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1 EIS SUBMISSION CROSS REFERENCE TABLE
Table 1: EIS Submission Cross Reference Table
Item No.

Submitter No.

1.

Submitter 1 (S1)

2.

Submitter 2 (S2)

EIS Chapter/
Appendix
N/A

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)
N/A

14.5.2 - Traffic
14

(pp. 14-21)

14.6.5 - Workforce
3.

S2

14

Accommodation
(pp. 14-32)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

S1 has reviewed the EIS for the abovementioned project and has no comments on the
proposal.

-

Outback Highways such as the Flinders Highway provide valuable tourist routes, and
any damage/congestion caused may impact these areas in terms of road based tourist
visitation. The EIS notes that traffic impacts are likely to be relatively minor, but note
that additional works may be require to maintain these roads, which in turn may lead
to disruption/delays.

S2’s interest in tourism considers the maintenance and operation of
major outback highways to be important, and any disruptions should be
minimised where possible. No change recommended.

Workforce accommodation is not intended to avoid the use of existing visitor
accommodation in Julia Creek and surrounding towns. S2 notes this aspect is
considered to be a moderate risk.

S2 supports the operator in minimising the use of visitor
accommodation, however, also acknowledges that outside of peak times
these facilities may benefit from mining patronage. On this basis, it is
important to consult with local accommodation providers to determine
what/if any time may be appropriate for accommodating mining
employees.

S3 supports the submission.
 Vanadium, the material proposed to be extracted, is a key input for certain
varieties of steel.
 Vanadium is also the basis of an emerging battery technology, which has



properties that make it attractive to large scale users, including for the “firming”
of variable sources of renewable energy generation.
Although Australia holds 18% of global economic resources of vanadium, no
operating vanadium mines are currently in Australia (Geoscience Australia).
S3 notes that the project would deliver new jobs and contribute to efforts to



diversify the economy of the North-West Minerals Province beyond its
established base and precious metals industries.
The project’s extensive “catchment area” includes large parts of Northern



4.

Submitter 3 (S3)

N/A

N/A

Queensland, such as Mt Isa, Charter Towers and Townsville.


As well as being potential sources of project labour, other businesses along the
value chain are also likely to benefit from the project.



The project’s output can play a part in growing Queensland’s role in the supply
chain for strategic commodities and new technologies required for the energy

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Noted.
The importance of Outback Highways
such as the Flinders Highway is noted
as is the need to minimise disruptions
where possible.
It is further noted that no additional
information is required to be added to
the EIS.
To-date Multicom has been consulting
with local accommodation providers
and will continue to keep them
involved in discussions moving
forward. Further clarification has been
provided in Section 14.6.4 in Chapter
14.

-

Multicom notes this positive
submission from S3 and appreciates
the insights provided. Details on the
Workforce Management Plan are
provided in Section 8.2 of the SIMP in
Appendix A7.

transition.


If the proponent implements a solar generation and storage as foreshadowed in



Chapter 9 of the EIS, this has the potential to create additional employment and
to contribute to meeting the Queensland Renewable Energy Target.
The proponent’s stated aspirations and plans in relation to issues such as local
employment and procurement appear suitable for securing local benefit from the
mine’s development (see Chapter 14 and Appendix A7).

5.

Submitter 4 (S4)

N/A

N/A

S4 thanks you for providing the opportunity to comment on the discussion paper
relating to the environmental impact statement of the Saint Elmo Vanadium Project. S4
does not have any comment on this occasion.

-

Noted.

6.

Submitter 5 (S5)

N/A

N/A

Possible interruptions to service delivery.

S5 to be informed of the proposed works commencement and
occupational commencement dates once the approval is provided. This

See response in Section 4.1.6 in
Appendix A7 and Sections 14.3.2.4 and
14.4.6.1 in Chapter 14.
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Item No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation
will assist the S5 in proactive planning for enhanced service delivery to
the region and the workplace.
The Department of Transport and Main Roads and the Local Council to
advise S5 of any diversions, restrictions or limitations on road
infrastructure that may impact on the delivery of ambulance operations
from ambulance stations through the road network within the project
area. This should outline alternatives to road transport for the delivery
of equipment.
Provide the S5 with access and evacuations maps for accommodations
camps if applicable.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
As per the recommendation from S5,
Multicom will keep S5 informed of
relevant proposed works
commencement and occupational
commencement dates post-approval.
Ongoing consultation activities
associated with the Project will
continue to include S5 and other
emergency services groups as we
progress through the approvals
process.

Inclusive and collaborative stakeholder engagement is recommended to
involve key state agencies e.g. Queensland Health, QAS, Queensland Fire
and Emergency Services and Queensland Police Service for the
development of emergency response procedures for work sites/work
camps including number of staff, infrastructure available, locations
including detailed mapping with access/egress information, appropriate
notification processes e.g. (Triple Zero (000)), contact information for on
site management etc.
Emergency response procedures should also provide detailed
information on location of activities (particularly where the incident is
difficult to access) to reduce delays in the response of services.
Engagement to occur at a regional and local level.

7.

8.

Submitter 6 (S6)

S6

A7

A7

8.4 - Workforce
Management Plan

8.6 - Local Business and
Industry Procurement Plan

The Social Impact Assessment details the Indigenous populations within the Catchment
area – from 6% in Julia Creek and 8% in Richmond, to 24% at Cloncurry and 17% at
Mount Isa. Multicom outlines at 8.4.5 that the Social Impact Management Plan will
include an Indigenous Employment Strategy.

S6 would request a commitment to a target (in line with similar projects)
taking account of available potential Indigenous workforce within the
catchment and the rest of Queensland. S6’S Mount Isa staff are available
and willing to assist with setting of realistic and meaningful targets for
inclusion. Indigenous employment expectations could also be included
in contracting and reporting arrangements with large businesses.

Multicom outlines at 8.6.2 that it will develop a ‘Buy Local Plan’ during the preconstruction phase. Amongst the objectives of the plan is to “provide the framework
for full, fair, and reasonable opportunity for local, regional and Indigenous Businesses
to participate”. At 8.6.4, it states the Project will ensure that local and regional
Indigenous businesses have full, fair and reasonable opportunities to supply goods and
services to the Project.

S6 would request a commitment to a target for procurement from
capable Indigenous businesses throughout the project. A target of 3% consistent with Queensland Government’s own procurement
commitment – is considered reasonable. This could be achieved by
committing to ‘unbundling’ appropriate work packages and using a set
aside approach for Indigenous businesses in sectors where a capable
supplier market has been identified.

In support of the Saint Elmo Project.
S7 is the regional development organisation working with the seven local government
areas between Mount Isa and Townsville. S7's members include the mayors of these
Councils and senior representatives from the major corporates in the region such as
mining companies and GOCs.
9.

Submitter 7 (S7)

N/A

N/A

Strategically located, the region acts as a vital integrated transport corridor; connecting
the region and its extensive mineral and agricultural production to the rest of
Queensland, Australia and internationally via road, rail, air and sea links. S7 is
committed to continuing the diversification of new industries, alongside the expansion
of new markets and the promotion of existing investment opportunities.

-

Commitments to developing targets
have been outlined in the SIMP, refer
Section 8.2 (Workforce Management
Plan) in Appendix A7. It is noted that
commitments will be completed as
part of the finalisation of the
Workforce Management Plan upon
Project approval.
Commitments to developing targets
have been outlined in the SIMP,
Section 8.4 (Local Industry and
Procurement Plan) in Appendix A7. It is
noted that commitments will be
completed as part of the finalisation of
the Workforce Management Plan /
Procurement Plan upon Project
approval.

Multicom will continue to liaise with S7
as the project progresses and
recognises the importance of the S7
area and the NWMP in general.
Multicom thanks S7 for their
submission and appreciates the
valuable insights that have been
provided throughout the EIS process.

The link below is the S7 Regional Overview and has information on the economic
importance of the S7 region.
A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Item No.

Submitter No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

[Link withheld for privacy reasons]

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

The Saint Elmo Project will provide significant economic benefits to the North West
region, helping diversify the regional economy, and through direct and indirect
employment, provide job opportunities for the community. There will be benefits to
supply chains and flow on impacts for service hubs across the S7 region.
It is anticipated the Project will contribute to the strength, prosperity and resilience of
the NWMP over the long term and more broadly will contribute $1.92 billion to the
Queensland economy over its life. The addition of up to 150 direct roles during
construction and between 150 and 200 ongoing operational roles into the local
economy will provide a significant boost for the North West Region.
The flow-on effects for local businesses through the Project's proposed Buy Local Plan
is expected to contribute to business sustainability and growth, indirect employment
and economic development in Julia Creek and throughout the region.
Throughout all phases of the Project , Multicom have indicated that they will seek to
preferentially employ a local workforce. Based on the known demographics of the
region, it is expected that a significant percent of the workforce will be able to be
sourced from Julia Creek and the surrounding regional communities including
Richmond, Cloncurry, Mt Isa and Hughenden as well as well as those new residents
attracted by employment opportunities who relocate. Through this focus, the Project
may contribute to halting the trend of declining populations in Julia Creek and
surrounding communities of through providing long term employment opportunities
which are not impacted by drought and other natural forces. This provides
opportunities for communities and station owners to diversity their income streams,
enabling them to remain on their properties, within local town and attract new
residents.
The North West Region will further benefit through the transportation of materials and
product by road and rail along the corridor between Townsville and the Project site.
This approach will extend the economic impact through the local government areas of
not only Mount Isa, Cloncurry, McKinlay and Richmond but also to Flinders, Charters
Towers and Townsville.
S7 is aware that Multicom has worked with stakeholders locally and regionally, to
create direct and ongoing engagement and consultation. Timely engagement with
stakeholders and communities in the decision-making process has promoted more
informed, better understood and sustainable decisions and allowed stakeholder
feedback to be incorporated into the Project design.
Throughout the EIS process S7 has been engaged to ensure key issues for our members
and local communities were understood and integrated into Project planning. This is
demonstrated through the strong focus on local employment and the proposed local
Content Plan. We commend Multicom for holding business briefings and information
sessions early in the planning process so that local businesses understand the
opportunities available and can appropriately plan.
S7 are happy to support the Project and commend Multicom both on their initiative to
develop the Project and continued engagement with the regions.

10.

Submitter 8 (S8)

N/A

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

N/A

Yours in regional development
S7
Thank you for keeping S8 in the loop with respect to the St Elmo EIS Review.
S8 has no feedback on the EIS.
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-

Noted.
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Item No.

Submitter No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

11.

Submitter 9 (S9)

A25

N/A

It would be appreciated if information relation to traffic management during the
construction stage of the plan, particularly in relation to Road Infrastructure and Traffic
Control was communicated to S9 at the relevant level.

-

12.

S9

Workers
Accommodation
Details

N/A

S9 would be interested in further information regarding details of workers
accommodation once these plans have been confirmed.

-

Saint Elmo Vanadium Project EIS – S10 Submission
I refer to the invitation to make comment on the Saint Elmo Vanadium Project EIS,
received by S10 on 29 October 2019.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Noted.
Multicom will ensure that during the
construction phase of the Project,
information relating to traffic
management will be relayed to S9 at
the appropriate level
Noted.
As further information regarding the
Workforce Accommodation Village is
available, Multicom will provide this
information to S9. Multicom will also
engage with S9 on the development of
policies and strategies regarding
workforce accommodation and
community safety and wellbeing
through the finalisation and
implementation of the Projects Social
Impact Management Plan.

S10 wishes to advise that it has undertaken a review of the Saint Elmo Vanadium
Project EIS documentation and provides the following information for your
consideration.
1. Economic Impact
With respect to economic impact, S10 affirms that there will be significant economic
benefits delivered to the North Queensland region by the proposed development of the
Saint Elmo Vanadium Project (Project).

Noted.
The economic benefits from the Project
site through to Townsville are
significant.

The City of Townsville is identified as a key urban and export centre within the Project’s
identified catchment area, which extends through the North West Minerals province,
from Mount Isa to the Port of Townsville.

13.

Submitter 10
(S10)

N/A

N/A

As noted in Multicom’s impact assessment, the Mount Isa to Townsville province is one
of Australia’s most significant mining regions. Key minerals extracted include copper,
silver, gold, lead, zinc and phosphate.
Townsville is pivotal to the province’s supply chain, serving as a major base for FIFO
workers and mineral refinement. Products are mostly transported by rail to Townsville
for export through the city’s port.
The Saint Elmo project will thereby help reinvigorate one of the region’s vital industry
sectors, which has recently experienced a cyclical downturn in activity. It will also
support the ongoing transition of Townsville’s manufacturing sector towards advanced
technology adoption and production.

-

It is understood that Townsville also
offers extensive capacity and skills
which could be drawn upon with
regards to the development of
advanced technology and new energy
generation.
The amendments that are already
underway with regards to Lansdown
Industrial Precinct are also noted as an
exciting development with their
potential as a possible location for
processing / manufacturing activities.

Townsville has significant latent capacity and skills that can be developed to exploit
emerging markets in advanced technology and new energy generation. New activity
generated by the proposed Saint Elmo Project would help provide critical mass and
market opportunity to stimulate investment in advanced technology.
S10 also acknowledges the significant output and regional employment opportunities
that are forecast for the Projects’ construction and operation. 75% of the Project’s
operational workforce will be sourced from the Townsville-Mount Isa province. The
supply of goods and services to the project will also provide flow-on benefits for
A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Item No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

regional businesses. Once operational, it is estimated that the project will contribute
over $220 million to Gross Regional Product per year.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

In qualitative terms, the Project will be a major boost to the region’s confidence. This
impact cannot be underestimated. The community has weathered a long recovery from
the peak of the mining boom and the Saint Elmo Project is a strong signal in support of
the ongoing economic potential of the Townsville-Mount Isa region.
The mineral product is intended to be sent to Townsville by rail to reach customer
and/or export through the Port of Townsville. The rail line is to be directly accessible at
Lansdown Station which is in the process of being amended to become the Lansdown
Industrial Precinct, Northern Australia’s first environmentally sustainable advanced
manufacturing, processing and technology estate. Given Vanadium’s battery
production potential and that there is a lithium-ion battery plant proposed for the
precinct, it is likely a suitable location for processing vanadium and manufacturing
vanadium batteries. This gives further potential to provide economic stimulus to North
Queensland.
2. General Comments
There is a growing global market for stored energy. It is the commodity of the future
which is rapidly becoming a product for today.
The North West Minerals Province of Queensland will play an integral part of this story.
In particular, research in the emerging battery minerals sector indicates vanadium can
be used in the lithium-ion battery space (in the cathode) but is also currently used in
vanadium flow batteries for utility-scale energy storage.
14.

S10

N/A

N/A

15.

S10

1

N/A

16.

S10

2

N/A

17.

S10

16

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

(p.2)

The establishment of the Saint Elmo Vanadium Project near Julia Creek aligns directly
with the North West Regional Plan 2010 and the Queensland Plan at a regional scale.
With planned export of materials from Saint Elmo through Townsville to international
markets, the $1.64 billion Port Channel Capacity Upgrade (Commitment 9) of the
Townsville City Deal works to actively support projects in neighbouring regions
particularly in the North West Minerals Province. Other key commitments in the City
Deal also align and support projects like Saint Elmo. These include the securing of the
Townsville Eastern Access Rail Corridor (TEARC) for future demand-driven expansion
and the establishment of the Townsville Industrial Development Board (TIDB) with an
aim to leverage and optimise regional supply-chain value add opportunities.
3. Other Comments
The following comments are related to specific chapters of the EIS:
Chapter 1 – Introduction (Page 1-34).
S10 supports the proposed introduction which outlines how the project aligns directly
with Queensland’s strategic vision for the NW Minerals Province (NW Regional Plan
2010).
Chapter 2 – Consultation Process (Page 2-27)
S10 supports the Consultation Process, which is considered robust, covering all the
relevant stakeholders. It is noted that undertaking commitments as a result of the
consultation to date is good practice.

Chapter 16 – Transport (Page 2)
Third paragraph of page 2 - There is some confusion about the figure 15 million TPA in
relation to Run of Mine operations, when it is stated that the maximum production is
20,000 TPA."

www.mcres.com.au

Noted.

-

The Project will play a key role within
both the North West Minerals Province
and the renewables industry.
We acknowledge and agree that the
Project directly aligns with the North
West Regional Plan 2010 and the
Queensland Plan at a regional scale.

-

Noted.

-

Noted. Agreed that it is important to
undertake commitments from
consultation completed to-date.

Request: S10 requests clarification with respect to the nominated 15
million TPA figure.

Further clarification has been provided
in Chapter 16, Section 16.1. It is noted
that maximum tonnage for the mine is
20,000 tpa of V2O5, however in order to
reach that volume, it is necessary to
have a Run of Mine of 15 mtpa. The
difference will be deposited back into
the pits and/or TSF as required. The
number in the text is correct and does
not require amendment.
5

Item No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

18.

S10

16

16.5.5 (p.16-21)

19.

Submitter 11
(S11)

3

3.5.3.2/3.6.8

20.

Submitter 12
(S12)

N/A

N/A

21.

S12

N/A

N/A

22.

S12

N/A

N/A

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Chapter 16 – Transport (Page 16-21)
16.5.5 Existing Airport Facilities details existing airline services from Julia Creek and
Mount Isa to other centres, including Townsville, and states that it is anticipated that
the local and regional workforce will be supplemented by FIFO workers who may utilise
these existing services. This is in contrast with 16.6.1.1 Transport of Workforce which
estimates 75% of workers will be local and up to 25% of workers will be FIFO through
Mount Isa Airport.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment of the Saint Elmo Vanadium Project EIS. On
behalf of S11 I have undertaken a review of the EIS and have no concerns with the
proposal. The EIS (sections 3.5.3.2 & 3.6.8) states that "the grid network will not be
accessed during the construction phase of the Project" and "Power supply for
operations will be sourced from an onsite gas electricity generator". Given that the
proposal is not connecting to our distribution network, unless CopperStrong goes
ahead, we do not recommend any conditions in this instance.
EIS Public Consultation:
No specific comments at this time.
Contents:
No specific comments at this time.
Volume 1 - Chapters:
While S12 have reviewed the detail contained within the EIS as a whole, the technical
environment management and assessment expertise and experience of the State and
Commonwealth are acknowledged, and S12 do not have any specific comments to
make on the following technical components of the EIS at this time:
 Climate
 Land
 Water
 Regulated Structures
 Flora and Fauna
 Air
 Noise and Vibration
 Hazards and Safety
 Cultural Heritage
 MNES
 Cumulative Impact
 Risk Assessment
Accordingly, resources have been prioritised reviewing and analysing the below
components of the EIS:
 Waste Management
 Social
 Economic
 Transport
 Offsite Water Storage Facility and Associated Pipeline
 Commitments
 Conditions
Section 11.7.6 Waste Removal makes reference to disposal at facilities that have the
capacity and capability to accept the material and that arrangements will be put in
place prior to commencement of construction.

23.

S12

11

11.7.6

It is unclear exactly what type of waste is proposed to be disposed of by way of the Julia
Creek or other local government refuse facilities, and in what volumes.
It is unclear whether or not there is likely to be capacity to receive the expected waste
volumes or if the anticipated volumes will cause management or capex programming
issues for council(s).

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Request: S10 requests confirmation if FIFO workers will be sourced from
other locations.

Further clarification has been provided
in Sections 16.4.4, 16.5.5 and 16.8.1 in
Chapter 16 and Section 6.7 in Appendix
A25.

-

Noted.

-

Noted.

-

Noted.

-

Noted.

A regional audit of the capacity of local government refuse facilities
should be undertaken, including planned upgrades and capital works
programs and how any waste generated from the mining activity that
will be disposed of at these facilities will impact operational capacity and
upgrading/works programming.

A commitment has been added to
Table 11.9 in Chapter 11 to undertake a
census of available waste facilities
within the region to identify whether
capacity is available or whether
Multicom should fund an expansion to
an existing Council facility.

Table 11.2: Expected Waste Summary should include a column for
Proposed disposal facility after Collection Method.
Table 11.6: McKinlay Shire Councils Landfills should provide some
quantification around historic and current operating volumes and
potential capacity. This table should also be expanded to include
facilities at Cloncurry, Richmond and Mount Isa.

Table 11.2, Chapter 11 now includes a
column for proposed disposal
locations. A list of companies who can
collect certain waste streams have
been contacted to gain a better
6

Item No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

There does not appear to be any commentary on waste management impacts
associated with additional workforce population based in Julia Creek, only mine
construction and operations-based waste.

24.

S12

14

N/A

Are there issues with using the 2016 census data for population-based assumptions
knowing the current population would be below those figures? There is the potential
for this to skew the assumptions used in the management plans.

For consideration.

25.

S12

14

N/A

It is unclear if the operational work force figures used include the workforce to run the
accommodation village.

Additional clarification in document.

26.

S12

14

N/A

Some commentary should be provided around how workers will be distributed
between the accommodation village, existing houses, existing accommodation. More
specifically, how is living at the accommodation village incentivised to ensure it is
occupied? This primarily a permanent resident worker matter.

Additional clarification in document.

Are workers free to choose to purchase or rent a property of their own accord?
Are workers free to chose which town they live in?

27.

S12

14

N/A

Given the potential impacts for S12, it is very important to ensure ongoing
collaboration on the housing strategy and the five management plans. The plans
primarily nominate actions to be undertaken to work to achieve solutions, as opposed
to nominating specific examples of solutions. This creates an element of subjectiveness
around the ability to achieve the intended outcomes.

28.

S12

14

N/A

Has there been consultation with health, education and emergency services
Departments i.e. hospital, police, fire service, ambulance, etc. This would at least allow
these services to start to forward plan any resourcing allocation required.

29.

S12

14

N/A

30.

S12

14

N/A

31.

S12

15

N/A

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

Potential capacity issue for educational services are highlighted but there is no
commentary on how this might be addressed. See above comment.
There are various planning scheme controls that will be available to S12 to regulate a
range of outcomes from the social impact management component of the EIS.
S12 support any strategy to provide appropriate opportunity for local business to
secure supply contracts in order to support local businesses.
www.mcres.com.au

Comment only.

Additional clarification in document.

Additional clarification in document.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
understanding of where they take the
waste after collection.
Table 11.6, Chapter 11 has been
updated to include additional
information on volumes permitted for
acceptance at respective facilities. At
this time, it is appropriate to include
those within McKinlay Shire.
Further details on the use of census
data has been provided in Section 4.1.6
of Appendix A7 and Sections 14.3.2.4
and 14.4.6.1 in Chapter 14.
Refer Section 14.5.1.1 in Chapter 14.
The workforce to run the
accommodation village has not been
included in the operational workforce
figures.
Commentary has been provided
around workers distribution and the
housing strategy in the following
documents:

Chapter 14, Sections 14.5.1.1,
14.5.2.3, 14.6.4.

Appendix A7 – Section 8.4.

SIMP, Section 8.4 in Appendix
A7.
It is noted that all non-local workforce
will reside at the Workforce
Accommodation Village and new local
residents will be encouraged to rent or
purchase properties.
Refer to Section 14.5.2.3, Chapter 14.
Multicom will continue to collaborate
with S12 on the Housing Strategy and
five management plans included in the
SIMP. The management plans have
been updated in Section 8, Appendix
A7.
Historical consultation has been
undertaken with various departments
and recent consultation has also
occurred with Julia Creek State School.
Ongoing consultation is planned
through implementation of the SIMP.
Refer to Section 14.5.3.3 in Chapter 14
and Sections 8.7.3 and 8.7.6 in
Appendix A7.
Clarification has been provided in
Section 14.5.3.2 in Chapter 14 and
Section 7.4 in Appendix A7.

Comment only.

Noted.

Comment only.

Noted.
7

Item No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

32.

S12

15

N/A

The comments made in relation to work force accommodation relating to Chapter 14
are also relevant for Chapter 15.

N/A

33.

S12

16

N/A

A key issue for S12 is the impact on the local road network resulting from workforce
transit and within Julia Creek resulting from the accommodation village.

S12 acknowledge the preparation, implementation and monitoring of
the Road Management Plan. No specific amendments or requirements
at this time.

Comment only.

34.

S12

20

N/A

As a general comment, S12 wish to simply highlight the need for specific consideration
by DES/DEE when setting conditions or requirements relating to the OWSF given the
scope of the assessment being undertaken by council as part of the development
application under the Planning Act 2016. The EIS process should not prejudice or
restrict the ability for S12 to assess and decide the development application in
accordance with the decision-making rules established under the Planning Act and to
impose conditions where required.

35.

S12

20

N/A

There is no detail around the existing and proposed finished surface levels for the banks
of the ponds.

Additional clarification in document.

36.

S12

20

N/A

How is the diversion channel constructed? How is it stabilised? What are the existing
and proposed finished surface levels?

Additional clarification in document.

N/A

Other than the OWSF and the associated pipeline, are there are other private
infrastructure assets that extend beyond the mining lease area?

Additional clarification in document.

Additional clarification in document.

Additional clarification in document.

37.

S12

20

38.

