between the cross steel and main beams, becoming part of the support
of the building.

Once support steel was installed, the building was then jacked up and 17 dollies were installed. The move required one hard turn where dollies were reset to make the turn and

3 Horticultural
Building

Ontario,
Canada Yes 1914 2012 Horticultural

park Brick 1 1540 tonne 55 m x 37 m 152 m 3 days

The plan was to move the building east to the far side of the park and place on a two story underground parking garage. The park boundaries narrowed travelling east which resulted
in the need for the north 12 m of the building to be cut off and demolished. The remaining structure was 55 m long and had a 2000 sqm footprint. The building has two distinct
components; a flat roofed two story entrance hall made of brick and concrete and a gable roofed exhibition hall noted for the column free open design. The exhibition hall has riveted
steel trusses and steel columns embedded in a two course brick wall. Inspection of the structure determined that additional load had been placed on the roof trusses over the years
and the steel columns and the brick walls were completely independent of each other, yet both shared support of the roof system. This condition created concerns regarding the
stability of the roof system. Since this move would be sideways with a slight fall to the south, there were lateral integrity concerns.

An intricate design of steel trusses was installed inside the hall on top of the internal main beams, in lieu of conventional crossbeams, because of the great span wall to wall. These
trusses were attached to the steel columns at two points. Lateral bracing was installed truss to truss and additional members installed to reinforce the roof system. The side walls
were supported on ladder beams between inner and outer main beams. Once the steel support system was in place the building was jacked up and transfer beams and dollies were
installed. A total of 48 dollies supported a 1540 tonne load.

Because of the great variation in weight in this building, three different weight values were used for each of the three zones. Before the building could be moved over the completed
parking garage, a significant amount of shoring was installed to allow for the weight of the building to pass over the garage. To control the sideways movement of the building as it
traveled to the new site, two power units were used to maintain proper alignment as the building was moving.

4 Oneida Stake
Academy Idaho, USA No 1895 2003 High school

expansion
Freestone with sand and

lime mortar 2.5 1500 tonne 24 m x 18.5 m 5 blocks 4 days

The Academy is constructed with stone that was mined in a local mission with a double leaf wall and rubble fill in the wall cavity. The mortar was locally made from a lime and sand
mixture. The lumber making up the floor systems and partitions was harvested and sawn by members of the church. Over time the walls and mortar had deteriorated, causing
movement in the stone walls and one corner had actually cracked off. The interior floors represented the only diaphragms in the 2 ½ story structure. Over time the timbers in the floor
system dried and shrank, allowing the walls to bulge outward. The transition line between the nicely hewn stone and the smaller rubble type stone and mortar foundation was
actually well above the bottom of the timbered floor system.

The following remedies were performed on the building to prepare the structure for relocation. Bands of wooden timbers were wrapped around the structure at the first and second
floors. Holes were drilled through the timbers and walls with steel cables and turn buckles installed. Tensioning these cables brought the walls back into plumb. Cracks in the walls
were filled with new mortar and a fluid grout was pumped into the wall cavity in selected locations to stabilise the base and rubble fill. The damaged corner and a few other spots
were sprayed with gunite and fiber to strengthen those sections. Gunite was also shot onto the backside of the foundation wall. Because of a desire to keep the original floor system
intact, a decision was made to establish a cut line on the foundation wall and the footings were cut off in sections and shoring jacks installed to temporarily support the building.
Support steel was gradually installed as the cutting and footing removal proceeded.

With everything installed, the building was jacked up and transfer beams and bracing steel was installed along with 41 dollies to carry the 1500 tonne load. Even with power dollies
and air brakes, the move was challenging with multiple grade changes and side sloping roads.

5 Century and
Gem theatre Michigan, USA Yes

1903
and
1927

1999
Baseball
stadium

development
Brick and stone 2 and 4 2450 tonne 32m x 30 m 563 m 4 days

The Gem theatre is a two level theatre built of brick. The theatre shares a common wall and lobby with an older structure called the Century Club theatre. Although the Gem theatre
had experienced recent renovations and was structurally in very good shape, the Century theatre was in very poor shape. The Century, a basic rectangular structure with tall, massive
brick and sandstone walls, had been mostly gutted for renovation and then abandoned. A failed roof system and the extreme Detroit winters had severely deteriorated the structure.
Major work on the brick walls was the first step in this project. Mortar was cut out and new grout installed. Some sections were taken down and relaid. Major steel reinforcement on
the interior walls was required. Engineers and architects designed a steel framework which became a permanent part of the structure, becoming wall and new floor supports.