S12

20

N/A

There is no detail confirming how tenure over the facility or site will be secured? Will
the entire lot be leased or only a portion of the site? This will determine if there is also
a reconfiguration of a lot component to the development application i.e. a lease
separating land in excess of 10 years.

39.

S12

20

N/A

Are there any boosting or other assets along the pipeline between the OWSF and the
mining lease boundary?

40.

S12

20

N/A

How is occupation of the Punchbowl Road reserve proposed to be secured? Road
closure, local law permit, licence, etc.

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Additional clarification in document.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Noted. Additional information in
relation to workforce accommodation
has been provided in Table ES.4 and
7.2.3 in Appendix A8; Section 15.8.3 in
Chapter 15; and Sections 14.5.1.1 and
14.16.4 in Chapter 14.
Noted. No specific amendments or
requirements at this time. Refer
Appendix C in Appendix A25 for a copy
of the RMP.
Noted. As part of the EIS post
consultation phase, it was determined
that a mining infrastructure lease (for
the OWSF and the aqueduct) and a
mining transportation lease (for the
pipeline) would be the most
appropriate and expeditious route for
the company to obtain tenure for these
project aspects. DES have also
confirmed that approvals for this
infrastructure can be dealt with under
the EIS process. Further details are
provided in Chapter 20, Sections 20.1,
20.3, 20.4 and 20.7.1.
Refer Appendix A29 (pages 6-14) for
detailed schematics and measurements
as they relate to the OWSF.
Details on the Diversion Channel have
been provided in Chapter 20, Sections
20.5 and 20.8.5.2 as well as Section
3.6.3 of Appendix A30.
Detailed schematics of the OWSF have
been provided in Appendix A29 (pages
6-14).
Other private infrastructure (beyond
the mining leases) has been detailed in
Chapter 3, Section 3.8.
As part of the EIS post consultation
phase, it was determined that a mining
infrastructure lease (for the OWSF and
the aqueduct) and a mining
transportation lease (for the pipeline)
are the most appropriate.
Refer Chapter 20, Sections 20.1, 20.4
(Table 20.2) and 20.7.1.2 for further
information on mining lease
applications and tenure for the OWSF
and associated infrastructure. Figures
20.4 to 20.6 also show detailed tenure
mapping of OWSF and pipeline route.
Refer Chapter 20, Section 20.5.2. No
boosting or other assets along the
pipeline route are proposed.
Refer Chapter 20, Section 20.4 (Table
20.2) and Section 20.7.1.2 for further
details on occupation.
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41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

S12

S12

S12

S12

S12

20

20

N/A

N/A

N/A

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation
NOTE: Local Law No 3- Community and Environmental Management
2019 & Local Law No 4- Local Government Controlled Areas, Facilities
and Roads 2019 may offer the proponent a means through which to
formalise tenure within the local government road reserve for the
pipeline infrastructure. Section 8(3) allows a local government to
permanently close a portion of a local government road reserve from
public access, noting that a timeframe can still be added to this closure.
Section 8(3)(c) would allow a local government to do this to protect,
amongst other assets, water supply facilities or services. There are other
mechanisms through which the proponent could protect their assets
within the road reserve, including formal road closures with the DNRME
which can be permanent or temporary and are registered on tenure or
more generic road use permits being entered into with local
governments. It would seem logical that a closure with a head of power
under the local law or land act would provide far more certainty.

What are the expected operational traffic volumes along Punchbowl Road as a result of
the OWSF?

Additional clarification in document.

There does not appear to be any detail relating to flood impact consideration for the
OWSF.

The site is within the 1% annual exceedance probability flood event in
the planning scheme Flood Hazard mapping. The general development
code is an identified assessment benchmark for the OWSF development
application and requires the development to address certain flood
mitigation outcome, specifically it requires a hydraulic/hydrology report
prepared by a suitably qualified person. Given this detail can service to
further the robustness of this chapter of the EIS and support the
development application, it would be prudent to include this detail here.

General (trunk infrastructure management):
A key matter of consideration for S12 will be management of the trunk infrastructure
network, specifically network capacity issues that may be caused from the rapid
increase in EP/population resulting from the construction phase, as well as the eventual
operational workforce. Including waste and refuse facilities, WTP, STP, stormwater
management infrastructure, local road network, airport. Non-council utilities such as
power and telecommunications as have an indirect impact on the standards of urban
amenity and service achievable for residents.
General (OWSF Development Application):
While a specific Pipeline and Water Storage Facility is not defined within the McKinlay
Shire Planning Scheme, the proposal is to define the use as a Utility installation. There is
no requirement, like in other schemes, for this definition to only apply to public assets.
For clarity, the associated pipeline infrastructure is taken as an ancillary component to
the water storage facility and is consequently covered by the definition or worst-case
scenario being covered by the operational works component as works associated with a
material change of use. The planning scheme definition is provided below:
Utility installation means the use of premises for(a)a service for supplying or treating water, hydraulic power or gas; or
(b)a sewerage, drainage or stormwater service; or
(c)a transport service; or
(d)a waste management service; or
(e)a maintenance depot, storage depot or other facility for a service stated in
paragraphs (a) to (d).
General (OWSF Development Application):
A code assessable material change of use development application is required for a
Utility installation (Water Storage Facility and associated Pipeline Infrastructure). It is
recommended that the proponent lodge a combined application covering both the
www.mcres.com.au

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Further clarification on operational
traffic volumes has been provided in
Chapter 20, Section 20.8.5 and Chapter
16, Section 16.8.6.3 (Punchbowl Road).
Details are also provided in Section 5.2
in Appendix A25.
A new flood report has been produced
for the OWSF, refer Appendix A34 for
the OWSF Flood Impact Report. It is
noted that this report was prepared by
a suitably qualified person.
Details are also provided in Chapter 20,
Sections 20.6.5.3, 20.7.6.1, 20.8.1.3
and 20.8.5.3.

S12 acknowledge the commitments within Chapter 21 and the diverse
range of management plans to be implemented. Ongoing monitoring
and reviewing of the effectiveness of these plans is essential to them
achieving their purpose and consequently avoiding any adverse impacts
on the community.

Noted.

For consideration and context.

Noted. Multicom are no longer
submitting a Development Application.
Approval for the OWSF and associated
infrastructure is being sought through
this EIS.

For consideration and context.

Noted. Multicom are no longer
submitting a Development Application.
Approval for the OWSF and associated
9

Item No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

46.

S12

N/A

N/A

47.

S12

N/A

N/A

48.

S12

N/A

N/A

49.

S12

N/A

N/A

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

material change of use component and the operational works component. The
development application will trigger state agency referral for a range of jurisdictions,
with the associated referral agency assessments expected to be
consistent with the policy positions articulated within the EIS.
General (Post-mine life considerations):
S12 would like to request consideration by the proponent on the opportunity to multipurpose the OWSF for potential community recreation activities. This may or may not
be practical during operations but could offer a post-mine life function for the facility.
General (Post-mine life considerations):
S12 would like to request consideration by the proponent of the opportunity to reuse
mine infrastructure, especially sewerage treatment infrastructure and other similar
assets, by way of integration into the council trunk infrastructure network to assist
operational capacity within Julia Creek or other surrounding settlements. Relatively
speaking, 30 years is not a long time for certain infrastructure to be operating
depending on use intensity and maintenance. Especially given the last
5 years of the mine life is limited to rehabilitation and decommissioning.
General (Post-mine life considerations):
S12 would like to request consideration by the proponent as to whether or not there is
the ability to locate or design the solar farm such that it could transition into a privet or
public asset post-mine life to feed the proprietary network. If so, whether there is also
the ability to expand the facility post-mine life to achieve commercial output viability.
Acknowledgements:
While S12 have not provided specific comments at this stage on some of the
environmental matters addressed within the EIS, there are key matters of significant
importance to local government and community which are worth acknowledging:
 Julia Creek Dunnart
 Ground water contamination
 Cost burdens on trunk infrastructure
 Road maintenance
 Waste management
 Operation capacity impacts on essential social services.

For discussion

Noted. Multicom is happy to continue
these conversations with S12.

For discussion

Noted. Multicom is happy to continue
these conversations with S12.

For discussion

Noted. Multicom is happy to continue
these conversations with S12.

N/A

Noted, Multicom understands the
importance of each of these
acknowledgements and will continue
to consult with S12 on these matters
and others as they relate to the Project
generally.

S12 looks forward to the opportunity to continue to be consulted on and involved in
the management and monitoring of these matters/risks.
50.

Submitter 13
(S13)

16

This section states that up to 25% of the workforce may fly into and out of Mt Isa
Airport. It does not mention the use of Cloncurry Airport (122 kms closer to Julia Creek)
which would provide a safer and more efficient route for buses and cars transporting
mine workers to and from Julia Creek.

The EIS should include comment regarding the viability of using
Cloncurry Airport as the principal FIFO airport or in conjunction with the
Mt Isa Airport as the principal FIFO airport for the St. Elmo Vanadium
Project.

Similar to the comment above for s5.16.4.4, there is no reference to the potential use
of Cloncurry Airport as a transit point for incoming/ outgoing mine workers

The EIS should include comment regarding the viability of using
Cloncurry Airport as the principal FIFO airport or in conjunction with the
Mt Isa Airport as the principal FIFO airport for the St. Elmo Vanadium
Project.

This section states "As mining progresses, the stock route will need to be redesigned"

The EIS should nominate which party will be responsible for negotiations
with the State Government with regards to stock route realignment.

16.6.1.1
(p.16-23)

This section advises the proponent will bus workers from the west 'as there is feasibility
for such a service'.

This section should include a commitment to revise the traffic impact
assessment, if this proposal does not eventuate.

16.8.1
(p.16-39)

This section states that up to 25% of the workforce may fly into and out of Mt Isa
Airport. As commented previously, it does not mention the use of Cloncurry Airport
(122 kms closer to Julia Creek) which would provide a safer and more efficient route for
buses and cars transporting mine workers to and from Julia Creek.

The EIS should include comment regarding the viability of using
Cloncurry Airport as the principal FIFO airport or in conjunction with the
Mt Isa Airport as the principal FIFO airport for the St. Elmo Vanadium
Project.

16.11
(p.16-64)

Similarly, the 8th dot point advises rail transport will be used to freight operational/
production inputs such as chemical reagents and diesel.

The EIS should include a commitment to revise the traffic impact
assessment if this proposal does not eventuate.

16.4.4
(p.16-8)

16.5.5
51.

S13

16

52.

S13

16

53.

S13

16

54.

S13

16

55.

S13

16
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(p.16-21)
16.5.6
(p.16-21)

www.mcres.com.au

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
infrastructure is being sought through
this EIS.

The viability of using Cloncurry Airport
has been addressed in Sections 16.4.4,
16.5.5 and 16.6.1.1 in Chapter 16; and
Sections 3.5, 6.1.1 and 6.7 in Appendix
A25.
The viability of using Cloncurry Airport
has been addressed in Section 16.5.5.2
in Chapter 16; and Sections 3.5, 6.1.1
and 6.7 in Appendix A25.
The nominated party is provided in
Section 16.5.6 in Chapter 16; and
Section 3.6 in Appendix A25.
A commitment has been added to
Section 6.1.1 in Appendix A25; and
Sections 16.6.1.1 and 16.12 in Chapter
16.
The viability of using Cloncurry Airport
has been addressed in Sections
16.5.5.2, 16.8.1 and 16.12 in Chapter
16; and Sections 3.5, 6.1.1 and 6.7 in
Appendix A25.
A commitment to revise the TIA if this
proposal does not eventuate has been
provided in Sections 16.6.1.6 and 16.12
10

Item No.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

S13

S13

S13

S13

S13

23

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

23.16
(p.23-29)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

This section does not include mention of TMR's Guideline for preparing a Road-use
Management Plan v2 March 2018 (RMP) which is referred to in TMR's Guide to Traffic
Impact Assessment v2, Dec 2018 (GTIA) pg 29.

Include reference to the TMR RMP guideline and update the draft RMP
Appendix 25 Traffic Impact Assessment- Appendix C to better reflect the
structure and content of the guideline.
Update the TIA to more formally consider increased road safety risk
from project construction and operational traffic, not just near the
proposed site access and rail crossing but along the entire road network
used by construction input and operational/ worker traffic. It is accepted
that a significant proportion of operational inputs such as chemical
reagents and diesel may be freighted by rail. Even if the sections on
traffic demand establish that traffic is unlikely to increase by more than
5% and potential road safety impacts are not likely to be significant,
these assertions should be brought together in a separate section
dealing with assessing road safety risk on public roads.

Table of Contents and in
the TIA generally

The structure of elements of a TIA are not clearly dealt with. Chapters 1-5 broadly
outline the project and current traffic on the network. However, Ch 6- Future transport
demands also includes 3 sub-sections (6.5-6.8) about impact assessment. Next there
are only 2 network elements listed (intersections and pavements). No separate
mention is made of the #1 GTIA priority- road safety.

A25

2.3.2
(p.15)

In regard to heavy vehicle operational movements, whether ore or consumables, such
as diesel or reagents, what contingencies will be made when rail and/or road transport
is not available (i.e. closures or infrastructure disturbances caused by wet weather
events, especially prolonged flooding).

The EIS should discuss contingency plans for transport and their
potential transport impacts, should flooding disrupt transport
infrastructure.

A25

3.3
(p.20)

Discussion about road safety in this section appears limited to considering crash history
2.5km either side of the proposed site access and given a low incidence of crashes,
appears to leave it there.

Road safety impact assessment should be undertaken in accordance
with s9 of TMR's Guide to traffic Impact Assessment and more detailed
discussion of the findings provided in the traffic impact assessment
(TIA).

A25

A25

6.2.3
(p.39)

The last sentence advises additional mining fleet will be transported under excess
dimension guidelines. Given they are single trips, their SARs won't be included in the
annual haulage pavement impact assessment task.

Districts: is that standard practice to exclude OSOM SARs? Is this under
the assumption the NHVL permits manage all OSOM haulage impacts,
when, clearly, permits only provide operational instructions, never
recover costs of any pavement impacts??
TMR's RMP Guideline calls low or no-cost actions such as limiting roaduse during wet weather impact mitigation strategies (as opposed to
providing Infrastructure e.g intersection improvements or Contributions,
e.g to pavement maintenance).

61.

62.

S13

S13

Appendix C, RMP

Appendix C, RMP

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

3&4

4.1
(p.16)

There appears to be some unclarity about section titles and their contents. E.g, s3 is
titled Strategies/Policies. While definitions vary, this reviewer understands Strategies
are the plans to implement a Policy and Procedures are a series of actions to achieve a
Strategy. Section 4 goes on to discuss Mitigation Strategies (?) and s4.3 Other
Commitments(!)

This section discusses a future Infrastructure Agreement (IA).

www.mcres.com.au

Sections 3 and 4 might benefit from having the distinction between
mitigation strategies/ commitments/ actions more clearly defined and
discussed in order of importance e.g road safety issues first, such as
managing driver fatigue and reducing private vehicle use via bussing
before lesser matters such as community consultation.
To simplify auditing of impact mitigation strategies, TMR has prepared a
sample RMP Commitments Table (attached).
Comment: Perhaps Sections 3 and 4 can be combined to detail
mitigation strategies, commitments and actions.
Please liaise early with S13 regional contacts about the use of an IA to
formalise responsibilities for providing works.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
in Chapter 16; and Sections 2.3.2 and
6.2.2 in Appendix A25
A reference to this guideline has been
added to Appendix A25; and Section
16.13 in Chapter 16.
Section 7 of Appendix A25 and Sections
16.8.9 and 16.10 of Chapter 16 have
been updated to include an assessment
of the increased road safety risk from
Project construction and operational
traffic within the existing road network.

Refer Section 2.3.2 in Appendix A25;
and Sections 16.5.2, 16.8.9, 16.8.12,
16.9.4 and 16.10 and Tables 16.10,
16.22, 16.23 and 16.24 in Chapter 16
for further details.
The road safety impact assessment has
been undertaken in accordance with s9
of TMR’s Guide to Traffic Impact
Assessment and more detailed
discussion of the findings have been
provided in Sections 3.3, 6.5 and 7 in
Appendix A25.
Sections 16.5.2.4, 16.8.9, and 16.8.12.4
in Chapter 16 have been updated to
reflect the findings of the assessment.
Sections 6.2.2 and 9.2 of Appendix A25
included the caveat that vehicles used
to haul are not yet known. The TIA will
be updated when known prior to
haulage.
Sections 16.6.1.6 and 16.12 in Chapter
16 have also been updated.

The RMP has been updated and
restructured to follow the guideline
provided. Section 1 and 2 have been
revised/added. Sections 3 and 4 have
been updated. Refer Appendix C of
Appendix A25.

Noted.
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63.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

This section discusses a Road Safety Audit (RSA) Review, however it appears to be the
first detailed mention of a road safety audit, let alone an RSA Review.

S13

GTIA s9.3.3 discusses the warrants for either a) Road Safety Assessment
or b) a more detailed Road Safety Audit. See previous comment about
more formally discussing road safety assessment in accordance with the
GTIA in the Assessment part of the TIA and then detail impact mitigation
strategies, either 'infrastructure' ones or RMP ones.
"Provide the further information required as part of the additional
information to the EIS.

64.

Submitter 14
(S14)

A7

N/A

The following information is required:
 house or land in Julia Creek available for the project workforce
 number of operational workers for the project
 further details on the housing strategy for the operational workforce
 skills/services (labour requirements) for the construction phase
 potential impacts of nearby operational mines and the proposed CopperString
project on the availability of local workforce for the project
 potential impacts on directly-affected and adjacent landowners

Management measures listed in the Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) do not
clearly link to the impacts identified in the impact assessment.

65.

S14

A7

8 in SIMP

For example, there is no indication in the impact assessment section of how the project
would potentially impact on Queensland Fire and Emergency Services (QFES) or the
Police Services (QPS). Impacts on ‘services’ is only described in relation to medical
emergency services. Yet the SIMP describes a series of specific management measures
relating to QFES and QPS.
Not all management measures listed in the SIMP are described in section 7 (Impact
assessment, mitigation and management measures).
Further, sections of the SIMP appear to be noticeably similar to that submitted to OCG
for another project by another consultant. These management measures typically do
not appear to be relevant to the identified social impacts for the project.
The SIA is inconsistent in its description of the potential source of labour for the
project.

66.

S14

A7

Potential labour sources
(throughout SIA)

For example, Sections 6.4.2 (baseline) and Section 8.4.2 (SIMP) indicate that the
secondary study area (including Cloncurry, Richmond and Mount Isa) will provide a
direct pool of labour for the project.
Whereas Section 7.4.1 and Table 7-1 (impact assessment) estimate that 75 per cent of
the workforce will be sourced from the economic catchment area (which includes the
local government areas of Mount Isa, Cloncurry, McKinlay, Richmond, Flinders, Charters
Towers and Townsville).
Further, Section 7.2.1 states that 75 per cent of the workforce would be sourced from
within the primary and secondary study area.

67.

S14

A7

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

FIFO workers under the
SSRC Act

Note that under the Strong and Sustainable Resource Communities Act 2017 (SSRC Act)
any worker from a town that is not a nearby regional community is considered a ‘FIFO
worker’. This includes drive-in/drive-out and bus-in/bus out workers travelling from
towns that are not nearby regional communities.
www.mcres.com.au

The SIA notes that in year 3 of project operations, an additional 100
workers would be engaged. Please provide information on where these
additional 100 workers would be housed and confirm if this is further to
the 60 workers who would be accommodated in Julia Creek? Please also
confirm whether these 100 workers are included in the modelling
assumptions used to identify the proportion of FIFO and local workers
(who will reside in Julia Creek)?

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Section 7 of Appendix A25 now covers
RSA with reference made in RMP (refer
Sections 3 and 6).
Section 16.8.6.1 in Chapter 16 has also
been updated.
Further information has been provided
in Appendix A7, including:





Section 7.1 workforce profile
Section 6.3 housing baseline
Section 7.2 and 8.5 in SIMP
Housing Management Plan
Section 7.1.2 update of
construction skills
Section 7.5 updated to include the
CopperString Project
Section 4.1.1 and Table 7.1 –
potential impacts on directly-affect
and adjacent landowners

The SIA reports that a 300 bed construction camp is proposed to be
established to accommodate the construction workforce of 200
workers. Please clarify the ongoing use of the construction camp in
balance with the local Julia Creek accommodation options (ie. land subdivision, available existing housing), particularly once the construction
stage is complete."



Ensure that management measures clearly link to identified social
impacts. Consider providing further information about identified
impacts or justifying the proposed management measures.
Ensure that management measures listed in the SIMP are introduced
and described in section 7 (Impact assessment, mitigation and
management measures).

Section 7 and 8 in Appendix A7 have
been updated to ensure consistency.
Section 7 of Appendix A7 includes a
Summary Table with clear links
between impact and mitigation
measures.



Confirm whether 75 per cent of the workforce will be sourced from the
primary and secondary study areas, or from the wider economic
catchment.
Ensure references to potential labour sources are clear and consistent
throughout the SIA.
Recommend (if it is the case) emphasising local employment
opportunities/benefits because the economic catchment area includes
Mount Isa, Cloncurry, McKinlay, Richmond, Flinders, Charters Towers
and Townsville local government areas.

See Appendix A7 – Section 7.1 for
updated workforce profile, sourcing
and workforce arrangements.
All references to workforce sourcing
are now consistent.

For example, Section 8.2.2 and 8.5.1 (SIMP) describe that an estimated
75 per cent of the workforce will be sourced from either Julia Creek or
neighbouring regional centres such as Cloncurry, Richmond and Mount
Isa, all from within the economic catchment.
For noting with regard to use of the FIFO definition. Considering this
definition, please confirm the percentage of FIFO and local workers for
construction and operational stages of the project.

Refer Appendix A7 – Section 7 for
additional background information. It is
noted that additional information has
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EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Based on the criteria in the Act, only Julia Creek and Richmond are nearby regional
communities for the project as these towns are located within the 125 km radius of the
project. Therefore, any worker that does not live in Julia Creek or Richmond would be
considered a ‘FIFO worker’ under the Act.
Note that the Coordinator-General can nominate towns that do not meet the criteria in
the Act as nearby regional communities for a project.
There is no information in the social baseline about the directly-affected or adjacent
landowners.

68.

S14

A7

6.0 Baseline Analysis

It is unclear what the directly-affected or adjacent properties are currently used for or
what the potential impacts of the project are on the livelihoods/wellbeing of the
landowners.
For example, page 129 states that ‘the impact of the project on direct landholders and
business operators …. will be a negligible impact during construction and operation”,
however no rational or explanation of this statement is provided.

69.

70.

71.

72.

S14

S14

S14

S14

A7

7.0
(pp. 104-145) Impacts
during construction and
operation

A7

7.1
(p. 106)
Impacts on schools

A7

7.1.2
(pp. 108-109)
Local workers

A7

7.1.2
(pp. 108-109)

The structure of Section 7 makes it difficult to determine the difference in the
significance of impacts for the construction and operation phases.
The SIA identifies the potential impact of the project on education services during
operations to be of ‘moderate’ significance’.
However, there is only one proposed management measure that relates to mitigating
impacts on education and it targets child care facilities. It does not address the
moderate impact of additional demand for school placements at Julia Creek schools.
Section 7.1.2 refers to the Economic Impact Assessment, stating that it is predicted
during the construction, operational, rehabilitation and decommissioning phases,
approximately 75 per cent of the workforce will be sourced from within the economic
catchment and operate via DIDO.
Section 7.1.2 describes several social impacts that may occur as a result of the influx of
non-local residents, including:
 disruption to community cohesion, sense of place and cultural identity
 concerns about public safety
 potential for inequalities to be felt within the community due to payment of
higher wages
 fostering sense of otherness.
However, the likelihood/significance of these impacts occurring are not described.
Further, it is unclear what ‘cultural identity’ is being referred to as this is not clear
within the social baseline. It is also unclear how non-resident workers would potentially
disrupt ‘cultural identity’ and how the proposed management measures would mitigate
this.

Provide further information about the directly-affected and adjacent
landowners (or where this information can be found in the EIS).
Information should include, but not be limited to, details on:
 household composition
 lot sizes
 maps of properties showing proximity to Project
 livelihoods undertaken by household
 use of land (e.g. whether they are in active production
(grazing/cropping etc.)
 whether homesteads are inhabited etc.
 Assess the potential impacts of the project on the directlyaffected and adjacent landowners.

73.

S14

A7

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

The traffic component of the SIA does not consider safety impacts to students at Julia
Creek State School from increased traffic along Flinders Highway, or the impact on
school bus services/pick up locations that may operate on Flinders Highway.
www.mcres.com.au

Refer to the assessment provided in
Sections 4.1.1 and 7 in Appendix A7.
Additional information has also been
provided confidentially to S14 as
Multicom deemed it inappropriate to
publish the requested details.

Clearly identify which impacts would occur during construction and
those that would occur during operation.

See updated Table (7.3) in Section 7.7
of Appendix A7.

Propose mitigation or management measures to address the identified
potential impact on educational services in Julia Creek.

See updated baseline information in
Section 6.7.4 and Impact Assessment
provided in Section 7.3.2 and updated
SIMP in Section 8.7 of Appendix A7.

Provide an estimate of the likely percentage of workforce that could
come from local towns ie. Julia Creek / Richmond / McKinlay Shire
Council and towns within the secondary study area (i.e. Mount Isa and
Cloncurry).

See Section 7.1.3, Appendix A7 for
updated sourcing estimates.

Provide further detail about the ‘cultural identity’ of the local
community in the social baseline.
Describe and assess the significance of impacts to safety, community
cohesion, sense of place, cultural identity, etc from influx of non-local
residents. Undertake this assessment with respect to the characteristics
of the potentially affected communities described in the social baseline,
i.e. friendly community.

The specific impact referred to on page 109 is also unclear: “It is anticipated that the
highest perceived level of impact will be during the construction phase – given the
more transient nature of project workers, the longest and largest actualised impact will
actually be experienced during the operation phase”
7.3.1
(pp. 114-118) Road safety
impacts on students and
school bus services

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
also been provided confidentially to
S14 in relation to this submission.

Assess safety impacts to students at Julia Creek State School from
increased traffic along Flinders Highway, as well as potential impacts on
school bus services/pick up locations and propose appropriate
mitigation/ management measures.

See updated baseline information
provided in Section 6.1 and the Impact
Assessment in Section 7.1.7 of
Appendix A7.

See Section 7.3.3 in Appendix A7. There
is no school bus for Julia Creek State
School.
See Sections 16.5.7 and 16.8.9 in
Chapter 16.
13
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74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.
S14

S14

S14

S14

S14

A7

A7

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)
7.1
(pp. 88)

7.3.6
(p. 124)

A7

7.4.1
(p. 128)

A7

7.7
(pp. 133 - 145)
Presentation of impacts,
mitigations and residual
impacts

A7

8.5.2
Housing and
Accommodation Plan

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

The workforce management section in the SIA indicates that DIDO and/or FIFO
arrangements will be in place from Queensland regional centres (i.e.. Townsville,
Mount Isa and Cloncurry).

The SIA identifies that the project was recognised by DNRME as a Project of Regional
Significance under the Water Plan (Gulf) 2007 and as such is eligible to apply for a
water allocation from unallocated supply in the Flinders River.
The SIA does not discuss potential social impacts associated with extracting water from
the Flinders River, and how water would be extracted (i.e. via a pipeline).

The SIA identifies that the manufacturing industry will experience adverse impacts as a
result of competition for labour, however no mitigation measure is provided to manage
this impact.
Table 7.1 (Summary of impact mitigation and management measures) does not clearly
match social impacts with the relevant management measures.
It is also difficult to identify how residual impacts were determined.
The Housing and Accommodation Plan outlined in the SIMP indicates that the
proponent is working with McKinlay Shire Council and other stakeholders to assess the
availability and suitability of unoccupied dwellings, and the need for alternate
accommodation, including potential new subdivision and ongoing use of the workforce
accommodation village for employees.
Further information is needed to understand how up to 60 workers plus their families
(new locals) would be accommodated in Julia Creek.
S14 has not undertaken a thorough assessment of the economic impact assessment
(EIA). Notwithstanding, S14 asks the below questions regarding the EIA as they relate
to the SIA.

79.

80.

81.

S14

S14

S14

A8

15

15
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N/A

The EIA modelling defines the economic catchment as the region (including Townsville
to Mount Isa local government areas). The SIA includes more fine-grained assessment
of the impact on the local (primary) and secondary study area (Mt Isa -Richmond). The
SIA and EIA regional catchment are in alignment.
It may be that the CGE modelling tool used is not able to be meaningfully applied at a
smaller economic scale for this region.
It is noted that the Cost Benefits Analysis uses Queensland as the scale for analysis.

Please provide further information on the travel arrangements for the
operational DIDO workers from Townsville, Mt Isa and Cloncurry to the
project. Is a bus service proposed or would workers drive to and from
the site.
Discuss the use of the Flinders River (e.g. recreation, fishing, business,
industry, tourism) and any Indigenous cultural values associated with
the watercourse in the social baseline.
Describe the potential social impacts of sourcing water from the Flinders
River, based on the use and local values described in the social baseline.
If there are other water supply options that will be used, describe
potential social impacts associated with this supply.

See baseline assessment in Section
6.9.1 and the Impact Assessment in
Section 7.3.8 of Appendix A7.

Confirm who are the landowners affected by the proposed water
infrastructure (dam and associated infrastructure i.e. pipeline) and
water entitlement holders. Describe consultation undertaken with
landowners and water entitlement holders, key issues raised and
proposed management measures.
Propose management measures to mitigate the anticipated adverse
impact on the manufacturing industry from labour competition (i.e.
training programs for locals).

Additional management measures
have been provided in Section 7.4.1 in
Appendix A7.

Simplify Table 7.1 and clearly list the identified impact and the
corresponding management measure/s.

See updated Table 7.3, Section 7.7 in
Appendix A7.

Provide the outcome of the assessment of availability and suitability of
unoccupied dwellings and the need for alternate accommodation.
Provide an update on discussions around the potential new subdivision
and ongoing use of the workforce accommodation village.

Please provide an explanation / rationale for the EIA using the economic
region catchment and not utilising a more fine-grained local/secondary
area analysis.
Please provide specific consideration (within the regional catchment
analysis) of the economic impacts and opportunities within the SIA
secondary study area, including the economic opportunities and
alignments for Mount Isa and Cloncurry.

15.4.4
Major Projects

The list of major projects located in vicinity to the project does not include the
CopperString Project, a declared Coordinated Project for an electricity transmission line
connecting Mount Isa to Townsville. The construction for this project is expected to
include construction camps along its alignment.

Update the list of major projects to include the CopperString Project and
consider any cumulative impacts associated with potentially having
multiple camps near Julia Creek. Please also consider the potential
cumulative impacts on housing availability in Julia Creek due to need for
local housing by CopperString project.

15.4.2.1
Mining

This section discusses the mining industry and references only the mines in the
McKinlay LGA: the Eloise Copper Mine and the Cannington Mine. The Dugald River
mine is of equal distance to the project as the Cannington Mine and more relevant in
draw on local labour. There are a number of operational mines in North-West Mineral
province that are likely to also contribute to cumulative impacts. Only Glencore’s Mt Isa
Mine is referenced with the possible availability of workers as the mine winds down.

Please provide further discussion of other mines in the vicinity in
adjoining LGA’s and the possible impacts on the project (i.e. Dugald
River).

www.mcres.com.au

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
See Sections 7.3.1 and 7.1.2 in
Appendix A7. Note employees that are
outside of the secondary study area to
travel by plane or bus.

See updated baseline in Section 6.3;
Section 7.2 and SIMP Section 8.3 in
Appendix A7.

Further explanation has been provided
in Section 2.2 of Appendix A8 and
Section 15.6.4 in Chapter 15.

The list of major projects and
consideration of cumulative impacts
has been addressed. See Sections
15.5.4 and 15.7.10.2 in Chapter 15;
Sections 8.2.2.3, Tables 8.1 and A.12 in
Appendix A8; and Sections 18.4 and
18.5.10.2 in Chapter 18.
Further discussion of other mines in
the vicinity of the Project is provided in
Sections 15.5.2.1 and 15.5.4 in Chapter
15 and Appendix A of Appendix A8.
Information is also provided in Sections
14
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82.

S14

General

Local construction workers

83.

Submitter 15
(S15)

N/A

N/A

84.

Submitter 16
(S16)

A7

8.5
Housing and
Accommodation Plan

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Under section 12 of the SSRC Act, the Coordinator-General must decide whether to
nominate the project as a large resource project for which a person employed during
construction phase of the project is a worker for the SSRC Act.
Thank you. I've raised this previously within the business and don't believe S15 will be
making a submission.
The Housing and Accommodation Plan proposal to provide a 300-bed Workforce
Accommodation Village in Julia Creek for construction and operational workers is
supported.
Proposals to assist workers (particularly operational workers) seeking alternative
accommodation options within Julia Creek and its surrounds are supported, but given
workforce impacts of resource market fluctuations and the township's remoteness and
small size, an ongoing long term role for the Workforce Accommodation Village for
operational workers is considered appropriate for this project.

What is the proponent’s view on the construction workforce for the
project being subject to the 100 per cent FIFO prohibition and antidiscrimination provisions of the SSRC Act?
Do the communities in the vicinity of the project (i.e. Julia Creek and
Richmond) have adequate housing, skilled workers and social services to
support local recruitment of construction workers for the project?

85.

Submitter 17
(S17)

17

Julia Creek Dunnart

Considering the survey effort described in the EIS, S17 considers that there has been
insufficient survey effort to demonstrate whether the species occurs on the project
site. Noting that the project site is within the range of the species, contains >7000 ha
suitable habitat for the species, and that there are a number of records within 50 km of
the project site to the east, south and west, S17 considers that the species may occur
on the project site. Given the Recovery Plan indicates that all populations are
important, S17 considers that if the species occurs on the project site it is an important
population.

Noted.

Amend the Housing and Accommodation Plan to acknowledge that the
Workforce Accommodation Village will have an ongoing, long-term role
in providing accommodation for project operational workers and
managing impacts on local housing markets.

The Housing and Accommodation Plan
has been updated in Section 8.5,
Appendix A7. Other sections within
Appendix A7 which support these
updates include, Sections 7.1.7, 7.2.1
and 7.7.

Update the final EIS to assume the presence of the Julia Creek Dunnart
on the project site and update the environmental impact assessment
accordingly.
Consider the possible importance of the project site as a flood refuge for
the Julia Creek Dunnart, given it was not flooded in the last major
flooding event.

Therefore S17 is of the view that the proposed action is likely to have a residual
significant impact and that the proponent will need to provide an offset strategy (see
comment 3). This needs to be addressed in the final EIS.
S17 notes that during flooding the site was one of the few areas that was not inundated
with flood waters. This may make it an important refuge site for the Julia Creek
Dunnart. This was not considered in the EIS.

86.

S17

17
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Rehabilitation and staging

Rehabilitation – The EIS indicates that Mitchell Grass downs are difficult to revegetate
following periods of drought and that monitoring of rehabilitation of this vegetation
type elsewhere has found that even after 7 years plant cover and biomass is lower than
reference areas, although species composition was similar. Given rehabilitation is a key
mitigation measure for potential impacts of this project on the Julia Creek Dunnart, S17
is concerned that the proposed rehabilitation may not be successful and may not meet
the habitat requirements for the species.

www.mcres.com.au

Sections 15.7.10, 15.5.4, 15.5.2.1 in
Chapter 15; and Section 8 in Appendix
A8.

N/A

The EIS states that it is possible that the species does not occur on the project site but
given the difficulty in demonstrating the presence of the species even from areas it is
known to occur, a prolonged survey effort over many years would be required to
reliably indicate absence.
The draft EIS states that an important population has not been identified for the project
site and bases the significant impact assessment on the assumption that even if the
Julia Creek Dunnart occurs on the project site, it would not be an important population.
However, the National recovery plan for the Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi)
(2009) states in relation to important populations that to ensure the long-term
persistence of this species in the wild, conserving all known populations is important.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
18.5 and 18.5 and Figure 18.1 of
Chapter 18.

Rehabilitation – Given the uncertainty in the success of rehabilitating
Mitchell Grass downs, in the final EIS please include discussion in the
MNES chapter of the likelihood of the rehabilitation being successful,
with particular reference to whether rehabilitation will meet the habitat
requirements for the Julia Creek Dunnart (including hydrology and soil
cracking characteristics). Please provide contingency measures should
the rehabilitation be unsuccessful.

Noted. The significant impact
assessment and significant residual
impact (SRI) sections have been
amended to include acceptance of SRI
for one criterion. This has meant that
an Offset Strategy (Appendix A1) has
also been proposed, including both
compensatory and direct offsets. S17
accept on 05.06.20 that there is a need
for scientific research to adequately
support understanding of both the
habitat quality characteristics and
thresholds for threatening processes
for the species. In many ways, this
supports the premise of the Offset
Strategy (Appendix A1).
Specific methods and their justification
are provided in section 17.11.2.3 Fauna
Survey of Chapter 17 – MNES. The
targeted methods for surveying Julia
Creek Dunnart are explained in Section
17.11.2.6 Targeted Julia Creek Dunnart
Survey Method of Chapter 17 – MNES.
Justification for deviation from the
Survey Guidelines is provided in Table
17.18 Recommended Survey
Techniques for Julia Creek Dunnart of
Chapter 17 – MNES.
Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4.3 describes
intent and plan for rehabilitation of the
site using Mitchell Grass Downs and
Julia Creek Dunnart habitat. Section
17.18.3 describes progressive
rehabilitation.
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Submitter/s Recommendation

Staging – The EIS provides a description and graphical representation of project staging,
with areas to be mined each year. S17 notes that during the December 2019 site visit,
different arrangements for staging were discussed by the engineer. Staging is important
for assessing the impacts on the Julia Creek Dunnart, and for the implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Staging – In the final EIS, please clarify how the project will be staged by
including timing and duration, extent in hectares to be cleared, location
of clearing and timing of rehabilitation for each stage. Noting that
rehabilitation trials were mentioned during the December 2019 site
visit, please provide results of any rehabilitation trials undertaken.
In the final EIS, please provide an offset strategy for the impacts on the
Julia Creek Dunnart and a discussion of how the proposed offsets meet
the EPBC Environmental Offsets Policy, relevant conservation advices,
recovery plans, and/or threat abatement plans.
Please note that in order to align with the EPBC Environmental Offsets
Policy, proposed offsets will need to comprise a minimum of 90% direct
offsets.
S17 notes that while land protected by a security mechanism is a
preferred option, other types of direct offsets may be acceptable.
Examples include:

87.

S17

17

Offsetting

Noting that S17 disagrees with the proponent’s impact assessment for the Julia Creek
Dunnart (i.e. that there will be no residual significant impact (see comment 1)), S17 is of
the view that an offset strategy for impacts on the Julia Creek Dunnart will be required.








Investment in biodiversity conservation actions, including
investment in management actions set out in relevant
conservation advices, recovery plans, threat abatement plans and
the Australian Government’s Threatened Species Strategy (2015).
Quality improvement through rehabilitation, revegetation, and/or
threat abatement. Quality improvement must be demonstrated
that it is additional to what is already required under Local, State
and/or Commonwealth requirements (offset principle 6).
Captive breeding programs which must be scientifically robust,
evidence-based and if possible building on past success.
Investment in State-based strategic conservation projects,
provided the conservation gains are additional to existing
government investments and obligations, and the projects
demonstrate that their objectives link to the impacted protected
matter.

88.

S17

N/A

Variation

S17 notes that a variation to include an offsite water storage facility with a pipeline to
the project site has been received. This variation request will be considered and a
decision on whether or not to accept the variation will be made. Should the variation
be accepted, an assessment of the potential impacts and the appropriate avoidance
and mitigation measures relevant to the variation should be included in the final EIS.

89.

S17

N/A

Previous comments

In addition to the comments provide above, S17 has previously provided comment on
the documentation. Please note the proponent should ensure that all comments
received to date have been addressed in the final EIS.

N/A

General comments

(Reference - TOR 9.5.2)
Conduct the impact assessment in accordance with the department’s EIS information
guideline—Biosecurity.
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/word_doc/0029/87932/tor-guidelinebiosecurity.docx

EIS prepared in accordance with but not limited to the DES guideline –
Biosecurity. Review of updated legislation will be required to ensure
general biosecurity obligations and other current requirements are
achieved.

90.

Submitter 18
(S18)

N/A

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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N/A

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Noted. Based on the results of the SRI,
an Offset Strategy has been prepared
and is included at Appendix A1. The
Offset Strategy specifically addresses
how proposed offsets meet the EPBC
Environmental Offsets Policy, relevant
conservation advices, recovery plans,
and/or threat abatement plans as well
as the challenges associated with a
particular matter or lack of scientific
certainty thereof. The Offset Strategy
includes a number of direct offset
types, as suggested by DAWE in their
submission, along with proposed direct
land-based offsets that could be
secured with confidence, once a series
of scientific research actions are
underway/complete.
Justification for deviation from the
Survey Guidelines is provided in Table
17.18 Recommended Turvey
Techniques for Julia Creek Dunnart of
Chapter 17 – MNES.
Noted. A variation under s156A of the
EPBC Act was made to EPBC referral
(2017/8007) to include the proposed
OWSF and associated infrastructure
and was accepted on 7 January 2020.
Refer Appendix A4.
Potential impacts and mitigation
measures for the OWSF and associated
infrastructure have been included in
Sections 20.8 and 20.9 of Chapter 20 as
well as Sections 7.16, 7.17 and 7.18 in
Chapter 17.
Noted. Comprehensive discussions
have also been undertaken with S17
throughout the EIS process to ensure
transparency and to develop a working
relationship with S17 on all matters
raised.
Refer to Sections 8.2.2.6, 8.2.2.7,
8.2.2.9, 8.2.2.10, 8.2.3, 8.11.16, 8.12.10
and 8.19.4 in Chapter 8.
Sections 17.11.2.2 and 17.18.11 in
Chapter 17 describe the March 2017
16
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91.

92.

93.

Submitter No.

S18

S18

S18

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

General comments

(Reference - TOR 9.5)
The EIS should provide information based on relevant guidelines, including but not
limited to the department’s EIS information guidelines that cover flora and fauna.
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/word_doc/0033/87936/tor-guideline-florafauna.docx
The above referenced guideline is a guideline and review of the updated legislation will
be required to ensure general biosecurity obligations and other current requirements
are achieved.

N/A

General comments

(Reference - TOR 9.5)
The EIS should provide information based on relevant guidelines, including but not
limited to the department’s EIS information guidelines that cover aquatic ecology.
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/word_doc/0028/87931/tor-guideline-aquaticecology.docx
The above referenced guideline is a guideline and review of the updated legislation will
be required to ensure general biosecurity obligations and other current requirements
are achieved.

2&5

S2.5, pg2-23 and S5.17,
pg5-123

N/A

(S2.5, pg2-23 and S5.17, pg5-123) Provide clarity in the rehabilitation objectives.

(S3.3.2, pg3-6) The report states that all impact assessment associated with the Offsite
Water Storage Facility (OSWF), associated pipeline is largely based on desktop
reporting with limited field investigation. It states that these impacts are included
within Chapter 20. It confirms that a development application through the Planning Act
for these works will be required.
There is insufficient detailed information within Chapter 20 on the impact assessment
of the OSWF and pipeline to determine impacts to fish passage and to waterways
providing for fish passage.
94.

S18

3 & 20

S3.3.2, pg3-6

It should not be assumed that a Planning Act 2016 Development Application for the
proposed OSWF and pipeline would be approved. If the mine proposal is reliant, on this
infrastructure all impacts of the OWSF and pipeline should be detailed to enable a
thorough assessment of the projects potential impacts.
Justification for the OSWF and pipeline is based on the mine gaining EIS approval (if it is
granted). This justification is unlikely to be sufficient to satisfy the Performance
Outcomes required for a Development Approval.
Insufficient information has been provided to enable the assessment of the potential
impacts of the OSWF and pipeline on the Matter of State Environmental Significance Waterways Providing for Fish Passage.

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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EIS prepared in accordance with but not limited to DES guideline Flora
and Fauna – Terrestrial ecology. Review of updated legislation will be
required to ensure general biosecurity obligations and other current
requirements are achieved.

EIS prepared in accordance with but not limited to DES guideline aquatic
ecology.
Review of updated legislation will be required to ensure general
biosecurity obligations and other current requirements are achieved.

Update these sections to include “to ensure that there will be no
permanent changes to the project area’s current land-use and that this
land is returned to current land-use as soon as possible”. This will
ensure consistency with 5.6.2.2.
The applicant is requested to provide detailed information on the
infrastructure proposed within the Flinders River, and any waterway
crossings of the pipeline.
Waterways providing for fish passage are mapped in the Queensland
waterway for waterway barrier works spatial data layer, which can be
found on the Development Assessment Mapping System, or Queensland
Globe.
The applicant should refer to Fisheries Queensland’s facts sheets on
Waterways and Waterway Barrier Works:
https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/businesspriorities/fisheries/habitats/policies-guidelines/factsheets
The applicant should refer to the State Development Assessment
Provisions State Code 18: Constructing or raising waterway barrier works
to become familiar with the framework that Development Applications
for waterway barrier works are assessed against. This framework will
guide the information required for the EIS.
The applicant should consider the following when providing further
information:
 What infrastructure is proposed within waterways and how fish
passage will be maintained?
 How will fish be restricted from entering the OSWF and the
potential for fish to become trapped or injured (e.g. entrapped by
pumps and/or pipelines.)

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
survey was undertaken in accordance
with Flora Survey Guidelines –
Protected Plants (DEHP 2014).
Refer Sections 8.2.2.6, 8.2.2.7, 8.2.2.9,
8.2.2.10, 8.2.3, Table 8.3, 8.11.16,
8.12.10 in Chapter 8.
Sections 17.11.2.2 and 17.18.11 in
Chapter 17 describe the March 2017
survey was undertaken in accordance
with Flora Survey Guidelines –
Protected Plants (DEHP 2014).
Chapter 8, Part 1 – Section 8.2.2.3
describes the relevant guideline.
Chapter 8, Part 2 (whole) has been
written in accordance with the
guideline.
Chapter 17 – Section 17.5.2 describes
the relevant guideline.
Chapter 17 – Sections 17.11.2.8,
17.14.8, 17.14.9, 17.14.10, 17.14.11,
17.16.5, and 17.18.6 have been written
in accordance with the guideline.
Clarity around rehabilitation objectives
has been provided. Refer to Section
5.13.1 in Chapter 5 which has been
updated to reflect the recommended
wording. There was no reference to
rehabilitation in Chapter 2, Section 2.5.
It is noted that as part of the EIS post
consultation phase, DNRME have
determined that a mining
infrastructure lease (for the OWSF and
the aqueduct) and a mining
transportation lease (for the pipeline)
would be the most appropriate and
expeditious route for the company to
obtain tenure for these project aspects.
DES have also confirmed that approvals
for this infrastructure can now be dealt
with under the EIS process. Therefore,
the DA process will not be pursued.
Details on the OWSF and associated
infrastructure, including the waterway
crossing are provided in:

Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2

Chapter 8, Sections 8.19.2,
8.19.5.3 and 8.20.2

Chapter 17, Sections 7.16.5
and 7.18.6

Chapter 20, Sections 20.7.6
and 20.8.4.1

Appendix A28, Section 6.4

17

Item No.

95.

96.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

S18

S18

5

5

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

S5.6.2.2, pg5-73 and
S22.1.1, Table 22.2, pg22-3

S5.6.2.3, pg5-74

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation
How will the pipeline be installed across waterways so that they
will not become waterway barriers?
 Preferred options for this include directional drilled or buried well
below the bed level of the waterway, then returning natural
profiles and material of the bed and banks of the waterway.
 Offsets for Significant Residual Impacts (SRI) to MSES waterway
providing for fish passage may be applicable. The proposal needs
to demonstrate how impacts have been avoided and minimised
and if an SRI still exists then the applicant should refer to the
Environmental Offsets Act 2014 for details on their obligations.
Mining program should not be approved until:
 all relevant Conduct & Compensation Agreements have been
executed with landholders and recorded on respective deeds of
title;
 appropriate financial assurance/estimated rehabilitation cost is
held by the state to ensure the project area is able to be returned
back to its current land-use use; and
 the Environmental Authority conditions A4 and A5 ensure that
there will be no permanent changes to the project area’s current
land-use and that this land is returned to current land-use as soon
as possible.


(S5.6.2.2, pg5-73 and S22.1.1, Table 22.2, pg22-3) Potential adverse impacts to
agricultural land uses.

(S5.6.2.3, pg5-74) Uncertainty on the realignment of the stock route during years 1 –
12.

Update Figure 5.16 to show the alignment of the stock route 208MLAY
in MLA100162 during years 1 – 12.
Inclusion and identification of waterways providing for fish passage.
Waterways providing for fish passage are Matters of State
Environmental Significance and are defined by the Fisheries Act 1994.
This differs from the definition of a Watercourse as defined by the
Water Act 2000.

97.

S18

6

S6.5.1.4, pg6-14 and
S6.5.1.5, pg6-16

(S6.5.1.4, pg6-14 and S6.5.1.5, pg6-16) There is no acknowledgement of Waterways as
defined by the Fisheries Act 1994.
Distinction must be made between watercourses as defined by the Water Act 2000 and
waterways as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994.

(S6.5.1.4, pg6-14 and S6.5.1.5, pg6-16) Mentions the diversions of Horse Creek and its
tributaries.
This waterway is within the mining lease thus Planning Act development applications
are not required.

98.

S18

6

S6.6.2, Table 6.2, pg6-19

Fish passage and fish health needs to be considered and documented within the EIS to
enable an assessment of potential impacts.
This is important to prevent fish kills and maintain connectivity and no nett loss of fish
habitat.
No aquatic fauna surveys have been provided to determine what the impact may be –
Chapter 8.