A framework of steel beams was placed under both buildings in order to lift them as one unit. The buildings were elevated approximately 2.7 m in order to install the transport
equipment and roll out on grade. Seventy one dollies were installed on transfer beams in three zones to support the 2450 ton load. Even though the Century theatre made up less
than a quarter of the total foot print of the structures it represented more than half the total weight. This forced 41 of the dollies to be placed in one corner of the move platform and
caused the loads on these dollies to be much higher than the other dollies. Due to this situation, a heavy layer of fill dirt was spread on all the streets over which the buildings
traveled. The move predated the general use of hydraulically powered dollies and 4 large excavators and 2 large bulldozers, along with 1000’s of metres of cable and pulleys were used
to move the building.

At the midpoint of the move route a 90 degree turn had to be made. This was complicated by the fact that internal attachment points for the cables on both sides of the structure had
to be continuously relocated to maintain a true radial force to turn the building. The densely packed dollies in the heavy area of the building had to be constantly reset as they would
begin to engage each other in the confined area. Many large buildings surrounded the area, further complicating the process. For a short time this building was the heaviest structure
to be moved on pneumatic tyres in the world.

6 Hornsby
Signal Box NSW, Australia Yes 1928 2007 Rail expansion Full brick, lime mortar 2 320 tonne 22 m x 8 m 130 m 1 day

The Signal Box relocation was the first relocation of a masonry building on pnuematic tyres in Australia and was a finalist in the Engineers Australia Awards for that year. The building
construction offered a number of challenges with racks of equipment imparting point loads through individual columns into footing pads located within the floor plan of the building
and a post construction unreinforced slab poured between the lines of equipment which all needed to be supported from above to enable the building to be excavated. A temporary
trusswork of chains was installed within the building to transfer the equipment loads (and second storey slab weight) from the base of the rack columns to the external walls of the
building prior to it being dug out.

Excavation of the building required the identification and termination of over 100 power and communication cables into and out of the building with excavation limited to the two
narrow ends of the building due to an operational trainline within 1 m of one side of the building and approximately 20 essential service fibre optic cables located on the opposite side
and within 3 m of the building. Railway iron had been installed within the buildings concrete footings (both within the building footprint and under the perimeter walls) which
presented a problem for their demolition. The move methodology was adjusted to enable the installation of the support steel in the restricted space between the underside of the
ground floor slab and the top of the concrete footers with pockets being cut out in the footer for the main beams only.

The relocation route, though short was tight with the building being moved past existing infrastructure with only millimetres to spare and all within an operating rail corridor (and not
in a possession). The building was moved up a ramp and rotated into position using a hub turn at the new site as there was insufficient room to spot the building directly above the
new foundation as due to adjacent infrastructure constraining the approach to the new site.

7 Armstrong
House

Minneapolis,
USA Yes 1886 2001 Transit

expansion Brick and cut stone 4 plus
basement 770 tonne 16.5 m x 20 m 800 m 9 days

The three story brick and stone double house has 2 large fireplaces. The height of building meant it had a high centre of gravity. This was of some concern because one section of the
route had a 6.5% slope. Although the brick and stone were substantially weathered, the mortar was mostly intact. The preparation of the structure for lifting went smoothly.

Upon lifting the structure, it was discovered that construction of the upper walls was completely different from the first story. The first story consisted of three courses of brick, while
the next two stories were made up of two independent courses with a rubble filled void in between. This discovery delayed the relocation by a month. The internal plaster was
removed from the walls, holes were drilled through the walls and threaded rods installed with plywood plates reinforced with lumber on each side. The walls were then compressed
and tied to the opposing walls. Once the building was set down, the final remedy for the hollow walls was a grid of steel pins drilled and epoxied in place tying both courses together.