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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The EIS should make the distinction between the two definitions and
include waterways providing for fish passage. Waterways providing for
fish passage are mapped within the Spatial data layer QLD waterways
for waterway barrier works mapping layer.
The applicant should be aware that even if a waterway is not mapped in
this mapping layer, it still may meet the definition of a waterway and
require consideration under the Fisheries Act 1994.
Waterways providing for fish passage should be identified on site and
the impacts of the works as it relates to fish passage discussed. It should
be noted that ephemeral waterways are important habitat features for
fish during times of flow and must be taken into consideration.
The applicant should provide reports from aquatic fauna surveys
undertaken at appropriate times (i.e. when there are flows in the
system).
The EIS should address potential impacts or how impacts as they relate
to fish passage, will be avoided or minimised.
Stream diversions should be designed to facilitate fish passage, including
but not limited to, no drops in elevation and maintaining natural
substrates and waterway features, such as pools, meanders and instream and riparian vegetation.
Insufficient information has been provided to fully understand potential
impacts to fish passage as a result of diverting on site waterways.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Section 5.7.1.1 has been added to
Chapter 5 and has included
commitments to address this
submission.
Conditions A4 and A5 – comment
noted and no change to conditions.
New Figure 5.30 demonstrates the
stock route will not have active mining
until Year 9. This is also reflected in the
updated Section 5.6.2.3 in Chapter 5.

Refer Section 6.5.1 of Chapter 6 and
Section 2.3.5 of Appendix A16.
Distinction between watercourses
(Water Act 2000) and waterways
(Fisheries Act 1994) has been made
including designations for risk to fish
passage.

No field surveys were able to be
undertaken due to COVID-19 (this has
been discussed with S18 and they have
agreed with approach).
Refer Section 6.5.1.1 and 6.9.2.4 Chapter 6 and Sections 6.3, 6.4.3, 8.2.2
and 10.2 of Appendix A16.
Text within these sections outlines
information relayed from desktop
studies carried out by frc (2020) for the
Project, including potential impacts,
mitigation measures and commitments
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(S6.9.2.2, pg6-49) This section states that the project may only affect the flow of
headwaters and minor tributaries.
99.

S18

6

S6.9.2.2, pg6-49

There has been no recognition of potential impacts to fish or fish passage as a result of
modified flow paths or the importance of headwaters and ephemeral waterways in the
life cycles of fish and fisheries resources.

(s6.9.2.2, pg6-49) States: “Prior to the commencement of works, an aquatic ecosystem
health and aquatic flora and fauna assessment will be undertaken within and
immediately surrounding the Project area to determine potential impacts of the Horse
Creek Levee to determine the impact upon the aquatic ecosystem.”
100.

S18

6

S6.9.2.2, pg6-49

The EIS stage is the appropriate time to determine the impacts to aquatic fauna as a
result of Horse Creek levee and diversions.
Impacts as they relate to waterways providing for fish passage and waterway barrier
works needs to be considered and discussed.

(S6.10.1.1, Table 6.16, pgs6-53 to 6-54) (S6.10.2, Table 6.17, pgs6-56 to 6-57) These
sections mention that the Horse Creek Levee will allow clean water to flow around
project and that there is the potential for uncontrolled dirty water overflows.
101.

S18

6

S6.10.1.1, Table 6.16, pgs653 to 6-54) (S6.10.2, Table
6.17, pgs6-56 to 6-57

There is no discussion on the ability of fish to be able to navigate around the project
site and how uncontrolled dirty water may impact on fish within this system during “a
rain event”.
In the absence of aquatic fauna surveys or an analysis of the likelihood for dirty water
overflows the impacts are unable to be determined.

102.

103.

S18

S18

6

6

S6.10.1.2, pgs6-55 to 6-56

S6.10.2, pg6-56

(S6.10.1.2, pgs6-55 to 6-56) There is a currently unquantified potential for the
development of acid rock drainage. This uncertainty will be addressed through an ongoing program of geochemical and sampling program undertaken during mining
operations and rehabilitation (Section 5.5.3.1, Chapter 5 – Land).

(S6.10.2, pg6-56) Mentions objectives for water resources. Does not include whether
fish passage for critical migration periods and access to drought refuge pools.
 Maintenance of environmental flows and water quality;
 Maintenance of the stability of beds and banks for watercourses; and
 Maintenance of supply to existing users of surface water resources.
The objectives listed are critical and important factors in maintaining river health,
however, maintaining critical migration paths, access to drought refuge pools and
water quality sufficient for aquatic life has not been considered.
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The applicant should provide reports from aquatic fauna surveys
undertaken at appropriate times (i.e. when there are flows in the
system) and document the potential impacts and how impacts, as they
relate to aquatic fauna, will be avoided or minimised.
Recognition that headwaters, minor tributaries and ephemeral
waterways play an important role in catchment ecosystem services. This
includes a discussion on the waterways role in supporting life cycle
functions of aquatic fauna. Insufficient information has been provided to
assess the potential impacts to fish passage as a result of modifying on
site stream flow.
Aquatic ecosystem health, aquatic flora and aquatic fauna surveys
undertaken at appropriate times should be included within the EIS. The
surveys should be undertaken when there are flows within the system
and when aquatic fauna would be most likely to be found (e.g. during
migration periods).
Insufficient information has been provided to fully assess the potential
impacts to fish and fish passage as a result of the proposed
development, including the Horse Creek Levee.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
to undertake an aquatic survey as soon
as practicable.
Refer sections 6.5.1.1 and 6.9.2.4 in
Chapter 6 and Sections 6.3, 8.2.2 and
10.2 of Appendix A16.
Text within these sections outline
potential impacts to aquatic fauna
species.

Commitment added to undertake field
survey as soon as practicable. Survey
postponed due to COVID-19.
Refer section 6.9.2.4, 6.10.1.1, Chapter
6 and Sections 6.3, 8.2 and 10.2 of
Appendix A16

The applicant should provide reports from aquatic fauna surveys
undertaken at appropriate times (i.e. when there are flows in the
system) to document the potential for fish to be impacted by the
proposal.
A discussion on the ability for fish to be able to navigate the clean water
flow created by the levee around the project is required.
The likelihood of uncontrolled dirty water entering the system and its
impact on aquatic fauna should be discussed. Potential impact of
uncontrolled dirty water release should be mitigated. The provided
information must clearly identify steps undertaken to first reduce the
likelihood of dirty water entering the system, and secondly clarify what
is meant by “rain event”.
In sufficient information has been provided time to determine the
impacts to fish and fish passage as a result of the clean and dirty water
management.
The risk of acid rock formation on the receiving environment, including
fish, needs to be quantified and detailed within the EIS. This should
detail the potential impacts, how they will be mitigated and alert-toactions steps proposed if they are identified.
Inclusion of maintaining migration paths and access to drought refuge
pools for aquatic fauna.
And
Maintenance of waterway quality that supports aquatic life. This
includes a commitment to minimising waterway barriers and providing
alternative access for fish to migrate and/or reach refuge pools. Water
quality needs to be maintained to a sufficient standard to maintain
aquatic life.

Commitment added to undertake field
survey as soon as practicable. Survey
postponed due to COVID-19.
Refer section 6.9.2.4, 6.10.1.1, Chapter
6 and Sections 6.3, 8.2 and 10.2 of
Appendix A16.

Refer Section 6.9.1.2, Chapter 6.
The risk of acid mine drainage is
considered low/negligible and as a
result potential impacts to the
receiving environment are not
anticipated. Ongoing geochemical and
sampling program is being undertaken
to provide further certainty.
Refer 6.5.1.1 and 6.9.2.4, Chapter 6
and Section 2.3.5, 3.1.3 and 3.3.4 of
Appendix A16.
Frc environmental have undertaken an
desktop ecological assessment of the
Project area and will undertake an
ecological survey to confirm results, as
soon as practicable. Recommendations
based on findings re. migration paths
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Inclusion into the table:
Commitments: maintain critical migration paths and access to drought
refuge pools for aquatic fauna, including native fish.
104.

S18

6

S6.13, Table 6.20, pg6-62

105.

S18

8

S8.2.2, pg8-5

106.

107.

108.

S18

S18

S18

8

8

8

S8.3, pg8-7

S8.7.1, pgs8-27 to 8-28

S8.7.10.3, pg8-37

(S6.13, Table 6.20, pg6-62) Commitments to maintain fish passage have not been
identified.

(S8.2.2, pg8-5) Fisheries Act 1994 not included in list of relevant State legislation.
Needs to be included to address potential waterway barriers as a result of the OSWF
and associated infrastructure including waterway crossings and pipelines.

(S8.3, pg8-7) It is stated that the proposed project will “avoid significant residual
impacts to MNES and Matters of State Environmental Significance (MSES), mitigate
impacts where they cannot be avoided and offset any residual impacts”.

(S8.7.1, pgs8-27 to 8-28) The report states that there are waterways within the project
site. This section states, “No waterway barrier work is proposed to be constructed for
the Project.” The OSWF and proposed waterway diversions within the lease area are
likely to constitute waterway barrier works.
(S8.7.10.3, pg8-37) Incorrectly attributes terminology of repealed legislation to the
Biosecurity Act 2014 “Class 3” is redundant term. The report fails to identify that the
principle obligation in relation to Parkinsonia aculeata and Vachellia nilotica is the
general biosecurity obligation, Section 23 Biosecurity Act 2014.
On receipt of this report the project proponents have an obligation to take all
reasonable and practical measures to prevent or minimise the biosecurity risks posed
when activities are undertaken during the life of the project.
(S8.9.1, pg8-39) This section states, those waterways within and surrounding the
project site, are considered ‘low’ [value] as they only provide ephemeral habitat, and
are not important corridors for fish passage.

109.

S18

8

S8.9.1, pg8-39

No fish surveys have been conducted during times of flow to determine fish use these
waterways or the impacts this project may have on fish during times of flow.
These waterways can act as important access paths to refuge pools and pathways for
recolonisation of otherwise isolated areas after flood events.
Ephemeral and intermittent headwater streams are important interfaces between
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. They are important sources of nutrients and due to
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How commitment will be implemented: minimise waterway barriers and
where waterway barriers are necessary for mine operations, provide
alternative access or design infrastructure in accordance with DAF
Accepted Development Requirements.
Outcome: maintain conditions required for fish to complete life cycles
and minimise risk of fish kills due to stranding. Implement a fish salvage
plan in line with DAFs Fish Salvage Factsheet.

Include Fisheries Act 1994.

Waterways Providing for Fish Passage are Matters of State
Environmental Significance that must be included. They are mapped on
the Queensland’s waterways for waterway barrier works spatial data
layer and defined within the Fisheries Act 1994. This should be reflected
within the document and commitments made to reducing impacts to
waterways providing for fish passage.
The applicant should familiarises themselves with the definition of a
waterway under the Fisheries Act 1994 and identify all potential impacts
to waterways and fish passage as a result of the project. Impacts include
those works proposed outside of the mining lease area associated with
the OWSF.

EIS to include how the proponent will address their general biosecurity
obligation.

Further information is needed to understand the full potential impacts
of the project on waterways and fish passage.
The applicant should provide reports from fish surveys undertaken at
appropriate times (i.e. when there are flows in the system). This is to
determine what fish species use the waterways within the mining lease
area and the potential impacts of diverting and bunding these
waterways.
Information on the potential impacts to aquatic fauna as a result of the
OSWF and associated infrastructure, such as pipe and pump intakes and
pipeline alignment, need to be discussed.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
and minimising waterway barriers will
be incorporated, as required.
Refer 6.5.1.1 and 6.9.2.4, Chapter 6
and Section 2.3.5, 3.1.3 and 3.3.4 of
Appendix A16.
Frc environmental have undertaken a
desktop ecological assessment of the
Project area and will undertake an
ecological survey to confirm results. All
aquatic species recorded from
watercourses in and surrounding the
Project site are tolerant of ephemeral
flow and variable water quality and are
common and widespread in the region.
Section 8.25, Chapter 8 includes a
commitment so that during the
detailed design phase the OWSF and
associated infrastructure allow for fish
passage. Section 8.20.2.2, Chapter 8
also includes additional mitigation
measures that will be implemented to
ensure the OWSF and associated
infrastructure do not harm fish,
minimize risks and provides habitat and
refugial pools in the instance fish are
within the OWSF during dry periods.
Sections 8.19.5.1, 8.19.5.2, 8.22 and
8.23 in Chapter 8 and Section 17.16.5.8
in Chapter 17 include additional
information about waterway barriers
and potential impacts to MSES.
Section 8.18, 8.19.2.3, 8.19.5.1 and
8.19.5.2, 8.20.2.3, 8.23 in Chapter 8
and Section 17.16.5.8 in Chapter 17
which include additional descriptions.
Section 8.12.10, Chapter 8 has been
updated. Clarification has also been
provided on how Multicom will meet
their GBO. A commitment has been
added to implement the Weed
Management Strategy in Table 8.21,
Chapter 8.
Refer to Sections 8.16.2, 8.18, 8.19.5,
8.20.2.2 in Part 2, Chapter 8; and
Appendix A28 and Section 17.16.5.8,
Chapter 17 which describes the value
of waterways, proposed survey
methodology, timing and potential
impacts to aquatic fauna.
Commitment added to undertake field
survey as soon as practicable. Survey
postponed due to COVID-19.
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the slow rates of downstream transport, they facilitate in-stream processing of energy
sources for downstream ecosystems (Bond & Cottingham 2008).
No information has been provided to detail the potential impacts of the OWSF and
associated infrastructure on waterways providing for fish passage outside of the mining
lease area.

110.

111.

S18

S18

8

8

S8.10.2, pg8-67

S8.11.2 and S8.11.3, pgs871 to 8-72

(S8.10.2, pg8-67) An aquatic fauna survey is an integral part of the assessment of
potential impacts to aquatic fauna and should be undertaken as part of the EIS process.

(S8.11.2 and S8.11.3, pgs8-71 to 8-72) No discussion or data relating to connectivity of
aquatic habitats, i.e. waterway connectivity and habitat provided during critical during
times of flow, or the potential for loss of aquatic habitat during flow events is provided.

(S8.11.9, pgs8-77 to 8-78) Aquatic ecological values within this section are described as
‘low’ without significant information to support the claim.

112.

S18

8

S8.11.9, pgs8-77 to 8-78

No surveys of aquatic fauna during times of flow have been provided.
An assessment on the flow path of the waterways on-ground during time of flow have
not been presented.
Australian native fish species are adapted to the ephemeral nature of Australian
waterways, and is the norm rather than the exception, in western Queensland. Altering
flow regime of these habitat types can have detrimental effects on fish populations by
reducing the capacity to migrate (Bunn & Arthington, 2002).

113.

114.

115.

S18

S18

S18

8

8

8
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S8.11.9, pgs8-77 to 8-78

S8.11.9, pgs8-77 to 8-78

S8.12.3, pgs8-85 to 8-86

(S8.11.9, pgs8-77 to 8-78) Impacts to aquatic habitats as a result of OWSF and
associated infrastructure have not been discussed.

(S8.11.9, pgs8-77 to 8-78) Impacts to MSES waterways providing for fish passage have
not been discussed.

(S8.12.3, pgs8-85 to 8-86) No discussion is presented regarding aquatic habitat
connectivity. The proposal includes removing, diverting and altering flows of waterways
and likely waterway crossings associated with the OWSF. A discussion relating to
avoiding and mitigating impacts on aquatic habitat connectivity should be included.
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Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Insufficient information has been presented to determine the potential
impacts of the project on waterways and fish passage.

An appropriate aquatic fauna survey (i.e. during times of flow and when
it is expected fish would be present in the system) should be included
within the EIS documentation to assess the impacts of the project.
Especially the proposal to remove, divert and alter flows of waterways
and as components of the project are outside of the mining lease area
(OWSF).

The applicant should provide reports from aquatic surveys undertaken
at appropriate times (i.e. when there are flows in the system). This will
increase understanding of the potential impacts on aquatic habitat and
connectivity the proposal may have as a result of removing, diverting
and altering flows and waterways in both the mining lease area and
proposed location of the Offsite Water Store facility.

An appropriate aquatic habitat survey (i.e. during times of flow) needs to
be provided. This should detail the on ground flow paths and
connectivity of the waterways within the project site and site of the
OWSF. It should detail aquatic fauna present and discuss the potential
impacts of the proposal to these, as well as the measures taken to avoid
and mitigate these impacts.
Insufficient information has been provided to determine the impacts of
the proposal on Aquatic Habitats.
Provide a discussion on the potential impacts, avoidance measures and
mitigation of impacts to aquatic habitats, including waterways providing
for fish passage as a result of the OWSF.
No information regarding the OWSF has been provided to determine the
potential impacts of the proposal on aquatic habitats, including
waterways providing for fish passage.

A discussion on the potential impacts to MSES waterways providing for
fish passage should be provided. This must include the potential impacts
of the OWSF.

A discussion on the potential for the project (including the OWSF and
pipeline) to impact on aquatic habitat connectivity is needed. This
should be evidence based and include surveys of the area during times
of flow. Details of the measures taken to avoid and mitigate impacts are
required.

Refer to Sections 8.16.2 and 8.19.2.2 in
Part 2, Chapter 8; and Appendix A28
and Section 17.16.5.4, Chapter 17,
which describes the proposed survey
methodology and desktop findings.
Commitment added to undertake field
survey as soon as practicable. Survey
postponed due to COVID-19.
Refer Sections 8.17.2, 8.19.1.1, 8.19.4,
8.19.6 in Part 2, Chapter 8; and
Appendix A28 which describes aquatic
habitat and connectivity, survey
methodology and desktop findings.
Commitment added to undertake field
survey as soon as practicable. Survey
postponed due to COVID-19.
Refer Sections 8.16.2, 8.17.2, 8.17.3
and 8.19.4 in Part 2, Chapter 8; and
Appendix A28 which describes aquatic
habitat and connectivity, survey
methodology and desktop findings.
Commitment added to undertake field
survey as soon as practicable. Survey
postponed due to COVID-19.
Additional impact assessment has been
provided in Section 8.19 and mitigation
measures provided in 8.20 in Part 2,
Chapter 8 and Appendix A28. Refer
also Section 17.14.9, Chapter 17.
Refer to Sections 8.19.2.3, 8.19.5.1,
18.19.5.2, 8.19.6.1, 8.20.2.3 and 8.22 in
Part 2, Chapter 8 and Sections
17.14.11, 17.6.5.5, 17.16.5.8, 17.18.6.6
and 17.18.6.7 in Chapter 17 which
provide additional description about
potential impacts to fish passage at the
Project and the OWSF.
Refer to Sections 8.17.2, 8.19.1.1,
8.19.4, 8.19.6 and 8.20 in Part 2,
Chapter 8; and Appendix A28 which
describes aquatic habitat and
connectivity, potential impacts and
mitigation measures.
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(S8.12.4 and S8.12.5, pgs8-86 to 8-87) No discussion regarding impacts to aquatic
fauna, especially during times of flow, has been presented.

116.

S18

8

S8.12.4 and S8.12.5, pgs886 to 8-87

There is potential for:
 fish to get trapped in dams,
 caught within the OWSF and pipeline,
 be affected by the introduction of noxious species,
 impacts to migration paths,
 reduced access to habitats, food and refuge pools.
It is not clear how these potential impacts will be mitigated.

117.

S18

8

S8.12.10, pg8-89

(S8.12.10, pg8-89) (Reference TOR 9.5.2) Propose detailed measures to remove,
control and limit the spread of pests, weeds disease, pathogens and contaminants on
the proposed project site and any areas under the proponent’s control, particularly
declared plants and animals under Queensland’s Biosecurity Act 2014, the
Commonwealth Biosecurity Act 2015 and weeds of national significance (WONS). Weed
and pest animal management measures should be aligned with local government pest
management priorities.
The EIS:
 Does not propose detailed measures as required by TOR.
 Does not identify general biosecurity obligation requirements
 Does not identify risks associated with the movement of weeds and pests from
the site
 Does not identify the relevant local government pest management plan priority
weeds.
(S8.15 and S8.15.3, pg8-96) No discussion of waterways providing for fish passage as an
MSES has been included.

118.

119.

120.

S18

S18

S18

8

S8.15 and S8.15.3, pg8-96

8

S8.17, Table 8.17, pg8-103

20

S20.4, Table 20.1, pgs20-4
to 20-7
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Information on the potential significant residual impact as a result of the project,
including the OWSF and associated infrastructure has not been discussed. This
discussion should include measures to avoid and mitigate the potential impacts and
offset any remaining SRI.
(S8.17, Table 8.17, pg8-103) Biosecurity
Commitments
Prepare a weed management strategy.
Implement
Prepared by Multicom, implemented by contractors.
Outcome
The Plan will minimise the risk of spreading/introducing weds on/off the Project site
during all phase of the Project
TOR 9.5.2
Propose detailed measures to remove, control and limit the spread of pests, weeds
disease, pathogens and contaminants on the proposed project site and any areas under
the proponent’s control, particularly declared plants and animals under Queensland’s
Biosecurity Act 2014, the Commonwealth Biosecurity Act 2015 and weeds of national
significance (WONS). Weed and pest animal management measures should be aligned
with local government pest management priorities.
Does not propose detailed measures.
(S20.4, Table 20.1, pgs20-4 to 20-7) The Fisheries Act 1994 has not been identified as
applicable for waterway barrier works.
www.mcres.com.au

A discussion on the potential impacts to aquatic fauna, as a result of the
proposal, including the OWSF and associated infrastructure needs to be
included.
Details of measures taken to avoid and mitigate impacts should be
discussed.
The potential impacts to fish for discussion include (but not limited to):
 Biotic and abiotic conditions
 Toxic or cumulative substances
 The design of structures
 Impacts on reproductive success, and
 Effects on energy reserves.
 Whether fish may be physically damaged, injured, killed, trapped
or stranded,
 Fish passage and access to habitat generally and
 Impacts of pest fish and other relevant pest species.

The proponent to specifically address these deficiencies.

Include a discussion on the potential impacts of the project, including
the OWSF and associated infrastructure, on MSES waterways providing
for fish passage.
The discussion is required on how the project has avoided and mitigated
impacts in the first instance, and then offset any remaining SRI if
applicable.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Refer to Sections 8.19.2.2 and 8.19.5.2
in Part 2, Chapter 8 and Appendix A28
and Section 17.16.5.8, 17.18.6.6 and
17.18.6.7 in Chapter 17 which provides
discussion of potential impacts on fish
if they become stranded within the
OWSF and associated infrastructure.

Refer Sections 8.11.16, 8.12.10, 8.19.7
and 8.20.5 in Chapter 8 and Section
17.16.6 in Chapter 17 which provide
GBOs and potential risks and impacts
of weeds and pests.

Refer Sections 8.19.2.3, 8.19.5.1,
18.19.5.2, 8.19.6.1, 8.20.2.3, 8.21, 8.22
and 8.23 in Chapter 8 and Appendix
A28 and Sections 17.18.6.6 and
17.18.6.7 in Chapter 17 which provide
information regarding impact
assessment of fish passage, MSES
waterways and SRI.

Commitment to prepare a Weed
Management Strategy added to Table
8.21 in Chapter 8.
The proponent submits a detailed plan.

Include in Table 20.1:
- Fisheries Act 1994 for waterway barrier works, and

Sections 8.11.16 and 8.12.10, Part 1
Chapter 8 and Sections 8.19.7 and
8.20.5, Part 2 Chapter 8 describe the
terrestrial and aquatic weeds and pest
identified onsite and likely to occur.
These sections also provide mitigation
and removal methods to control listed
species.

Addressed in Chapter 20, refer to Table
20.2.
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The Environmental Offsets Act 2014 has not been identified for MSES Waterways
providing for fish passage.

- Environmental Offsets Act 2014 for MSES Waterways providing for fish
passage.

If the EIS achieves approval, an operational works approval will be required for any
relevant waterway barrier works outside of the mining lease area. This includes any
infrastructure within waterways as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994 and waterway
crossings associated with the pipeline alignment.

121.

S18

20

S20.6.4, pg20-19

(S20.6.4, pg20-19) The report has identified the watercourses as defined under the
Water Act 2000 but failed to identify the waterways as defined by the Fisheries Act
1994.

The applicant should identify and include waterways as defined by the
Fisheries Act 1994.
Note: the definition of watercourse under the Water Act 2000 is
different to that of a waterway under the Fisheries Act 1994, and are
legislated for a different purpose. They are not always the same and
should be clearly separated within the EIS. They should be addressed
separately.

(S20.6.8.6, pg20-30) Without adequate fauna surveys, the potential impacts to aquatic
fauna, including fish is unable to be determined.
These details need to be presented in the EIS.

122.

S18

20

S20.6.8.6, pg20-30

This section states that only species that are tolerant of ephemeral systems are present
in the area and they are widespread, however the loss of connectivity due to the
presence of dams, weirs, levees and other barriers is recognised as significantly
detrimental to aquatic ecosystems generally. This is due to barriers potential to isolate
fish from refuge habitats and hinder recolonisation once flows return. Small barriers
have their greatest impact during low flows, which coincide with the time when fish
must actively seek out refuge habitats. Every effort should be made to ensure that
natural connectivity is not hindered in intermittent streams, including small structures
that only act as barriers during low flow (Bond & Cottingham 2008).
There is a lack of information on the infrastructure proposed within the waterways,
design of the OWSF and waterway crossings of the pipeline.
Further information is needed to determine if the proposal will
 Impact on fish movement during times of flow. Including as a result of the OWSF
and pipeline crossings of waterways.
 Physically injure or trap fish within the OWSF or pipeline and how this will be
mitigated.
(S20.6.9, pg20-31) Waterways providing for fish passage have not been included in this
section or identified as MSES.

123.

124.

S18

S18

20

20
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S20.6.9, pg20-31

S20.6.9.8, pg20-34

The OWSF has the potential to impact on a number of waterways through its
construction and operation and pipeline alignment.
Waterway providing for fish passage are a MSES and should be identified and included
in this section.
(S20.6.9.8, pg20-34) This section states that only species that are tolerant of ephemeral
systems are present in the area and they are widespread, however the loss of
connectivity due to the presence of barriers is recognised as significantly detrimental to
aquatic ecosystems generally. This is due to the potential to isolate fish from refuge
habitats and hinder recolonisation once flows return. Small barriers have their greatest
impact during low flows, which coincide with the time when fish must actively seek out
refuge habitats. Every effort should be made to ensure that natural connectivity is not
hindered in intermittent streams, including small structures that only act as barriers
during low flow (Bond & Cottingham 2008).
There is a lack of information on the infrastructure proposed within the waterways,
www.mcres.com.au

Further information is required on:
 The infrastructure proposed within waterways.
 The likelihood of fish being trapped or injured as a result of the
OWSF (i.e. being drawn into pumps, impinged on pump screens,
or trapped in ponds).
 The pipeline crossing designs to ensure adequate fish passage is
provided.
An appropriate fauna survey undertaken during times of flow needs to
be included in the EIS to adequately determine the species present and
potential for impacts.

Identify where the proposal will interact with waterways providing for
fish passage and include in a new section:
MSES Waterways Providing for Fish Passage.

Further information is needed to determine if the proposal will:
 Impact on fish movement during times of flow. Including as a
result of the OWSF and where the pipeline crosses waterways.
 Physically injure or trap fish within the OWSF or pipeline and how
this will be mitigated.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Chapter 20, Section 20.7.6.2 and
Chapter 6, Section 6.5.1.1.
These sections provide an outline
regarding defined watercourses under
the Water Act 2000 and designated
waterways under the Fisheries Act
1994 that are located within the
Project area including the OWSF and
Associated Infrastructure.
The infrastructure proposed within
waterways is provided in Section
20.7.6.2 and 20.5.2 of Chapter 20.
The likelihood of fish being trapped or
injured as a result of the OWSF is
provided in Section 20.8.4.1.
The design of the pipeline is provided
in Appendix A29.
Refer Section 20.6.5.2. As a result of
COVID-19 travel restrictions, we were
unable to undertake a field assessment
to verify the desktop assessment
results in the period following public
consultation and submission of this
supplementary EIS. A commitment (see
Table 20.32) to carry out a field
assessment prior to commencement of
construction has been provided in line
with discussions that were undertaken
with DES and S18.
Sections 20.7.6 and 20.8.4.1 have been
added to Chapter 20 to provide an
assessment of MSES.

Refer Sections 20.5, 20.6.8, 20.7.12,
20.7.13, 20.8.8, 20.8.9 and 20.9.8 of
Chapter 20 for further information on
impacts on fish movements. Appendix
A28 further outlines commitments to
specific design features to avoid and
minimise fish injury / trapping.
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design of the OWSF and waterway crossings of the pipeline.
Further information is needed to determine if the proposal will:
 Impact on fish movement during times of flow. Including as a result of the OWSF
and pipeline crossings of waterways.
 Physically injure or trap fish within the OWSF or pipeline and how this will be
mitigated.
Aquatic fauna needs to be determined during the EIS stage. Surveys are required during
appropriate times of flow to get an accurate representation of the species present and
how the proposal may impact on them during critical times in their life stages.

125.

S18

20

(S20.7.1, pg20-38)

(S20.7.1, pg20-38) Waterways as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994 have not been
identified.

(S20.7.5.2, pg20-45) The aquatic ecology assessment (appendix A28) does not include
the area proposed for the OWSF and pipeline. It focused solely on the mining lease area
and was undertaken as a desktop exercise. Without accurate aquatic surveys and an
assessment of the OWSF site it is impossible to determine the impacts of the project
and assess. While the report considers the upper reaches of waterways as having low
ecological value, this is not substantially justified and fails to identify that waterways
providing for fish passage are MSES.
126.

S18

20

(S20.7.5.2, pg20-45)

Ephemeral and intermittent headwater streams are important interfaces between
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. This makes them important sources of nutrients and
due to the slow rates of downstream transport, they facilitate in-stream processing of
energy sources for downstream ecosystems (Bond & Cottingham 2008). Altering flow
regime of these habitat types can have detrimental effects on fish populations by
reducing the capacity to migrate (Bunn & Arthington, 2002). Small barriers have their
greatest impact during low flows, which coincide with the time when fish must actively
seek out refuge habitats. Every effort should be made to ensure that natural
connectivity is not hindered in intermittent streams, including small structures that only
act as barriers during low flow (Bond & Cottingham 2008).

(S20.7.8, pg20-45) This section states that appropriate field assessments will be
undertaken before the Development Assessment stage.

127.

S18

20

S20.7.8, pg20-45

This information needs to be included in the EIS. As the proposal is reliant on the OWSF
a thorough assessment of the impacts as they relate to this infrastructure needs to be
determined prior to EIS approval.
The justification for impacts as a result of a proposal gaining EIS approval is not
sufficient to justify a development approval on neighbouring lands under the Planning
Act.

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Identify waterways as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994, and include
within this sections.
The Queensland’s waterways for waterway barrier works spatial data
layer identifies waterways providing for fish passage.

An assessment on the potential impacts of the OWSF and associated
infrastructure cannot be undertaken as insufficient information has
been provided relating to:

The design of the OWSF and the potential impacts to
waterways as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994.

How the design of the infrastructure will avoid and minimise
impacts to aquatic fauna including but not limited to:
− Biotic and abiotic conditions
− Toxic or cumulative substances
− The design of structures
−
Impacts on reproductive success, and
− Effects on energy reserves.
− Whether fish may be physically damaged, injured,
killed, trapped or stranded,
− Fish passage and access to habitat generally and
− Impacts of pest fish and other relevant pest species.

The potential impacts to fish passage during times of flow.
Including as a result of the OWSF and where the pipeline
crosses waterways.
The EIS needs to include all information relating to the OWSF and
associated infrastructure. The proponent should:

Identify all waterways as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994
within the project area.
- Identify where any infrastructure will interact with these
waterways.

Detail measures to avoid and mitigate impacts to waterways.

Consult and address the State Development Assessment
Provisions State code 18: constructing or raising waterway
barrier works for each component of the works that will
interact with a waterway.

Provide details on the designs and locations of each
component of the works that interacts with a waterway,
including cross-sections of the waterways in each location.
An assessment on the potential impacts of the proposal cannot be made
until this information is provided.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Refer Section 20.4 and 20.7.6.2,
Chapter 20 and Chapter 6, Section
6.5.1.1.
These sections provide an outline
regarding defined watercourses under
the Water Act 2000 and designated
waterways under the Fisheries Act
1994 that are located within the
Project area including the OWSF and
Associated Infrastructure.

Appendix A28 has been expanded to
include the OWSF and associated
infrastructure area. Further detail
design of the OWSF has also been
provided in Appendix A29. Desktop
assessments have been completed and
a commitment to completing field
surveys provided (postponed due to
COVID-19).

Refer Section 20.6.5.2. As a result of
COVID-19 travel restrictions, we were
unable to undertake a field assessment
to verify the desktop assessment
results in the period following public
consultation and submission of this
supplementary EIS.
All waterways and watercourses have
been defined in Section 20.7.6.2
Avoidance and mitigation measures
have been provided in Section 20.9.
An impact assessment has been
provided in Section 20.8, noting the
aquatic ecology, soil and land suitability
assessment results will need to be
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(S20.8.1, pg20-46) Flinders River & Alick Creek are mapped waterways for waterway
barrier works. The definition of waterways within the Fisheries Act 1994, includes
drainage features. All waterways providing for fish passage are MSES.
128.

S18

20

(S20.8.1, pg20-46)

Any proposals within the bed and banks of a waterway is likely to trigger operational
works for constructing or raising waterway barrier works in fish habitats and may be
subject to offsets as per the Environmental Offsets Act 2014.
All direct and indirect impacts to waterways as a result of the OWSF and associated
infrastructure needs to be identified and detailed within the EIS.

129.

S18

130.

S18

131.

Submitter 19
(S19)

132.

133.

S19

S19

20

20

3

3

6

S20.8.6, pg20-65

S20.10, Table 20.26, pg2070

(S20.8.6, pg20-65) All potential impacts and field based assessments relating to aquatic
fauna needs to be presented as part of the EIS.

(S20.10, Table 20.26, pg20-70) Not included in the table:

Loss of connectivity and habitat for aquatic fauna as a result of the OWSF and
pipeline, and

Risk of aquatic fauna (fish) being trapped, injured or killed in OWSF, pipes and
pumps.

Inclusion of:

The development trigger constructing or raising waterway
barriers in fish habitats.

An assessment of each component of the works that interacts
with a waterway as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994, against
the SDAP State code 18.

Details of each component of the proposal that interacts with
a waterway as defined by the Fisheries Act 1994 and how
potential impacts to fish passage have been avoided and
mitigated.
Identify any significant residual impacts to waterways providing for fish
passage and detail how this will be counterbalanced as per the
Environmental Offsets Act 2014.
Identification and inclusion of potential impacts to aquatic fauna as a
result of the OWSF and associated infrastructure, including but not
limited to:

Biotic and abiotic conditions

Toxic or cumulative substances

The design of structures

Impacts on reproductive success, and

Effects on energy reserves.

Whether fish may be physically damaged, injured, killed,
trapped or stranded,

Fish passage and access to habitat generally and

Impacts of pest fish and other relevant pest species.
An assessment on the potential impacts to aquatic fauna
cannot be made until this information is available.

Include within the table an assessment of the risks associated with:

The loss of connectivity and habitat for aquatic fauna as a
result of the OWSF and pipeline, and

The potential for aquatic fauna (fish) to be trapped, injured or
killed in OWSF, pipes and pumps.

3.3.11
Estimated JORC Resource
Summary (p. 3-23)

This section should describe the extent and nature of any proposed ongoing
exploration or geological/geotechnical evaluation within the project area that may be
required over the life of the project.

Any proposed ongoing mineral exploration/evaluation within the project
area should be discussed in greater detail.

3.3.12
Historical Exploration
Activites
(p. 3-24)

The EIS makes reference to historical drill site locations and the recent bulk sampling
area, however the link/reference is unavailable. The following text appears instead:
“Error! Reference source not found..”.

The correct link/reference source should to be inserted in Section
3.3.12. All chapters of the EIS document should be checked for similar
omissions and resolved where required for completeness.

The EIS states that a review of water licences attached to properties surrounding the
project area, identified one licence that has been granted for the taking of surface
water from the Gilliat River and/or Julia Creek. The paragraph states that the purpose
of the licence is unknown but is likely for stock watering purposes.

Appendix A16 of the EIS identifies this licence as Water Licence 608018.
A search of the department’s water management system has
determined that this licence is a licence to take 19,200ML from the
Gilliat River and Julia Creek. The licence has a purpose of “ANY” which
permits the use of the licence for any purpose. The EIS should be
corrected to reflect this.

6.5.1.11
Existing Water Uses
(p. 6-17)

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
verified with field surveys prior to
construction commencing.

Refer Chapter 20, Sections 20.7.6,
20.7.14, 20.7.15, 20.8.5, 20.8.8, 20.8.10
and 20.8.11 for further details on
waterways and fish passage / habitats.
It is noted that Appendix A28 provides
additional technical detail.

As a result of COVID-19 travel
restrictions, we were unable to
undertake a field assessment to verify
the desktop assessment results in the
period following public consultation
and submission of this supplementary
EIS.
A desktop assessment of potential
impacts to aquatic fauna as a result of
the OWSF and associated
infrastructure is provided in Appendix
A28, Chapter 8, Part 2 and Chapter 20 Sections 20.8.3 and 20.8.4
The loss of connectivity has been
addressed in Chapter 8, Section
8.19.4.2 for the OWSF and associated
infrastructure.
The potential impacts to aquatic fauna
have been addressed in Chapter 20,
Section 20.8.3 and 20.8.4.1. It should
be noted these impacts are based on
desktop assessment only and field
surveys are required to verify these
results.
Proposed mineral exploration activities
have been added to Section 3.3.12,
Chapter 3.
Link has been fixed in Section 3.3.12,
Chapter 3.

Chapter 6 – Section 6.5.1.9 and Section
3.2.3 of Appendix A16. This section
refers to the appropriate information
regarding water licence 608018.

Information on surrounding water licences, including volumes and
purposes can be viewed on the Water entitlement viewer at:
A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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S19

A16

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

3.2.3
Agriculture

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Appendix A16 also incorrectly references Water Licence 608018 as likely having a
purpose of stock watering.
Table 3.1 does not include the nominal entitlement of 19,200 ML.

The proposed mining activities will severely impact the connectivity and functionality of
stock route SR:208MLAY across the proposed mine areas and associated infrastructure
areas.

135.

S19

5

5.6.2.3
Stock Route
(p. 5-74 and 5-75)

The EIS does not adequately address the requirements to ensure ongoing connectivity
and functionality of the network nor does it demonstrate how the mine infrastructure
area/mining activities and cattle/drover movement activities can successfully and
simultaneously coexist.
Figure 5.16 - Mine Development Staging Plan and Proposed Stock Route Realignment
does not demonstrate how both connectivity and functionality of the stock route will
be achieved for the 30 year life of the mine.

https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energywater/water/maps-data/water-entitlement-viewer.
Ensure that the EIS correctly references the purpose of the licence as
discussed above and the nominal entitlement of 19,200ML is included.
Information on surrounding water licences, including volumes and
purposes can be viewed on the Water entitlement viewer at:
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energywater/water/maps-data/water-entitlement-viewer
The EIS should include a detailed, effective and workable stock route
realignment sequencing plan. The sequencing plan should clearly detail:
 Mitigation measures to ensure there is no impediment to the
movement of stock along the stock route at the speed of travel
detailed in a travel permit.
 An inventory of the current stock route features including
lengths, widths, areas, gradients, physical features, infrastructure,
vegetation, fodder potential and availability, and water potential
and availability.
 The proposed sequencing of the alignment changes of the stock
route over each year of the mine life. The existing sequencing map
shows the stock route will still be through the active mining area
from years 6-25, which is not considered acceptable.
 The proposed construction profiles, gradients, infrastructure,
stock holding facilities, water facilities (minimum standards are
attached) and fodder restoration of the stock route for each year
of the mine life.
 How cattle movements and mine activities such as explosive
detonation, material transportation and material processing can
occur and be managed simultaneously and successfully coexist;
and,
 How the stock route will be rehabilitated to its current, or an
improved condition, alignment and landscape character at post
mining if a suitable, permanent realignment is not done.
Two options for realigning the stock route are provided below.
Option 1 would realign the stock route to the north of the mining area
while mine sequencing years 1-18 are underway, followed by
rehabilitation of the mined area. For mine sequencing years 18-25, the
network would again need to be permanently realigned (refer Appendix
1 below). This option will require the addition of two watering points to
maintain the functionality of the route as the existing water source
(dam) will no longer be usable. The two watering points would need to
service both alignments. Watering points would need to meet minimum
specifications (refer to the attached departmental policy; Stock Route
Water Facility Standards).

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Refer Section 6.5.1.9 - Agriculture,
Chapter 6 and Section 3.2.3 of
Appendix A16
Text updated to include nominal
entitlement.

Realigned stock route is provided
within the mining lease and provided
for years 9 - 22.
To detail the existing stock route new
Section 5.5.5.2, Chapter 5 has been
added.
For mitigation measures, Section
5.7.1.1, Chapter 5 has been added
To show revised sequencing a new
Figure 5.27 has been included and
Section 5.6.2.3 details sequence
impacts in Chapter 5.
Updated Section 5.18 to include
additional detail on the rehabilitation
requirements.

Rather than realigning the stock route twice, the proponent may wish to
permanently realign the stock route (refer Appendix 2 below). This
option (Option 2) will also require the addition of two watering points to
maintain the functionality of the route as the existing water source
(dam) will no longer be usable. Watering points would need to meet
minimum specifications (refer to the attached departmental policy;
Stock Route Water Facility Standards). This option would require a
reduction of the mining area in the southern portion.
In either case, a simultaneous road opening and closure would be
required to close the existing road (i.e. stock route) and to create a new
A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Offsite water storage facility - referable dam considerations
The safety of containment structures at the mine and processing plant will be
considered by the Department of Environment and Science through the regulated dam
requirements.

136.

137.

S19

S19

20

N/A

General commentary

N/A

With respect to the off-site water storage facility (OWSF), the EIS correctly reports the
referable dam requirements in accordance with Water Supply (Safety and Reliability)
Act 2008. Based on the proposed dimensions where the maximum height is stated to
be 9.3 metres, the requirements of the Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008
are not applicable and it will not be necessary to submit a failure impact assessment
(FIA) to the dam safety regulator for acceptance. A FIA for the OWSF is included in the
Appendices of the EIS. The FIA determined there is no Population at Risk in the event of
dam failure, meaning the dam would not require development approval under the
referral dam provisions.
Offsite water storage facility - vegetation clearing considerations
During the state agency briefing (6 December 2019) it was advised that the off-site
water storage facility (OWSF) will require development approval under the McKinlay
Shire Council Planning Scheme (2019) for a material change of use for utility installation
and operational work relating to the construction of the OSWF (i.e. filling/excavation).
The OSWF development footprint impacts the following features/vegetation types:
 Category B area (containing least concern regional ecosystems); and,
 A watercourse/drainage feature as shown on the vegetation management
watercourse and drainage feature map with a stream order 1 and 5.
The mapped regional ecosystems on the subject lot/s are:
 2.3.17 (least concern, sparse structure) (estimated 0.1ha)
 4.9.12 (least concern, very sparse structure) (estimated 0.1ha)
 2.3.3 (least concern, grassland)
 2.3.4 (least concern, grassland)
 2.9.1 (least concern, grassland)
 4.9.1 (least concern, grassland); and,
 4.3.19 (least concern, grassland).
The grassland regional ecosystems are Schedule 5 grasslands under the Vegetation
Management Regulation 2012 and are not regulated by the department.
A development application for the water storage and pipeline should be referred under
Schedule 10 of the Planning Regulation 2017 for the clearing of native vegetation given
the application involves clearing of native vegetation, other than regulated regrowth
vegetation (category C and/or category R areas), that is Assessable Development under
the Planning Act 2016, or clearing of native vegetation, other than regulated regrowth
vegetation (category C and/or category R areas), that will become Exempt Clearing
Work under Schedule 21 of the Planning Regulation 2017 if the development
application is approved.

road (i.e. stock route) along an alternative alignment. The proponent is
encouraged to liaise with McKinlay Shire Council as road manager.

N/A

N/A

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Noted.

Noted. As part of the EIS post
consultation phase, DNRME have
determined that a mining
infrastructure lease (for the OWSF and
the aqueduct) and a mining
transportation lease (for the pipeline)
would be the most appropriate and
expeditious route for the company to
obtain tenure for these project aspects.
DES have also confirmed that approvals
for this infrastructure can now be dealt
with under the EIS process.
Therefore, this submission is no longer
relevant as Multicom are not
submitting a Development Application.

Prior to submitting the development application to clear native vegetation, the
proponent must first obtain written confirmation from the Department of Natural
Resources, Mines and Energy the proposed development is for a relevant purpose
under section 22A of the Vegetation Management Act 1999.
On the basis that the application is for a material change of use, the development
application will need to address and meet the requirements of the State Development
Assessment Provisions - State code 16: Native vegetation clearing, Department of
Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning (code), table 16.2.2 – PO1-PO4 and
table 16.2.3 – PO7, PO11, PO16, PO20, PO22-PO24 and PO27.

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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The EIS identifies a proposed impoundment and diversion of a water feature within the
mining lease application area.
138.

S19

6

6.6.3
Project Water
Management System

Under section 97 of the Water Act 2000, a person may take overland flow water and
interfere with the flow of water by impoundment that is not more than the volume
necessary to satisfy the requirements of an environmental authority.

For the exemptions to apply under sections 97 and 98 of the Water Act
2000, the impacts of the take, interference or diversion must be
assessed as part of a grant of an environmental authority and the
environmental authority will need to be granted with a condition about
the take, interference or diversion.

Under section 98 of the Water Act 2000 a person may interfere with the flow of water
by diversion where the works are associated with a resource activity.

139.

S19

1

1.7.3.6
Water Act 2000
(p. 1-30 and 1-31)

The EIS outlines that access to over 13,000ML of water is required each year from the
Flinders River. Section 1.7.3.6 outlines that access to this water is not being sought as
part of this EIS process. S19 acknowledges that initial basic discussions have occurred
with Multicom, and ongoing conversations are encouraged.

Tenure requirements
The majority of the proposed raw water pipeline has been located within dedicated
road under the control of the local government authority. McKinlay Shire Council, as
road manager, may be able to authorise any works within the road corridor. The
remaining portion of the raw water pipeline, water storage and embankments,
amalgamation pipes and amalgamation channel, and diversion channel are located on
numerous state land tenures including reserves and leasehold parcels.

140.

S19

20

N/A

The proposed activities are not considered consistent with the current state land
tenure arrangements. An alternative tenure (i.e. sublease) will likely be required to
facilitate the proposed infrastructure. The proponent is encouraged to seek a prelodgement meeting with S19 via the State Land Asset Management unit. Requests for a
pre-lodgement meeting can be sent to Townsville.SLAMS@dnrme.qld.gov.au.

An entitlement under the Water Act 2000 will be required to authorise
the taking of the 13,000ML of water. Options for obtaining a water
entitlement include water trading with existing entitlement holders, or,
with the declaration of the project as a Regionally Significant Project,
Multicom are able to make a submission for water held in unallocated
water reserves. A submission for unallocated water must satisfy the
requirements of the Water Plan (Gulf) 2007. Water trading and
accessing unallocated water are both subject to assessment under the
Water Plan (Gulf) 2007 and will likely require additional hydrological
assessment.

Submitter 20
(S20)

N/A
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N/A

Summary of critical issues
Critical matters to address in the amended EIS are highlighted in this summary. Note
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A standalone Watercourse
Determination Report for MLA100162
has been completed, which has
indicated the minor tributaries that are
realigned/disturbed as part of
proposed Project operations within
MLA100162 are not classified as
Watercourses under the Water Act
2000 and therefore the interference
does not need further approval or
assessment under the environmental
authority/Water Act 2000.
In regard to ‘impoundment’ and ‘take’
of water, the Water Supply Dam serves
a purpose as part of the water
management system for the Project
and is therefore permitted under
section 98 of the Water Act 2000

Noted. Refer Section 1.7.4.5, Chapter 1
for updated text around water
entitlement.

N/A

As part of the EIS post consultation
phase, DNRME have determined that a
mining infrastructure lease (for the
OWSF and the aqueduct) and a mining
transportation lease (for the pipeline)
would be the most appropriate and
expeditious route for the company to
obtain tenure for these project aspects.
DES have also confirmed that approvals
for this infrastructure can now be dealt
with under the EIS process.
Refer Chapter 20, Sections 20.3, 20.4
(Table 20.2), 20.5 and 20.7.1.2 and
Figures 20.4 to 20.6 for revised text.

N/A

Noted. More detailed responses to
each of these issues are addressed in
the items below.