The move of the Armstrong house was an extremely technical event. The building was loaded on 24 dollies. There were four compound turns along the route which took a day or
more for each turn. The section with the 6.5% of slope required four pieces of equipment attached to cables and blocks to maintain holdback on the building. Numerous
reconfigurations of the dolly system to keep them within operational tolerances were required.
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MATTHEW MANIFOLD
B Eng (Hons)

PROFILE

 TELEPHONE MOBILE
 EMAIL

SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE

Matthew has over twenty five years project management and mechanical engineering experience in high value
projects working for global engineering firms on projects up to half a billion USD. Over the past 10 years Matthew
has filled project management roles in parallel with his role in our structural moving business. Prior to this he
worked as a system engineer on technical tender preparation, review and coordination; contract negotiation and
claim management. In the early stages of his engineering career Matthew focused on design engineering and
testing. He has significant interface management knowledge from his technical lead roles in various consortia in
Australia and overseas.

Matthew has worked in Germany, Switzerland, USA and the Middle East (Qatar) and has spent as much time on
site or in factories as he has in the office resulting in a practical approach to his roles and problem solving. He
holds operator certificate of competency (CoC) for a diverse range of machinery and is competent in the German
language.

Matthew is the majority share holder and Managing Director of Mammoth Movers; a company which specialises in
the relocation of brick and stone buildings in one piece (including heritage buildings) utilising technology
conceived and developed in USA. The company undertakes the turnkey relocation and re-establishment of
masonry buildings on projects ranging from $25K to > $20million AUD and has been recognised as a finalist in the
Engineers Australia engineering awards. Matthew has worked on and/or managed over 30 moving projects in
Australia and overseas.
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A selection of moves Matthew has worked on with Mammoth Movers or in conjunction with other structural
moving companies

University Mansion – Greensboro – North Carolina

Private House – Hamptons – New York
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Private House – Fort Pierce - Florida

Commercial Office building – Sacramento - Florida
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Private House – Arcadia - Florida

Boat House – Palm Island – Florida
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Laveter House – Rosanna - Melbourne
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LARRY CLINE  
 

      

      

 

CONTACT 

 

 TELEPHONE MOBILE  
 EMAIL  

SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE 

Larry Cline has over 45 years of experience in the structural moving industry. He has accomplished more than 
one hundred historical moves. 

Larry specializes in moving structures that are especially challenging, due to their weight, dimensions, location 
and/or overall condition.  Larry has assisted in numerous historical relocation projects throughout the United 
States and further afield.  Some examples of these projects include: 

 
 THE 250 YEAR OLD KING OF PRUSSIA INN, PENNSYLVANIA, USA, WITH EXPERT HOUSE MOVERS OF MARYLAND 

 THE SALEM BAPTIST CHURCH, SALEM, MASSACHUSETTS, USA WITH EXPERT HOUSE MOVERS OF MARYLAND 

 THE 170 YEAR OLD CLEMONS HOUSE, HUNTSVILLE, ALABAMA, USA WITH DON KENNEDY AND SONS HOUSE MOVERS 

 THE 100 YEAR OLD BRICK OFFICE BUILDING, PORT HURON, MICHIGAN, USA, WITH DEITZ MOVING ENGINEERS 

 THE KINGSTON-LANGFORD MANSION, FT. MYERS, FLORIDA, USA WITH FDSM 

 THE HORNSBY SIGNAL BOX, SYDNEY, AUSTRALIA, WITH MAMMOTH MOVERS 

 THE 100 YEAR OLD HORTICULTURE BUILDING, OTTOWA, CANADA, USA WITH CDS BUILDING MOVERS 

 THE 100 YEAR OLD HELMSLY  MANSION, MIAMI, FLORIDA, USA WITH BROWNIE AND SONS MOVING ENGINEERS 

 

Historical moves typically require special care and attention to details, with many procedures required that are 
normally outside the scope of routine structure relocation.  Larry is highly experienced in these procedures.
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Some typical moves Larry has worked on in conjunction with other structural moving companies 

The Kingston Langford Mansion  

 

The Clemons House 
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Czech Museum 

                

King of Prussia Inn 
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Schifter Mansion – Martha’s Vineyard 

 

Catholic Convent 
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Horticulture Building 
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Salem Baptist Church 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Helmsley Mansion 

 

 

 