During the state agency briefing (6 December 2019) it was advised that the off-site
water storage facility (OWSF) will require development approval under the McKinlay
Shire Council Planning Scheme (2019) for a material change of use for utility installation
and operational work relating to the construction of the OSWF (i.e. filling/excavation).
A material change of use involving state land (i.e. reserve or leasehold land, local road
corridors) will require owner’s consent from the department in order for the proponent
to lodge a properly made development application. Owner’s consent will not be
granted by the department until all outstanding tenure requirements have been
adequately addressed.
141.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Refer Section 6.5.1 of Chapter 6 and
Section 2.3.5 of Appendix A16.
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that recommendations in the submission are provided to ensure that the issue is
adequately addressed in the amended EIS.
The geochemical and physical characterisation of waste rock, tailings and spoil,
including identification of the risk of acid or neutral mine drainage, has not been
sufficiently described in the EIS. Insufficient information regarding mitigation and
appropriate management of waste material is provided in the EIS. This has
significant implications for waste management, rehabilitation success and the
final landform. Without an understanding of the
waste onsite the department is unable to adequately assess the environmental
impacts of the proposed activities, including the adequacy of the waste
management program, the water management program and the construction of
the tailings storage facility (TSF) and the dams
 The Static and Kinetic testing of overburden that was undertaken is considered to
be insufficient. The EIS states that the results of analyses that were undertaken
are limited and cannot be used to infer if there may be adverse environmental
impacts from the mining and placement of the materials into shallow pits or
tailings dams. This is considered a significant failing of the EIS
 The rehabilitation methodology, and in particular the effectiveness of the
proposed capping methodology and the suitability of the TSF clay liner, has not
been adequately described. The EIS must demonstrate that the design of the TSF
and the clay liner is sufficient to ensure seepage into the receiving environment
and infiltration between tailings and groundwater does not occur
 The current surface water monitoring program designed to assess and manage
impacts to the receiving environment is considered unsuitable
 There is a risk that the backfilled and reject material in the void may potentially
discharge contaminated water to the surface when the “bucket aquifer” rises to
ground level. This may not develop until post-mining and presents a potentially
long-term legacy management issue
 The survey methods and effort for the Julia Creek Dunnart has been inadequate
to confirm the absence of this species from the project site. As such the EIS must
assume the site contains potential habitat for this species. S20’s assessment
considers that the project will result in a significant residual impact for the Julia
Creek Dunnart.
 The EIS states that the best practice noise objectives as detailed in the EPP
(Noise) will not be able to be achieved. This is considered to be unacceptable,
and the EIS should describe how the environmental management objective will
be achieved through mitigation strategies.
These critical matters, as well as other matters that require attention in the EIS, are
outlined in more detail below.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response



142.

S20

3

143.

S20

3

144.

S20

5
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Table 3.2
Disturbance Areas for Key
Project Components within
MLA100162
(p. 3-12)
3.3.13
Depth of Mining

Table 5.25
Landform during Mine
Operations and Postclosure

Coordinates for Disturbance Areas
Table 3.2 lists all proposed infrastructure and areas of disturbance for the proposed
project site, however no coordinates are provided. In order to condition an
environmental authority (EA) and ensure compliance can be undertaken on these
conditions, co-ordinates for all disturbance areas need to be provided.
Final landform
The EIS proposes that all extracted material, except the vanadium oxide flake, will be
returned to the pit and will “…achieve a final landform analogous to the current
landform” p.3-26. It is also stated that a 95% compaction factor will be achieved for
back-filling of pits.
The bulking up of mined overburden, and of shale rock which is excavated, crushed,
sorted, and returned to the pit as reject material is not stated but should be adequately
assessed. It is difficult to conceive that “…pre-mining landforms / contours…. will be reestablished” as proposed on p. 3-26. It is considered very doubtful that this flat
landscape can be reinstated to “pre-mining landforms / contours”."
www.mcres.com.au

Provide co-ordinates for all proposed areas of disturbance in accordance
with section 13 of the terms of reference.

Amend the EIS final landform information to include:




A suitable discussion and assessment of the bulking factor of
excavated material, including an outline of the potential impacts
of an expanded volume of broken material being returned to the
pit.
Describe how the final landform can be achieved where 20- 40
metres of material has been mined through and is then returned
to the pit as broken material given the EIS states that it is highly
desirable that “All pre-mine drainage features will be reinstated
following mining” as proposed in section 3.3.13.

Chapter 3, Section 3.3.3 and Figures
3.6, 3.7 and 3.8.
It is also noted that coordinates are
included electronically with the
shapefiles provided in this EIS
submission package.
Refer Chapter 3, Section 3.3.13 and
Chapter 5, Section 5.6.1 for
information on final landform.
Updated Section 5.6.1 in Chapter 5 to
include a detailed mass balance to
demonstrate achievement of the final
landform commitment.
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S20
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5.5.3.1

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Waste rock characterisation
The EIS does not sufficiently address waste characterisation, including providing
sufficient information regarding the risk of acidic and neutral mine drainage, to
appropriately inform waste disposal and management strategies. S20 notes that the
proponent has committed to undertaking further waste rock characterisation and a
rehabilitation strategy has been proposed to backfill all pits and cap the Tailings Storage
Facility (TSF). However, without adequate characterisation of all waste, including waste
rock and tailings, S20 cannot determine if the proposed rehabilitation method is
suitable and meets the rehabilitation outcome of: safe to humans and wildlife, nonpolluting, stable and able to sustain an agreed post-mining land use.
Section 5.5.3.1 says Lewis et al., reported up to 10% pyrite in some samples, while
RGS’s testing reports very low sulfide (<0.01%). This strongly suggests that RGS’s
samples are not representative of the whole geology.
The EIS states the results of analyses “cannot be used to infer if there may be adverse
environmental impacts from the mining and placement of the materials into shallow
pits or tailings dams” p.5-41. This is a significant failing of the EIS.
The EIS contradictorily states that the concentration of some elements of
environmental concern such as arsenic, cadmium, cobalt, copper and zinc are “all in the
same range of concentrations” and “all elevated above” the median values of
Australian soils, see page 5-40.

146.

S20

5

5.6.1.6
Impact Assessment - Final
Hydrologic System
5.6.4.1
Mine Waste Seepage

Rehabilitation – Tailings Storage Facility
The rehabilitation methodology, and in particular the effectiveness of the proposed
capping methodology and the suitability of the TSF clay liner, has not been adequately
addressed. The EIS must adequately demonstrate that the design of the TSF and the
clay liner is sufficient to ensure seepage into the receiving environment and infiltration
between tailings and groundwater does not occur.

Also see comments on waste characterisation in issue number 8; and 39
relating to Chapter 11 Waste Management.
Amend the EIS to provide:
 a statistically significant number of samples adequately
representing all the lithologies to be mined.
 sufficient evidence and assessment for S20 to be able to
determine whether the proposed handling and containment
methods are feasible and safe.
 clarity on the correct concentrations of elements of
environmental concern.

The following information regarding the proposed TSF and the clay or oil
shale liner must be considered and provided in the EIS:






147.

S20

5
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5.6.1.6
Impact Assessment - Final
Hydrologic System
5.6.4.1
Mine Waste Seepage

Waste characterisation of the backfill material and the tailings
The EIS states that approximately 67% of the project area is likely to encounter
groundwater at a depth of 20 metres (m) or less, but the impact of this is expected to
be minimal/negligible as backfilled material will be inert and is expected to have a low
acid forming potential. Due to insufficient characterisation of the backfilled material to
be placed in the pits and the reject material to be contained in the TSF, the EIS has not
www.mcres.com.au

Updated Section 5.5.3.1 in Chapter 5 to
detail a summary of the existing
environment from RGS. Included
Sections 5.6.2 to detail the potential
for AMD and Section 5.6.3 to provide a
description of process waste
characterisation.

The departmental guideline ‘Progressive Rehabilitation and Closure
Plans’ (ESR/2019/4964) outlines the information required to adequately
assess the proposed rehabilitation strategy. The proponent should
ensure all information referenced in this guideline is provided in the EIS.

Tailings dams lined with compacted clay may be a risk for groundwater
contamination/seepage in the long term. This was identified in 5.6.1.6 and it noted that
groundwater is likely to intercept tailings. The EIS states that the tailings will be
compacted and lined with low permeability compacted clay and the groundwater in the
region is moving very slowly – 0.5mm/day laterally but doesn’t consider seepage.
Submitter 20 also notes from the project’s State agency briefing on 6 December 2019
that contrary to the EIS which states a clay liner will be used, it is the proponent’s
intention to use an oil shale liner. If this is the case, additional information is required
demonstrating that this material is suitable to ensure seepage into the receiving
environment and infiltration between tailings and groundwater does not occur.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

TSF design proposals incorporating a clay liner should specify a
minimum thickness, the suitability and the composition of the
liner, taking into account
− The thickness required to ensure construction is
practicable given the need to compact in layers and
minimise the development of preferential pathways;
− The applicability of assumptions about the degree of
compaction to be achieved and the extent of homogeneity
in the liner material;
− The permeability of the emplaced tailings; and
− The risk of the liner integrity being compromised by
cracking or mechanical damage while tailings are being
deposited or prior to commencement of deposition.
A seepage (permeability) analysis for the TSF.
Design location and operation of any seepage management
systems including but not limited to de-watering bores, and
seepage interception bores.
Discuss whether further monitoring bores may need to be
considered down-gradient of the TSF to capture the potential for
long term seepage.

Undertake sufficient waste characterisation of the backfill material and
the tailings. Once this step has been completed, undertake an
assessment of the impacts to groundwater from interaction with waste
material.

Updated Section 5.6.1.8 (previously
Section 5.6.1.6) in Chapter 5 to state
the TSF will no longer intercept the
groundwater table.
Included a new Section 5.7.2 to detail
minimum specifications for the TSF and
evaporation pond liner and capping.
Updated Section 5.6.4.1 top reference
the minimum specifications included in
Section 5.7.2.

Updated Section 5.6.1.8 (previously
Section 5.6.1.6), Chapter 5 to state the
TSF will no longer intercept the
groundwater table.
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149.
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151.
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5.6.5.2 (p. 5-84)
Assessment of Daytime
Visual Impact-Visual
Impact during operation;
5.17.3.9 (p. 5-128)
Erosion Control

S20

5.6.5.2
(p. 5-84)
Assessment of Daytime
Visual Impact-Visual
Impact during operation

S20

S20

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

5

5.13.4.3
Ore/Material Waste
Characterisation

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

adequately assessed the potential impacts to groundwater from material interacting
with the water table.
Final landform height
It is noted that the EIS states that the final rehabilitated landform would be lowered by
a maximum height of 10m on concave topography. This conflicts with post-mining land
use statements in the EIS that states that all disturbed areas will be returned to premine contours.
Overburden storage height
It is noted that overburden storage heights of up to 15m will be visible. There is no
detail provided about these overburden storage piles within the mine operation
sections.
Table 5.24 provides volumes of overburden based on the 10,000 tpa mining rate
(predicted for only the first two years of operation). Table 5.24 should reflect annual
extracted material volumes/ weights based on the average 20,000 tpa of saleable
product mining rate. Is it correct to assume that all annual weights and annual volumes
would double at this increased rate of mining? Doubling the annual volume would lead
to 32,000,000 m3 of overburden to be stockpiled.
Waste characterisation
TOR section 9.2.1 requires a description of how waste characterisation has influenced
rehabilitation management practices in terms of risk and management.
It is noted in section 5.13.4.3 that “the mined ore material has not been characterised”
p. 5-120, and in section 6.9.1.2 Acid Mine Drainage – “there is currently an unquantified
potential for the development of acid rock drainage” p. 6-47). These statements
indicate that material characterisation studies have not been adequate in determining
with greater certainty the environmental risks and constraints associated with material
that will be excavated during mining activities. It is acknowledged that a waste
characterisation study has commenced, however, the number of samples and
incomplete nature of the initial investigation (i.e. kinetic testing is ongoing) adds weight
to the S20’s concerns.
The EIS should detail the geochemical and physical characterisation and management
of material over the life of the mine. Particularly, information is lacking regarding the
nature and volumes of particular waste rock/materials; selective handling requirements
(where they should be located/encapsulated in landforms); whether they require
special treatment during construction and rehabilitation activities; and consideration in
the landform design. The initial waste characterisation study identified very high
potential of saline drainage from the H2SO4 leach residue and this information should
be incorporated into rehabilitation management of the TSF.
It is acknowledged that such landform designs will most likely be reviewed prior to
mine closure to incorporate site specific knowledge gained by ongoing waste
characterisation and rehabilitation trials. However, the level of detail provided in the
EIS regarding how waste characterisation has informed rehabilitation management
practices is insufficient to adequately understand and assess the risks and identify
necessary management strategies.
Completion Criteria for slope
The Completion Criteria in Column 1 of Table 5.41 for a Safe and Non-Polluting
Landscape propose that “All artificial slopes within the Project rehabilitation area will
have a slope that is less than 5 metres tall and less than 30 degrees” p. 5-142.

S20

The numbers proposed, 5 metres and 30 degrees, do not represent a rehabilitated area
which is “analogous to existing topography” as proposed in Column 2 of Table 5.41.
152.

S20

5
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5.25
Qualitative Risk
Assessment, Table 5.42

Rehabilitation risk rating
S20 notes that the risk rating for the final land use is ‘extreme’ but reduces three risk
rating levels to ‘minor/low’ after mitigation measures are applied. It is considered
www.mcres.com.au

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Reconcile the statement that a final rehabilitated landform would be
lowered by 10m with the stated final landform objective of returning
disturbed areas to pre-mining contours.

Completed update to Section 5.6.5.2,
Chapter 5 to remove reference to 10 m
concave.

Amend the EIS to include:
 Detail on the scale and extent of overburden storage heights, and
storage times before being returned to the mined pits. Describe
soil and overburden storage in relation to the maximum tonnage
20,000 tpa rate from year 3 onwards. Amend Table 5.25
accordingly.
 An assessment of how the overburden storage will be managed
to reduce erosion, noting the average height, slope, extent and
time for storage. Demarcate the percentage of stockpiles that will
be stored for >28 days.

Included a new Section 5.6.1.4
detailing the dimensions of temporary
stockpiles. Added a new section 5.7.2
detailing management measures for
temporary stockpiles. Both in Chapter
5.

Undertake further characterisation studies for the mined ore material,
tailings and waste rock. Include in the EIS a block model, a detailed
material handling and management program, and final landform design,
informed by knowledge of the characteristics of the ore and wastes.
Provide this information in the relevant chapters of the EIS.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:
 Revised the Completion Criteria for slope, particularly as slopes in
the area average three degrees or less.
 Note also that the Rehabilitation Guidelines for Mining Resource
Activities (2014) has been superseded by the Guideline
Progressive rehabilitation and closure plans (PRC plans) (DES
2019).
Provide evidence as to how mitigation measures can effectively reduce
the extreme risk rating to minor. Evidence could include the results of a
pilot scale rehabilitation works onsite.

Included Section 5.6.4, 5.7.1.1 block
model and Section 5.7.2 material
handling in Chapter 5.

Updated Table 5.47, Chapter 5 to
include completion criteria for the TSF
and the remaining portions of the
Project.

Table 5.48, Chapter 5 has been
updated to reflect this submission.
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S20

S20

S20

S20
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6

6
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6.6.2.5
Effluent

6.6.3.2

6.6.3.2 and
6.6.3.3

6.8.1
Water Quality Objectives

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

unlikely that the risk rating could be reduced to this level. It is noted that no evidence
has been presented to demonstrate that 95% compaction rates can be achieved; that
drainage features can be successfully reinstated; or that ground cover can be
successfully re-established.

Irrigation of treated effluent
The EIS does not assess the potential impacts of diffuse discharges on the receiving
environment and sensitive receptors, for example the irrigation of treated effluent.

Contaminated water releases
It is not clear from the EIS whether the proponent is proposing to have authorised
controlled releases of contaminated water from the site. Section 6.6.3.2 of Chapter 6
states that, in the event of a heavy rainfall event, an unauthorised release of ‘dirty
water’ may occur from the sediment dams. S20 considers that this constitutes a release
of contaminants to the receiving environment. This information needs to be assessed in
the EIS and then conditioned in any issued EA.
Furthermore, condition F5 (Chapter 11: Conditions) refers to designated release points.
However, specific information about the location, water quality or release conditions
has not been included in the EIS. If any release of contaminants to the receiving
environment is proposed, this information must be provided in the EIS.
Mine process water
Sections 6.6.3.2 and 6.6.3.3 indicate that the following dams will be used to hold either
dirty or mine/process water:
 the Water supply dam;
 sediment dams 1 – 17;
 the Raw water dam;
 the Mine Infrastructure Area (MIA) sediment dam;
 the active mining pits; and
 the mine water dam.
Additional detailed information is required regarding the suitability of these water
structures to hold dirty or mine/process water to ensure that no interaction occurs
between the dirty or mine/process water and surface water and groundwater.
Water quality sampling
The EIS indicates that two additional rounds of sampling are scheduled between
October 2019 and March 2020 in order to incorporate seasonal variation into the data
collected for surface water within and around the proposed Project area.

Surface water monitoring program
The surface water monitoring program must include surface water monitoring points
and monitoring frequencies that will adequately describe and assess the potential
impacts of the mining activity on environmental values.
157.

S20

6

6.8.2

The current upstream monitoring locations may not be appropriate to adequately
describe the surface water characteristics of the background receiving environment.
For example:


A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

On the eastern side of the proposed Project site, it is likely that overflow from
the site could flow to Alick Creek on the east via a number of potential
tributaries, and potentially impact the Flinders River upstream from the
upstream point.
www.mcres.com.au

The EIS should provide further information regarding:



The feasibility of the proposed onsite wastewater management
and treatment including characterisation of the effluent quality,
irrigation area, and soil characteristics.
Assessment of potential environmental impacts along with
appropriate mitigation measures. The EIS should provide details of
the effluent and land disposal characteristics for the proposed
Project.

The EIS should provide further information regarding:





Proposed water releases, including a description of the proposed
location of releases, the quantity and quality of water to be
released and the conditions under which water will be released
(e.g. environmental flows).
An adequate assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed
releases on surface water and groundwater.
A detailed assessment of the environmental impacts of a release
and proposed management strategies.

Include an adequate assessment in the EIS of the suitability of all water
structures to hold dirty or mine/process water to justify that no
interaction occurs between the dirty or mine/process water and surface
water and groundwater. This assessment must include preliminary
design plans that include details of the materials that will be used to
construct the dams.

The two additional rounds of sampling proposed by the proponent are
considered critical to allow a better understanding of seasonal variation
in surface water quality and to set a representative baseline prior to any
commencement of works. It is also strongly recommended that water
quality monitoring is conducted at sites closer to the proposed Project
site.
1. Amend the EIS and surface water monitoring locations as described
below, and include monitoring frequencies for each. Ensure a suitable
surface water monitoring program is included in the EIS.



Add a monitoring point further upstream on the Flinders River in
order to better assess potential impacts of the mining activity to
the Flinders River.
Move the Horse Creek upstream monitoring point further
upstream to ensure it is not impacted by the mining activity, in
particular when extraction activities occur in the southern end of
the site

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Refer Section 6.6.2.5 in Chapter 6,
Section 11.8.7 in Chapter 11 and
Section 6.4.6 of Appendix A16.
Updates made to text regarding design
and determining the characteristics of
effluent.
Refer Sections 6.6.3.2, 6.6.3.3, 6.9.1.1,
6.9.2.4 and 6.17, Chapter 6 and
Sections 6.3.2, 6.3.3, 8.1.1, 9, 10.1,
10.1.2 and 10.1.3 within Appendix A16.
Further clarification has been provided
regarding release of water within the
Project site. It is not proposed to
release water to the receiving
environment.

Section 6.3.2, 6.3.3, 8.1.1, 9, 10.1,
10.1.2 and 10.1.3 (SWIA)
Sections 6.6.3.2 and 6.3.3.3 of Chapter
6 includes information regarding
materials to be used to construct dams
as well as interaction between
structures.
Refer Sections 6.8.1 and 6.8.3, Chapter
6 and Sections 2.6 and 10.1.4 of
Appendix A16 (SWIA) and Appendix
A17.
An update has been provided regarding
water quality sampling and information
regarding location of sampling sites.
Refer Section 6.8.2, Chapter 6 and
Section 10.1.4 and Appendix B of
Appendix A16
Discussion regarding sampling
locations has been discussed with the
Department. Some additional text has
been added to the Sections above,
providing further justification regarding
appropriateness of the locations
chosen. These are subject to be revised
and updated as part of the Water
Management Plan.
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The upstream monitoring point on Horse Creek (Horse Creek US) is located at the
boundary of the proposed Project site, close to mining pits with a potential to be
impacted by mining activities
 No surface water data is provided for the two unnamed minor tributaries that
cross the southern portion of the proposed Project site.
The location of downstream monitoring locations may not be appropriate to
adequately assess the potential environmental impacts from the proposed Project. For
example:

Include additional surface water quality monitoring sites for the
two unnamed minor tributaries that cross the southern portion of
the project site.
2. Include additional downstream monitoring points close to the
boundaries of the proposed Project site, for example but not limited to:



The downstream points currently nominated (Julia Creek DS and Flinders River
DS) are located too far from the proposed Project site to detect potential impacts
of mining (being more than 60km from the proposed Project).
 There are no monitoring points proposed to detect shallow groundwater
contamination (<10m).
A suitable surface water monitoring program is required to assess and manage impacts
to the receiving environment.
Water quality baseline data
The EIS does not include sufficient baseline data to adequately characterise background
surface water quality and flows, including seasonal variation. The Queensland Water
Quality Guidelines recommend the collection of at least 12 samples per site over a 12month period (preferably 24-months) when three or more reference sites are
nominated. The EIS notes that, in the absence of sufficient data, water quality
objectives default to ANZECC. However, the data that has been collected indicates that
the background water quality onsite exceeds ANZECC limits, which would result in an
immediate non-compliance if limits based on ANZECC values were included in the EA.


158.

159.

160.

161.

S20

S20

S20

S20

6

6

6

6
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6.8.3

6.8.4

6.9.2.2
Stream flow

6.14.1.5
Groundwater- Existing
Environment- Water Table
Elevation, Poteniometry
and Vertical Flow
(p.6-67)

Sediment sampling
The sediment sampling undertaken within waterways is considered to be inadequate.
Only one round of sampling was conducted at seven locations in March 2019, however,
no sampling of sediments was completed onsite (for example in the unnamed
tributaries described above). Downstream monitoring points used for sediments are
the same as for surface water monitoring and are considered to be located too far from
the site to be appropriate to detect any potential impacts.

CEMP and OEMP
Proposed management measures to mitigate potential impacts to aquatic ecosystem
values must be adequately described and assessed in the EIS.

Groundwater monitoring bores
It is anticipated that mining will intersect groundwater in the south-west corner of the
site, where it is closest to Julia Creek and the depth to water (below ground level) is
much less. It is estimated that the maximum depth of groundwater intersection is five
metres in this area, the yield will be low and that groundwater is likely to evaporate and
not pool in the pit, limiting the ability for contaminants to migrate off site. However, it
is suggested that groundwater monitoring is undertaken to detect any contaminant
migration into groundwater.
www.mcres.com.au








Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

On the west: Horse Creek and/or other tributary that flows to Julia
Creek;
On the north west: Pigeon Creek that flows to Julia Creek;
On the north: tributary flowing towards Flinders Creek); and
Water line North to the site on the shallow groundwater path.
This is required in order to detect any potential impact of the
activity on the groundwater within the Toolbuc formation and on
downstream surface water.

Collect sufficient water quality baseline data in accordance with the
Queensland Water Quality Guidelines to derive water quality data that is
reflective of the receiving environment.

Additional sediment sampling should be undertaken. Further, additional
sediment and surface water monitoring sites should be included in
tributaries within the proposed Project site.

The EIS must provide an adequate assessment of the potential impacts
of the proposed Horse Creek Levee on aquatic ecosystem values. The
assessment should include proposed management measures to mitigate
any potential impacts to aquatic ecosystem values.
The draft Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and the
Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) must be provided
in the amended EIS. Proposed management measures to mitigate any
potential impacts to the aquatic ecosystem values should be provided at
the EIS stage. The CEMP and OEMP should include sufficient detailed
information to allow the administering authority to assess the suitability
of the proposed plans.
Further groundwater monitoring bores down-gradient of the south-west
corner of the site are recommended in order to detect any potential
groundwater contamination. These bores may be located beyond the
boundary of the proposed mining lease.

Refer section 6.8.1 - Chapter 6 and
Sections 2.6, 10.1.4 and Appendix B
(Preliminary Water Management Plan),
Appendix A16.
Further water sampling will be
continued by Multicom in order to
derive sufficient water quality data for
the Project.
Refer Section 6.8.4, 6.9.2.4 of the EIS
and Sections 2.6 (especially 2.6.3),
10.1.4 and Appendix B (Preliminary
Water Management Plan) of Appendix
A16.
A further round of sediment sampling
has been carried out following the
previous submission. Further
commitment has been made to collect
more sediment samples is documented
in the chapter.

Section 4.3 Management Measures of
Appendix A5 – EMP Framework and
relevant Table 2 Preliminary List of
Management Plans specifically states
the need for an Aquatic ecology
management plan required in the
CEMP and OEMP.

Refer Section 3.1 of Appendix A31 Groundwater Monitoring Plan for
revised groundwater monitoring bore
locations.
Bore "B" already proposed in
southwest corner of the site at likely
location of potential discharge to Horse
Creek.
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Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Additional bores added to the network
which will be installed immediately
after the rehabilitation of the mining
area. The purpose of the bores is to
provide understanding of

In-situ leaching of contaminants
from emplaced backfill material

The potential for development of
a “bucket aquifer” due to the
permeability contrast between
the in-tact material and the
emplaced material and recharge
vs evapotranspiration of rainfall
(i.e. a water balance)
Refer Appendix A31 - Groundwater
Monitoring Plan (GWP).

162.

S20

6

6.14.1.8

Groundwater quality data
The EIS does not provide sufficient baseline data to fully describe groundwater
underlying the mining lease, including seasonal variation in quality and levels. A
minimum of eight samples per location (preferably taken over a two-year period to
obtain some level of understanding of seasonal variation) is required to establish
baseline groundwater data. Due to the risk of groundwater contamination from
contaminant seepage (from acid rock drainage, water storage and tailings dams,
processing plants and hazardous storage areas) a robust baseline data set is required to
establish site-specific water quality objectives for the groundwater monitoring
program.
The EIS states that, due to insufficient data, ANZECC (2000) livestock guideline water
quality objectives are proposed. This is not supported by S20 as the livestock guidelines
are considered too high for most contaminants when compared to the
current/expected groundwater quality of the receiving environment.

163.

S20

6
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6.15.1
Conceptual
Hydrogeological Model

Conceptual hydrological model
A conceptual model of site hydrogeology and groundwater flows is provided in the EIS,
however, this does not indicate the direction of shallow groundwater. It is considered
likely that the groundwater flows within the Toolbuc formation from South to North
across the site. The dam(s) water may potentially enter the groundwater causing
contamination issues and water storage issues.

www.mcres.com.au

Amend the EIS to include the following information:






The EIS should provide enough baseline data to fully describe
groundwater underlying the mining lease, including seasonal
variation in quality and levels.
The EIS should use the Queensland Water Quality Guideline and
the Guideline ‘Using monitoring data to assess groundwater
quality and potential environmental impacts to sufficiently derive
water quality data reflective of the receiving environment’ (DSITI
2017), see:
https://www.publications.qld.gov.au/dataset/groundwaterquality-assessment-guideline/resource/472cc88a-000a-4bb8a60d-204cfe7e0238
The EIS groundwater quality triggers and limits should be based
on site-specific data or on more conservative guideline values.

Additional information is required in the EIS to better understand the
potential connection between the mining pit(s), the dam, the
groundwater and the Flinders River downstream. The EIS must provide a
qualitative and quantitative assessment of the impact of the mining
activity on the shallow groundwater, the dam and downstream surface
waters.

It is acknowledged that groundwater
monitoring data presented in the EIS is
insufficient to establish baseline
conditions. However, the mine is
located within low permeability
formations, thus seasonal responses
are (usually) minimal and potential
impacts will be very slow to propagate.
Mining will also be progressive, proving
large periods prior to mining in the
vicinity of most planned monitoring
bores.
The GWP identifies DSITI 2017 will be
used to derive site-specific triggers and
thresholds once eight samples have
been collected from each monitoring
bore. Monitoring bores will be
established prior to mining, and in
most cases will provide more than 5
years of data prior to the mine activity
in the immediate vicinity. Modelling
provided indicates very slow rates of
potential contaminant movement.
The water quality data available from
the site (n=7) identifies that the
groundwater salinity beneath the site is
in excess of 4000 mg/L and therefore
poorer than the "non adverse effect"
upper limit for beef cattle.
Section 6.14.1.5 and Figure in Appendix
A18 (2019) identify the groundwater
flow direction in the water table
aquifer to be from east to
west/northwest. An additional Figure
has been added to Chapter 6, Water.
The Flinders River is 20-25 km uphydraulic gradient from the site,
therefore no potential for impact.
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Water demand
The proposed Project water demand has been stated for the lower 10,000 tpa
production rate that is forecast only for the first two years of operation. The water
supply for the full 20,000 tpa rate of production should also be stated in the EIS.

Amend the EIS to identify the proposed Project water demand for the
full 20,000 tpa rate of production.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:
1. Detailed assessment of the potentially contaminated springs resulting
from the “bucket” aquifer scenario. Assessment must identify the
likelihood, magnitude, extent or duration of such an event.
2. Any potential impacts to environmental values must be assessed. The
extent, magnitude and duration of potential contamination may result in
environmental harm. In particular, identify impacts to potential suitable
habitat for Julia Creek Dunnart, cracking soils and Mitchell Grasslands.

165.

S20

6

6.16.3
Groundwater- Surface
Water Interaction

“Bucket” aquifer
The “…potential inadvertent construction of a “bucket” aquifer” p. 6-89 in the
backfilled and reject material in the void is identified as potentially discharging
contaminated water to the surface when the bucket aquifer rises to ground level. There
is no impact or risk assessment identifying the likelihood, magnitude, extent or duration
of such an event. There are no mitigation measures proposed. This may not develop
until post-mining and presents a potentially long-term legacy management issue.
Confirm whether this scenario is the same as discussed in section 6.17.1.3 Seepage
from Reject Material (Waste Rock).

166.

S20

6

6.17.1.3
Seepage from Reject
Material (Waste Rock)

Groundwater contamination
Section 6.17.1.3 of Chapter 6 of the EIS states that “potential groundwater
contamination risks associated with backfilling the pits with reject material is
considered low” p.6-92. An adequate assessment of the potential impacts to
groundwater resulting from contamination cannot be undertaken without adequate
characterisation of the material to be backfilled.
Additional information is required regarding the proposed mitigation measures to
ensure groundwater with elevated elements does not occur.

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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3. The EIS should propose suitable and effective mitigation measures,
including monitoring and reporting. Confirm whether this scenario is
related to section 6.17.1.3.
4. Add the following three dot points to the summary of the
Groundwater management Plan in section 6.17.3. Corresponding
additions should be made in the full Groundwater Monitoring Plan:
 The installation of monitoring bores, during mining operations,
into the backfilled areas of the void down to the pit floor level.
This will enable monitoring of the water levels, water quality, and
contaminant concentrations of slowly moving seepage; or water
trapped or ponded at low points on the basement of the backfill
material.
 Water quality monitoring of seepage emerging onto the floor of
the void from the backfill material during mining operations.
 Maintain survey data of the pit rim and pit floor levels in the
mining void for the life of the mine so that at any time a 3-D
image, or contour plan, of the complete void floor can be
produced. Such imagery should be able to show the surface levels
along the rim of the pit; the shape, depth and extent of the pit;
and the levels of the pit floor in the void, so that at any time the
likely flow paths under the backfill material, and the direction of
seepage flow on the floor of the void can be ascertained.
Amend the EIS to include the following information:



The EIS should undertake appropriate material characterisation
and an assessment of the contamination potential to groundwater
and surface water from the backfilling of pits.
The EIS should provide additional information on the proposed
seepage management program to ensure any contaminated
material is effectively managed and will not adversely impact
surface water and groundwater resources. The proposed draft

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Potential impacts to shallow
groundwater (Toolebuc Formation)
quantified in Section 6.16
Noted. Section 6.6 Project Phases of
Chapter 6 clearly states that the total
water demand per 10,000 tpa of
production is 2.5 GL/a.
Section 6.6.2.1 Processing Water of
Chapter 6 clearly describes that water
demand is 2 GL/annum for 10,000 tpa
production and that this volume will
increase linearly as production is scaled
up to a maximum of 20,000 tpa.
1. Insufficient data is available to
undertake a detailed assessment of the
potential for discharge of
contaminated water from an
anthropogenic spring. Refer Section
6.16.3, Chapter 6 for further
discussion.
2. Per above, this is currently
unquantifiable
3. Potential mitigation measures have
been proposed in Section 6.17.1.3,
Chapter 6. The scenario is related to
6.17.1.3 in that potential for
contaminant leaching from backffill
material will determine whether the
discharge is contaminated or not
4. The GMP (Appendix A31) has been
amended to include:

an additional monitoring in the
backfilled material. this has been
located in an area of early mining
to maximise the amount of time
available to understand the
potential impacts and to develop
robust mitigation options

pit inflows are expected to be
negligible/ too small to allow
collection of water quality
samples.

a requirement to survey the pit
has been included in the GMP.

Section 6.17.1.3 has been updated to
provide potential mitigation options.
The GMP now includes a requirement
to develop an interim mitigation plan
following the completion of the RGS
characterisation and modelling, and a
final mitigation plan within 10 years of
the commencement of mining.
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167.

168.

169.

170.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

S20

S20

S20

S20

6

6

7

7

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

N/A

N/A

7.6
Table 7.9 Qualitative Risk
Assessment- Regulated
Structures

7.6 and
Table 7.7
offering Preliminary
Consequence Category
Assessments of dams and
levees

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Underground water rights
The EIS states that the dewatering of pits will be required due to groundwater
infiltration. However, the EIS does not address whether the dewatering of pits due to
groundwater infiltration will trigger underground water rights under chapter 3 of the
Water Act 2000 and section 126A of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act).
Chapter 3 applies when groundwater is extracted as part of the mining process. The
dewatering of pits due to groundwater infiltration is considered to potentially trigger
the requirements of an underground water impact report.

Watercourse diversions and flood bunds
Watercourse diversions and flood bunds are proposed for the proposed Project site.
Additional information is required regarding the design of these structures and the
potential impacts to the receiving environment as a result of the diversion of
watercourses.

management strategy to address this potential hazard should be
provided in the amended EIS.
Provide an adequate assessment in the EIS on whether underground
water rights are triggered under chapter 3 of the Water Act 2000 and
section 126A of the Environmental Protection Act 1994.

As required by section 9.4 of the ToR, a formal certified CCA Report is required to be
provided for all proposed structures. However, it is noted that only preliminary
uncertified CCAs have been supplied in Table 7.7.
Consequence Categories are to be assessed on the basis that defensive design
measures have failed, or were never properly considered in the first instance.
Consequence Categories are determined on the basis that design measures to prevent
seepage, overtopping, or dambreak were not implemented, or were non-existent. In
the case of seepage from pits, assessment of impacts are assessments of those impacts
that would occur if the structure was not lined, and tailings were deposited in an
excavated unlined structure.

Addressed in Section 6.3, Chapter 6.
The Project will trigger underground
water rights of the Minerals Act and
will therefore be required to adhere to
the obligations of Chapter 3, i.e. bore
baseline assessment, UWIR and make
good.
Standalone Watercourse
Determination Report for MLA100162
completed.

Provide additional information in the EIS regarding the design of the
watercourse diversions and flood bunds, and the potential impacts to
the receiving environment as a result of the diversion of watercourses.

It is expected that the minor tributaries
that are realigned/disturbed as part of
proposed operations within
MLA100162 will not be classified as
Watercourses.
Refer to Sections 6.6.3, 6.10.2 Chapter 6 of the EIS and Sections 6.3.1,
8.3, 10.2 and 10.3 of Appendix A16
(SWIA).

Consequence Category Assessment report
The Consequence Category Assessment (CCA) report undertaken by Engeny, and
referenced in the EIS, was not provided.
The EIS states that the mining pits are not intended as water storages and will be
actively dewatered after rainfall events. Section 7.4.3 of the EIS classifies pit water as
“mine/process water” which is considered “potentially hazardous”. It is noted in Table
7.9 that the unmitigated risk of flooding due to failure of Horse Creek Levee is ‘High’. As
such, the EIS should include a CCA for the mining pits. It is noted that “…a revised CCA
will be completed for the mining pits during the detailed design phase of the Project” p.
7-20. This information must be provided at the EIS stage.
Certified CCAs
Certified CCAs are required for each of the proposed dams and levees to ensure that
sufficient investigation work has been undertaken, and that all foreseeable risks
affecting the assessment of structures are recognised and assessed before
departmental approval of the project.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Provide the CCA report undertaken by Engeny and include an
assessment of the mining pits.

Refer to Chapter 7, Section 7.6 and
Appendix A16, Section 8.2.1 for further
information on the CCA report and
justification around assessment of
mining pits.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:



Provide formal certified CCA Reports for all proposed structures.
The Consequence Category for the TSF should be reassessed, on the
basis that abandoned boreholes could exist, and may provide a
direct leakage path to the artesian aquifer in the Hooray Sandstone.

Refer Chapter 7, Section 7.6 and Table
7.7 and Appendix A16, Section 9.1 for
further details.

In the case of the five proposed cells for the Tailings Storage Facility there does not
seem to have been any consideration that there could be abandoned or disused
artesian bores under the proposed footprint of the TSF that could provide a
contamination pathway to the groundwater aquifer.
A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Amend the EIS to include the following information:


171.

S20

8

Introduction
(p.8-3)

Offsite Water Storage Facility assessment
The proposed OWSF and associated 24km long pipeline is considered an integral part of
the proposed project in relation to the assessment of potential impacts to flora and
fauna. The desktop assessment of flora and fauna values presented in the EIS is
considered insufficient in identifying potential impacts.





172.

173.

174.

175.

S20

S20

S20

S20

8

8

8

8
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N/A

8.11
Potential Impacts
(p.8-67)

8.11.1
Vegetation clearing
(p.8-68)

8.15
Significant Residual Impact
Assessment
(p.8-96)

Floodplain ecology
S20 notes that a substantial area of the proposed project site is subject to flooding from
the Flinders River as depicted in the Queensland Floodplain Assessment Overlay. There
was no discussion in the EIS of the potential impacts to floodplain ecology from mining
activities.
Disturbance extents for Mining Lease Application and OWSF
It is confusing to separate the potential impacts of clearing for the OWSF and
associated pipeline in section 8.11 from section 8.11.1 vegetation clearing. It is unclear
whether the proposed clearing of 180ha is separate to or included in the 7,213ha of
Astrebla grassland.
Mine sequence clearing extents
Table 8.12 provides expected staged clearing of vegetation for the first 25 years of
operation. No total is provided in the table, but it adds up to 6,908ha. There are no
figures provided for the mining year’s 26 to 30 but it is noted in Figure 3.23 that the
mine sequencing for these years is yet to be determined. The total does not align with
other clearing totals provided in the EIS such as the 7,213ha described in section 8.11.1
or 7,388ha in Appendix A1 – Voluntary Ecological Enhancement Program. It is noted
that the average clearing extent per year is 276ha. Assuming another five years of
production (year’s 26-30) at similar rates there may be an additional 1,380ha of
clearing for the proposed project. An indicative clearing extent total would then equate
to 8,288ha.

Julia Creek Dunnart – significant residual impact assessment – MSES
The EIS assessment concludes that the proposed Project will not have a significant
residual impact (SRI) on Julia Creek Dunnart based on findings in Table 8.15
‘Assessment of SRI against State Guidelines for Julia Creek Dunnart’. The eight
significant impact criteria listed in Table 8.15 are considered in the EIS not to trigger an
impact. However, it is noted from Table 8.9 that considerable uncertainty is expressed
www.mcres.com.au

Provide an environmental assessment of the proposed offsite
water storage facility (OWSF) and associated pipeline
infrastructure and associated works. Flora and fauna surveys must
be undertaken and an assessment provided to adequately
describe the existing environmental values, potential impacts,
proposed mitigation measures and any significant residual impact
assessment in accordance with the terms of reference
requirements.
Clearly describe and delineate the MSES assessment from the
MNES assessment. MSES and MNES impact or disturbance tables
should be provided that clearly identify both the relevant value
and impact area (in hectares). Associated figures are
recommended. Amend relevant significant impact assessments
and any resulting offset requirements, as required.
Amend relevant chapters including Flora and Fauna, Matters of
National Environmental Significance and the Offsets Strategy
appendix accordingly.

The scale and magnitude of the local floodplain modification due to
mining requires assessment. Floodplain modelling should be provided
showing pre-mining and post-mining assessments, including any
potential impacts from the provision of the OWSF and proposed pipeline
infrastructure. Potential impacts on ecological function and connectivity
must be discussed. This includes, but is not limited to, the assessment of
any likely impacts downstream / off-site resulting from altered flow
paths, changes in flow velocity and changes in inundation periods.
Update section 8.11 to appropriately combine all vegetation clearing
impacts associated with the proposed project. The desktop estimate of
180ha for clearing associated with the OWSF and pipeline must be
updated based on field survey assessment.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Chapter 20, Sections 20.7.14, 20.7.15,
20.8.9 and 20.8.10 and Figure 20.17
provides assessment of the OWSF and
associated infrastructure.
Chapter 8 Part 1 - Sections 8.9, 8.10,
8.11, 8.12 discuss terrestrial ecology
survey results at the OWSF, potential
impacts and mitigation measures.
Chapter 8, Part 2 - Section 8.16.2, 8.19
and 8.20 discusses proposed aquatic
ecology surveys, potential impacts and
mitigation measures.
Chapter 8 Section 8.15 and 8.23
discusses the SRI. Refer to Figures 8.5
and 8.6 for mapped MSES.
Appendix A1 has also been updated.
Appendix A33 provides the OWSF
Terrestrial Ecology Technical
Assessment Report
Chapter 8, Part 2 Sections 8.17.3,
8.19.6 and 8.20.4 provides a
description of potential impacts to
flora and fauna due to changed
flow/flooding regimes and relevant
mitigation measures.
Section 8.11 has provided further
clarification on clearing extent within
the Project site and OWSF and
associated infrastructure area.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:







The EIS should confirm clearing extents for each year of the 30 year
mine life and the combined total, including clearing for the OWSF
and associated pipeline. Amend relevant sections including section
8.11.1 and Table 8.12 accordingly.
Amend Figure 8.7 to incorporate the additional clearing of
vegetation associated with the ‘Unmined Area’, the OWSF and
pipeline.
Amend Table 8.14 ‘Vegetation clearing - native fauna habitat’ to
account for the field surveyed clearing extents for the OWSF and
pipeline.
Update impact extents on relevant MNES and MSES values and
describe how this may change SRI assessments and any associated
offsets.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:


A revised SRI assessment for the Julia Creek Dunnart is provided
taking into account that conclusions are currently based on
inadequate survey techniques, timing and effort; and a poor

The expected staged clearing of
vegetation has been updated in Table
8.15. Figure 8.13 has been amended to
reflect any changes. The total area of
vegetation to be cleared is clarified in
Section 8.11.1. The total amount of
ground-truthed REs to be cleared has
been clarified in Table 8.11. The
impacts to Julia Creek Dunnart habitat
is addressed in Section 8.15.1.

A revised SRI assessment for the Julia
Creek Dunnart is provided in Section
8.15.1. Section 8.24 also summarises
the SRI in the conclusion.
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in relation to whether a Julia Creek Dunnart population is likely to occur on the site.
This uncertainty arises in part due to the lack of targeted surveys; inadequate survey
effort; use of generic small mammal baits for trapping; the absence of more productive
sampling techniques such as analysis of owl pellets, predator scats and stomach
contents; and reliance on untested habitat modelling from McAlpine and Howe 2005.
It is recognised from the literature that the patchy distribution and low population of
this endangered species over a large region requires an extensive trapping effort,
making field surveys time consuming and expensive (Mifsud, 1999). Degradation of
habitat due to grazing and Prickly Acacia infestation is recognised, but it is considered
that this applies equally to the wider landscape and to the primary known sites for the
species.
The assessment of Julia Creek Dunnart habitat has not adequately taken into account
the nature and magnitude of potential impacts. Significant potential impacts to Julia
Creek Dunnart habitat are considered likely from the proposed project due to:



understanding of the species’ sensitivity and resilience to mining
activities.
Provide a definitive conclusion on the significant residual impact
assessment for the Julia Creek Dunnart. Note that S20 considers
that the proposed project is likely to result in a significant residual
impact, and that an offset must be proposed.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Refer Appendix A1 – Offset Strategy for
further details on the offset proposed.

the magnitude of impact: the complete removal of habitat (vegetation
communities and substrate up to 40m below surface level);
 the extent of impact: clearance of at least 7,300ha (or more) of potential
habitat;
 the duration of impact: strip mining over a 30 year mine life cycle; and
uncertainty in the success and timeframe of rehabilitation methods combined
with potential adverse climatic conditions (e.g. drought) and pest species control
in returning Mitchell Grass downs communities to remnant status;
 the lack of knowledge regarding the sensitivity and resilience of the Julia Creek
Dunnart to the indirect impacts of mining activities e.g. dust, light, noise and
vibration on habitat adjacent to areas being mined.
S20 considers that the proposed project site contains potentially suitable habitat for
the Julia Creek Dunnart. This is based on departmental habitat suitability mapping; the
close proximity of existing records; expert opinion; and assessment of material
provided in the EIS. Therefore, in reviewing the SRI criteria, the department considers
that the proposed project is likely to:







lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a local population;
reduce the extent of occurrence of the species;
fragment an existing population; and
cause disruption to ecologically significant locations (breeding, feeding, nesting,
migration or resting sites) of a species.

Julia Creek Dunnart – significant impact assessment - MNES
In determining a significant impact under the MNES Significant impact guidelines 1.1
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2013) the precautionary principle should be applied. This
applies where:
176.

177.

S20

S20

17

9
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17.13.2.2
Julia Creek Dunnart
(p.17-102)

9.5.5.1

there is scientific uncertainty about the impacts of the action and potential
impacts are serious or irreversible; and
 there is insufficient scientific information to support the exclusion of a species
from an area because suitable habitat is present and there are confirmed records
nearby.
Appendix 3 of the Terms of reference for the Project also advises that the
precautionary principle is discussed in relation to the environmental acceptability of the
proposal on an MNES.


Diesel generator air emissions
Specific information is required in relation to the diesel generator. Section 9.5.5.1 of
Chapter 9 of the EIS provides estimated emission rates based on a typical worst-case
scenario generator stack. In order to accurately condition an EA, particularly point
source emission requirements, information about the specific generator, including the
plant’s capacity and manufacturer specifications for emissions, is required. S20 requires
www.mcres.com.au

Revise the significant impact assessment for the Julia Creek Dunnart fully
accounting for the precautionary principle.

The EIS should provide specific information in relation to point source
emissions, particularly as it relates to conditioning of any EA. Provide
additional information in the EIS about the specific generator to be used
to generate electricity for the site. Information is required on the
location of any release points to air, the contaminants of concern, the

Refer Section 17.16.4.2, 17.19 and
Table 17.28 in Chapter 17 for further
details on the SRI assessment.

Added Section 9.4.5.11 in Chapter 9 to
detail assumptions and emissions for
diesel generators. Refer also Appendix
A14 for details.
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179.
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S20

S20

9

9

EIS Section Number
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9.6.2
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
in Year 25
and
Chapter 5 Project
Description and
Alternatives in 3.3.3
Disturbance Footprint
A14
and
Chapter 11
and
A27

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

information about the location of any release points to air, the contaminants of
concern, the minimum release height, the minimum exit gas temperature and the
minimum efflux velocity.
Additional information is also required regarding how the power generation plant will
be managed to ensure all environmental values are protected.
Gas generators
Chapter 5, section 3.3.3 of the EIS states that gas generators will be used and
operational gas demand will be supplied on-site. There was no assessment in the EIS of
carbon dioxide released from gas generators or the potential leakage of methane. The
EIS should discuss if this would result in the release of carbon dioxide and methane
(such as leaks from gas storage and transfer).
Greenhouse gas emissions
There was no discussion in the EIS on the potential for release of methane or gas from
the ore body or volatile emissions from exposure of the underlying oil shale unit. The
EIS should discuss if the ore body has any trapped gas that would be released or any
other sources of greenhouse gas emissions such as exposing the oil/shale to air.
Noise management plan
The EIS states that the best practice noise objectives as detailed in the EPP (Noise) will
not be able to be achieved. This is considered to be unacceptable, and additional
information must be included in the EIS describing how the environmental
management objective will be achieved through appropriate and effective mitigation
strategies.

180.

S20

10

10.6.2

Section 10.6.2 of Chapter 10 of the EIS includes the commitment to produce and
implement a Noise Management Plan, with the objective of achieving compliance with
the relevant criteria for the Saint Elmo Homestead prior to construction.
This information is required to be provided as part of the EIS to enable S20 to
adequately assess the suitability of mitigation measures proposed for the site to ensure
the environmental impacts for noise have been managed and that the EPP (Noise)
objectives are able to be met for the life of the mine.
Waste characterisation
The geochemical and physical characterisation of waste rock, tailings and spoil,
including identification of the risk of acid or neutral mine drainage, has not been
sufficiently described in the EIS.

181.

S20

11
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11.6.3.2
and
A27

minimum release height, the minimum exit gas temperature and the
minimum efflux velocity.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Insufficient information regarding mitigation and appropriate management of waste
material is provided in the EIS. This has significant implications for waste management,
rehabilitation success and the final landform.
The Static and Kinetic testing that was undertaken is considered to be insufficient.
Appendix 27 of the EIS states that the results of analyses that were undertaken are
limited and cannot be used to infer if there may be adverse environmental impacts
from the mining and placement of the materials into shallow pits or tailings dams.
The risks associated with the proposed strategy to manage waste rock, and the likely
success of the proposed rehabilitation plan, is unknown. The EIS states that the risk of
acid mine drainage is low and that waste rock (overburden) is inert. Insufficient detail is
included in the EIS to support these assertions and the plan to dispose of waste rock in
the mine pit. The proposed waste characterisation study must be completed to ensure
appropriate storage and treatment of waste rock material.

www.mcres.com.au

Provide an assessment of the potential for gas generators to release
carbon dioxide. Assess the impacts from the potential release of
methane (such as leaks from gas storage and transfer).

The EIS should discuss all sources of greenhouse gas emissions from the
proposed project, including the release of methane or gas from the ore
body or volatile emissions of greenhouse gas from the oil shale unit.

Provide a Noise Management Plan that details how the EPP (Noise)
objectives will be achieved for the life of the mine.

Included gas generators in Section
9.5.2.3, Chapter 9 and Appendix A14.

Discussion included in Section 9.5.2,
Chapter 9 and Appendix A14.

Overview provided in Chapter 10,
Section 10.6.2.
Noise Management Plan provided in
Section 9, Appendix A21.

Further geochemical characterisation of waste rock, tailings and spoil is
required to be undertaken. It is noted that some of these issues have
been raised in issue number’s 3 and 8.
For information about the waste rock characterisation requirements
please refer to the Global Acid Rock Drainage (GARD) guide (INAP,
2009), the Leading Practice Handbook – Preventing Acid and
Metalliferous Drainage (DFAT, 2016) and the Assessment and
Management of Acid Drainage (DME, 1995).
Once sufficient characterisation has been undertaken the management
of the site must be reviewed to ensure the proposed rehabilitation
strategy, the TSF design and surface water and groundwater
management as detailed in the current EIS are still suitable, based on
the results of the geochemical characterisation.

Description of the waste material
characterisation has been included in
Section 11.6.4, Chapter 11. Refer also
Appendix A27 for further details.

At a minimum, the EIS must include the following information:
 A revised Mine Material Management Plan (and associated
Chapter 11) that describes the likely physical behaviour and
chemical reactivity of the waste materials under the conditions in
which they would be stored.
− The report must address the constituent elements
present, and their likely future speciation and mobility.
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Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation
The report should investigate the character of waste
rock, low grade ore and tailings and include
identification of any contaminants that pose a risk to the
environment, such as contaminants associated with acid
mine drainage (AMD), neutral mine drainage and saline
mine drainage.
− The report should achieve the following outcomes:
- demonstrate that the sampling regime meets
best practice standards, is spatially representative of all
material being mined (i.e. the ore body, exposed pit
walls and overburden etc.) and representative of all
lithologies;
- be capable of confidently classifying mine waste
streams based on environmental risk and management
requirements;
- be capable of generating block models and
estimating the volume of mine waste based on waste
type (i.e. level of environmental risk); and
- provide recommendations for the management
and mitigation of waste streams to manage
environmental risk and achieve proposed rehabilitation
methods and objectives.
 All mined material must be classified on its propensity to be
potentially acid or non-acid forming, to generate neutral
metalliferous or saline drainage, and its susceptibility to
weathering. The characterisation of waste material should
continue throughout the operation of the mine and should
include the following:
−
static tests, such as:
o chemical composition (whole rock and elemental
analysis) or mineralogical analysis
o acid base accounting (paste pH, sulphur
speciation, neutralising potential (NP) or acid
neutralising capacity (ANC) and total Inorganic
Carbon)
o net acid generation
o water extraction (batch extraction) tests – with
solution assay
−
kinetic tests, such as:
o humidity cell leach testing
o column leach testing.
While static testing may be sufficient to indicate the potential to
generate AMD, kinetic testing is required to predict the rate of oxidation
and concentrations of contaminants that may be leached from the
material under the relevant environmental conditions. This information
is used to inform the cover design and determine the on-going
requirements for managing leachate production. The conceptual site
model for waste rock dumps, low-grade ore stockpiles, heap leach pads
and TSFs must also identify site-specific factors that may result in
geochemical risks, including consideration of the interaction of natural
and anthropogenic processes that influence management controls.
Provide details about the size and type of sewage treatment plant
proposed, and clearly identify how effluent will be managed on the site.
If it is proposed that effluent is to be irrigated to land, provide details
including, but not limited to: the location and size of the irrigation area,
the quantity and quality of the effluent, and an assessment of the
potential impacts of effluent on surface water, groundwater and other
environmental values and how these impacts will be mitigated.
−

Sewage treatment
The EIS does not clearly state how sewage will be managed for each stage of the
proposed project. The total irrigation area and location for the disposal of effluent has
not been defined. The quantity and quality of the effluent has not been adequately
addressed. Potential impacts of effluent on surface water, groundwater and other
environmental values and how these impacts will be mitigated have not been
sufficiently addressed.
www.mcres.com.au

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Details of the minimum requirements
for the STP and irrigation has been
included in Section 11.8.7, Chapter 11.
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There are inconsistences in the EIS regarding sewage management. Table 11.2 makes
mention of sewage, but implies collection will be by a licenced waste transporter. In
contrast, section 11.7.3 indicates “…treated effluent will be trickle and spray irrigated
over designated landscape areas within the MIA or used for dust suppression in the
overburden dump areas when water quality requirements are met” p.11-73.
Section 11.7.3 of the EIS states that the sewage treatment plant will be built for 250
people. Additional information is required regarding the specifications of the proposed
sewage treatment plant and how the relevant ERA threshold was determined.

The EIS must provide additional information regarding the proposed
sewage treatment infrastructure and proposed treated sewage irrigation
to land including:













183.

184.

S20

S20

13

13
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N/A

13.3
Relevant Legislation,
Criteria and Guidelines
(p.13-6)

The Terms of Reference in the EIS Chapter 13 – Cultural Heritage p.1, are consistent
with the Final TOR however, the TOR quoted in the Desktop Non-Indigenous Cultural
Heritage Assessment p. 5, do not include the following: ‘Conduct the impact
assessment in accordance with the department’s EIS information guideline –
Indigenous cultural heritage and EIS information guideline – non-Indigenous cultural
heritage’.

the proposed size of the sewage treatment plant or plants in
terms of “equivalent persons”, showing how the “daily peak
design capacity” as mentioned in the Queensland Environmental
Protection Regulation 2008 was calculated
the types and methods of sewage treatment to be applied
the quantities and quality of treated sewage to be irrigated,
especially in terms of Total Nitrogen, Total Phosphorus, Total
Dissolved Salts, Electrical conductivity, pH, E coli concentrations,
Total Suspended Solids, and Biochemical Organic Demand (5 day)
the use of suitable water balance modelling such as “Model for
Effluent Disposal via Land Irrigation” (MEDLI) to arrive at the
appropriate sustainable wet weather storage volume/s, the
location/s and area/s to be irrigated with treated sewage based
on the quantity and quality of the treated sewage to be irrigated
estimated duration, frequency and timing of irrigation associated
with a suitable Irrigation Management System/Plan
the potential impacts of treated sewage irrigation on surface and
groundwater and other environmental values and how these
impacts will be mitigated so as not to cause environmental harm
and adversely affect appropriate environmental values and water
quality objectives
management measures to ensure appropriate sustainable
management of treated sewage associated with a mandatory
irrigation Management System/Plan
monitoring and recording of this monitoring to be undertaken
associated with sewage treatment and effluent irrigation so as to
manage potential impacts of treated sewage irrigation on
receiving environments such as air, soil, groundwater and surface
waters.

The Non-Indigenous Cultural Heritage Assessment must be based on the
complete Final TOR for the EIS.

Include a suitable non-Indigenous cultural heritage assessment in the EIS
in accordance with the following departmental guidelines:
Other departmental non-Indigenous cultural heritage guidelines that apply to the
proposed project should be used in the EIS assessment.
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Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Guideline: Archaeological Investigations (DES, 2019)
Assessing cultural heritage significance: Using the cultural heritage
criteria (DES, 2017).
Both guidelines are available at:
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/heritage/publications



Refer Appendix A23, Section 1.3.

The Historic Heritage Assessment
(Niche 2020) follows a clear and
systematic process in accordance with
the Guideline: Archaeological
Investigations (DES,2019) that accounts
for:

Potential physical evidence
(section 4 & 5)

Cultural heritage significance of
the place (section 5)

Proposed land uses (section 6.1)

Appropriate management (section
6.3 & 7). The assessment of
cultural heritage significance for
stock routes (table 3) is in
accordance with cultural heritage
criteria (des 2017).
Chapter 13 – Sections 13.3.3 and 13.5.1
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Item No.

185.

186.

187.

188.

189.

190.

191.

192.

193.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

S20

S20

S20

S20

S20

S20

S20

S20

S20

13

13

13

15

15

15

19

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

13.5
Non-Indigenous Cultural
Heritage
(p.13-18)
13.5
Non-Indigenous Cultural
Heritage
(p.13-24)
13.8
Commitments - Cultural
Heritage, Table 13.8
(p.13-30)

15.4.4
Major Projects
and
15.4.2.1
Mining

15.6.8.1
Costs, Cost of Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and 15.6.8.1
Costs, Road Safety Costs
15.6.8.3
CBA Summary Results
Table 15.7

N/A

22

N/A

22

22.1.6
Water

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

The scope of the Non-Indigenous Cultural Heritage Assessment was limited to a
desktop assessment only. This does not comply with the TOR requirement (cultural
heritage) to conduct the impact assessment in accordance with the department’s ‘EIS
information guideline – non-Indigenous cultural heritage’, which requires a physical
archaeological investigation of the proposed project area.
The Non-Indigenous Cultural Heritage Assessment identifies the potential for a former
coach and mail route to survive in the southern portions of the proposed Project area.
However, potential impacts and mitigation measures could not be determined due to
the lack of field assessment. The assessment report states that a field assessment is
required to validate the results of the desktop assessment and facilitate the
documentation of any other values not identifiable from the historical record.
Field assessment is not mentioned in the development of the Non-Indigenous Heritage
Management Plan.
Cumulative impact assessment
The cumulative impact assessment does not mention all surrounding existing or
proposed projects. The EIS should list all existing (e.g. two mines within McKinlay local
government area (LGA) mentioned in Chapter 15, section 15.4.2.1) and the proposed
projects in the area including mines within Cloncurry LGA (e.g. Dugald River Mine or
Great Australia Mine) or any proposed projects such as CopperString Project. This
deficiency then leads to issues in the cumulative assessment. For example, in A8 Table
ES.5. it states: ‘The Saint Elmo Vanadium Project is the only major project outlined for
the McKinlay LGA, and other projects are not expected to have an impact on the local
property market.’ After considering all existing and proposed projects within the area,
this statement and associated analysis should be revised.
Cost/Benefit ratio
No monetary value is provided for cost of greenhouse emissions or road safety costs. Is
the estimated greenhouse gas emission level calculated by 272 kt Co2-e per year x $18
tonne Co2-e = $4,896 per year? An actual value for greenhouse emissions and road
safety costs is required to be input into determining the Cost/Benefit ratio.
Costs and benefits
Provide transparency for what values were used for total PV Costs and total PV Benefits
when determining the cost-benefit ratio. The EIS in Table 15.7 only provides a summary
of the CBA results. The EIS should actually show what comprises the PV Costs and PV
Benefits and how it was derived.
Dust hazard
In Table 19.4 of Chapter 19: Risk Assessment, the hazard ‘Dust – Clearing and
earthworks during construction (Saint Elmo Homestead)’ is attributed a residual risk
rating of ‘Extreme (15)’. This is inconsistent with Table 9.18 of Chapter 9: Air, which
assesses the residual risk of potential impacts from air emissions as ‘low’ and in Table
14.4 A14.

A field assessment is required to be provided in the EIS to adequately
assess the direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative risks to nonIndigenous cultural heritage values, and inform the development of the
Non-Indigenous Heritage Management Plan prior to Project
commencement.
A field assessment is required to determine potential impacts and
mitigation for the former coach road and mail route, and other values
not identifiable from the historical record.

The EIS should include reference to a field assessment in the
commitment to develop the Non-Indigenous Heritage Management
Plan.
Revise the cumulative impact assessment, once all surrounding
existing/proposed projects are considered such as all existing (e.g. two
mines within McKinlay LGA mentioned in Chapter 15, section 15.4.2.1)
and proposed projects in the area including mines with Cloncurry LGA
(e.g. Dugald River Mine or Great Australia Mine), developments within
Cloncurry LGA and any proposed projects such as CopperString Project
and other vanadium mining projects.

Provide the cost involved in estimated greenhouse gas emissions and
road safety costs from the project so it is clear what value was used to
determine the Cost/Benefit ratio.

Provide the values used to determine the total costs and total benefits
as part of calculating the cost-benefit ratio in the EIS.
Amend the EIS to include the following information:



Clearly indicate the residual risk and ensure that all risk assessments
are consistent throughout the EIS.
Additional information must be provided in the EIS that addresses
how the potential impacts of the dust hazard to St Elmo homestead
from clearing and earthworks will be managed to reduce the
residual risk.

S20 considers that an extreme residual risk is an unacceptable level of risk.
NOTE: Draft conditions in Chapter 22 will be subject to change based on the
information provided in EIS submissions and in the future supplementary EIS. These
draft conditions should be updated consistent with the response to submissions.
Additional information is required before S20 can assess the adequacy of any draft EA
conditions. Further discussions regarding EA conditions will be required between S20
and the proponent.

N/A

Condition F2 in Chapter 22 is proposed as follows: “Within six months of this EA taking
effect a detailed Surface Water Management Plan must be developed and
implemented”. It is advised that such a management plan is reviewed at the EIS stage.

Provide a draft Surface Water Management Plan for assessment in the
amended EIS. This management plan requires approval by the
administering authority before the commencement of any works.

www.mcres.com.au

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Appendix A23 – Sections 2.5, 4, 5 and 6
Refer Chapter 13 – Section 13.5.1 and
13.8 and Appendix A23 – sections 1.1,
1.4, 6.3 and 7 for further details.

Refer to Chapter 13 – Sections 13.5.1
and 13.8 and Appendix A23 – Sections
1.1, 1.4, 6.3 and 7.
See Chapter 13 – Sections 13.5.4 and
13.8 and Appendix A23 – Section 6.3
for this commitment.

See Chapter 15 – Sections 15.5.4,
15.5.2.1 and 15.7.10 and Appendix A8
– Section 8 as well as Chapter 18,
Sections 18.4 and 18.5 and Figure 18.1.

Refer Chapter 15 – Section 15.7.8.1 and
Appendix A8 - Sections 6.2.1.6 and
6.2.1.7.

Refer Chapter 15 – Section 15.7.8.3 and
Appendix A8 – Table 6.3.

Noted. Table 19.4 of Chapter 19 has
been amended in line with changes to
Chapter 9 around mitigation. Both
Chapters are now consistent and the
risks have been appropriately
mitigated.

Noted.

Condition F2 has been updated.
Refer to Appendix B (Preliminary Water
Management Plan) in Appendix A16.
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Item No.

194.

195.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

S20

S20

22

22

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Air quality

Air quality

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Given the enhanced risk of impacts from dust and particulates predicted to receptor A
(Saint Elmo Homestead), monitoring for indicators of impacts is necessary to ensure
ambient air quality is meeting the relevant ambient guideline criteria values for
particulates. It is considered that monitoring of PM10 on a continuous basis at receptor
A (Saint Elmo Homestead) is required. This continuous monitoring could take the form
of either high or low volume sampling in accordance with the relevant Australian
standard, and a one in six day running cycle, if that is referenced in the relevant
Australian Standard, will comply with the requirement of continuous monitoring.
The general dust deposition monitoring proposed in the first row of Table 22.6 in
section 22.1.2 is necessary and must be included as a monitoring requirement.
Locations based on the general direction of sensitive receptors in the area (particularly
Saint Elmo Homestead) should be finalised for inclusion as defined monitoring points.
These monitoring points should be referenced in a monitoring location table and an
associated condition enacting the monitoring requirement.
Condition B5 is not the appropriate location for sub-condition points e) and f) as this
condition B5 relates to particulates and dust. The monitoring should be referenced
under condition B2.
It is assumed that the first line TBA reference in table 22.5 in section 22.1.2 should be
to indicate sulfur dioxide and the second line TBA reference should be to indicate
ammonia.

196.

S20

22

Air quality

S20 does not consider that the monitoring of these parameters is essential based on
the assessed level of risk from the predicted level of emissions of sulphur dioxide and
ammonia.
If this monitoring is still proposed to be undertaken, the “TBA” references should be
corrected. Quarterly monitoring at this location, given prevailing wind predictions, is
unlikely to yield meaningful result data sets as the wind direction may not frequently be
coming from the direction of the source emissions on site.
The table referred to in proposed condition B4 in section 22.1.2 is incorrectly
referenced/missing. Table 22.5, section 22.1.2 (that it appears the above-mentioned
condition should refer to) is not populated with any proposed emission limits.

197.

S20

22

Air Quality

The emission limits for the stack should be proposed based on the calculated
acceptable emission rates presented in Table 11.9 of Appendix 14. These should be
calculated and presented in the appropriate concentration units (i.e. g/Nm3 as opposed
to ppm).
Ammonia should be monitored in the discharge stack emissions from the deammoniation plant, to ensure the scrubber performance results in acceptable ammonia
emission levels.
The Stack monitoring points in the proposed environmental authority conditions should
be defined and include (but not necessarily be limited to) the following:

Include a proposed environmental authority condition requiring that
continuous monitoring of ambient PM10 levels at Saint Elmo Homestead
be conducted.

Proposed condition B2 will meet this requirement, but the table
referenced must include monitoring at locations on the mining lease
boundary based on the general direction of all sensitive receptors in the
area and propose that dust deposition monitoring is conducted at each
location on a 30-day cycle, in accordance with the relevant Australian
Standard.
Limits within the monitoring table are not required, as the model mining
condition for dust and particulates (as proposed as condition B5) covers
the applicable limits and compliance requirements.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
The condition refers to a finalised
Water Management Plan. The
preliminary WMP was developed to
support the EIS and to indicate what a
future WMP required under the
approved EA will contain.

New condition has been added (refer
Table 22.3 - Air, Condition B5.

Refer to updated Table and associated
text in Section 22.1.2, Chapter 22
regarding monitoring locations.

Remove points e) and f) from proposed condition B5 in section 22.1.2.
Amend the EIS to include the following information:



Correct TBA references in table 22.5 in section 22.1.2 of Chapter
22.
Alternatively, remove these monitoring requirements outlined in
table 22.5 5 in section 22.1.2, based on the low level of risk
associated with these contaminants.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:
 Correct the issue with stack emission limit table referred to under
proposed EA condition B4 in section 22.1.2.
 Include a table for stack monitoring locations and an additional
table for stack monitoring requirements and limits in section
22.1.2 that will be referred to in condition B4.
 Include minimum monitoring locations, parameters and limits as
proposed by S20 in the above-mentioned tables. Ensure that all
stack discharges are converted from discharge rate to a
concentration as per the recommended units shown in table B2 in
the comments column.

Sub-conditions B5 e) and f) have been
moved under condition B2.
The previous Table 22.5 has been
deleted.

Condition B4 has been amended with
references to Table 22.4 and Table
22.5. Table 22.4 specifies point sources
with locations and minimum emission
parameters (release height, exit
temperature and velocity). Table 22.5
specifies air pollutant emission limits.

Table B1—Release points (air) *refer to original comments for table*
Table B2 - Contaminant limits (air) *refer to original comments for table*
A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620
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Item No.

198.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

Submitter No.

S20

A8

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)
Executive Summary,
Mitigation Strategies
Table ES.4. Assessment of
Adverse Impacts of the
Project Following
Mitigation

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

The EIS should provide details on the suitability and viability of options to increase
housing stock (e.g. developing a new residential development or constructing an
accommodation facility) including cost and benefits of each option for creating a
cohesive and vibrant community. It is unclear how the original impact rating was
reduced from Very High to a Medium residual impact rating in Table ES.4.

Provide an assessment and risk analysis of the proposed options of
developing a new residential development or constructing an
accommodation facility including cost and benefits of each option for
creating a cohesive and vibrant community.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:

199.

S20

A14

Tables 4.1 (p.23)
and 4.5 (p.25)

Tables 4.1 and 4.5 include a note that relates to the allowable number of PM10
exceedances per year. The recently remade EPP Air commenced on 1 September 2019.
No exceedances are allowed for now, so the reference to allowing for exceedances of
the criteria on five occasions for bushfires etc. should be removed. See:
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/whole/html/asmade/sl-2019-0153

200.

S20

A14

201.

S20

A14

13.2 and
Appendix 5

Air quality

Previous feedback to the proponent related to the need to include an Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). High-level statements referring to aspects of air quality
management and monitoring are included in the “Environmental Management Plan
Framework” – eg section 1.5.10 (page 8) and 1.5.12 (page 9). Section 13.2 –
Recommendations of A14 also identifies actions that should be included in an AQMP. It
is considered that further detail and information is required to fulfil the requirements
of section 10 of the Terms of Reference for the EIS, and this should be provided in the
form of a specific AQMP.
Table 3.2 listing the proposed production fleet does not indicate scrapers within the
mobile plant listing. Table’s 11.3 and 11.4 list the use of scrapers for several emission
source listings.
The maximum 24-hour averaged PM10 concentration was predicted to exceed the
criterion at receptor A for scenario 2. The special control measures applied for scenario
2b resulted in the criterion only just being met. The potential for unacceptable
environmental impacts at this location is greater than at any other sensitive receptor
and this is stipulated as the highest risk from the proposed project in terms of air
emissions.
Table 11.4 indicates that the operation of bulldozers is a major source contribution for
particulate emissions for scenario 2 (and possibly 2b) at 12% of total PM10 emissions.

202.

S20

A14

Air quality

Table 11.2 indicates an emission reduction factor of 50% has been applied to bulldozer
operations through the use of water sprays as a control measure.
The National Pollutant Inventory (NPI) Emission Estimation Technique Manual for
Mining Version 3.1 January 2012, in Table 4, allows for a 50% emission reduction factor
to be generically applied when water sprays are to keep ore wet at metalliferous mines.





Remove “Note 1” from Table’s 4.1 and 4.5 in Appendix 14.
Remove “Note” from Table 9.5 in Chapter 9.
Section 9.2.1.1 of Chapter 9 and section 4.2.2 of Volume 2
Appendix 14 should also be updated to reflect the existence of the
new PM10 1-year average criterion in the EPP Air, and an
explanation included as to why it was not used as a project
criterion. The reference to allowing for exceedances of the criteria
on five occasions for bushfires etc. should also be removed.

Include an Air Quality Management Plan for assessment in the amended
EIS.

Update Table 3.2 to include all mobile plant proposed to be utilised for
all mining activities.
Include an emission estimation calculation for bulldozer clearing that is
fully in accordance with the NPI Emission Estimation Technique Manual
for Mining, or alternatively, present an alternative emission estimation
methodology from another suitable reference document.
Provide further information which justifies the application of an
emission reduction factor for the use of bulldozers for topsoil and
overburden clearing that:
1) describes how water sprays from tankers will be implemented for
broad scale clearing using bulldozers, including a calculation to
predict the availability of enough water for this purpose, and
2) demonstrates that water spraying for bulldozing has successfully
been implemented by use of case studies or has covered other
emission estimation technique references.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response
Refer Appendix A8 – Executive
Summary, Sections 5.5, 5.7.2 and 7.2
and Chapter 15 – Section 15.7.6.
Notes under Table 4.1 and Table 4.5
have been removed. The notes were
relevant to the superseded EPP Air
2008, but not to the current EPP Air
2019.
The note under Table 9.5 in Chapter 9
of the EIS has been removed.
Section 9.2.1.1 of Chapter 9 and
sections 4.2.1, 4.5, 10.2, 10.10, 10.12,
13.1 of this report have been updated
to include the annual average PM10
criterion, background and predicted
concentrations. The annual average
PM10 is a recent addition to the EPP
Air. This project was initially assessed
under EPP Air 2008, prior to the release
of EPP Air 2019.

An AQMP has been provided in
Appendix C of Appendix A14.

Table 3.2 has been updated to include
the potential scraper. Other mobile
plant were already included.

Emission estimation equations used to
calculate for particulate emissions from
bulldozing are in accordance with the
NPI Emission Estimation Manual for
Mining and the USEPA AP-42 and are
provided in Appendix B, Appendix A14.
Refer Appendix A14 for detailed
response to this submission.

Topsoil and overburden material that is being stripped would not meet the criteria to
be classified as ore. It is noted that the coal mine section of Table 4 of the Emission
Estimation Technique Manual for Mining states that for bulldozers working on coal or
other material, no reduction factor can be applied. A 50% reduction factor for the use
of scrapers is indicated if the soil is moist (either naturally or artificially).
A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

www.mcres.com.au

44

Item No.

Submitter No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Section 9.4 of the report titled NSW Coal Mining Benchmarking Study: International
Best Practice Measures to Prevent and/or Minimise Emissions of Particulate Matter
from Coal Mining, Katestone Environmental, 2001 states the following:
There is very little information in the literature on minimising emissions of particulate
matter from bulldozers. The NPI states that there are no controls to reduce emissions
from bulldozers working on coal or other materials. The NPI provides a 50% control
factor for scrapers operating on topsoil when the soil is naturally or artificially moist and
it is likely that a similar effect would be achieved for bulldozers if the working areas
could be kept moist.
Further justification for taking a different approach to that recommended by the
Emission Estimation Technique Manual for Mining should be provided. This may include
conducting calculations in accordance with the relevant methodology outlined in the
USEPA AP-42 Compilation of Air Emissions Factors.
203.

204.

205.

206.

207.

S20

S20

S20

S20

S20

A16

Surface water technical
assessment

A16

Surface water technical
assessment

A19

Groundwater baseline
monitoring results

A28

A31

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

Aquatic ecology
assessment

Groundwater monitoring
plan

The location and water quality within waterbodies that remain wet even
during dry seasons should be characterised in the EIS. Investigate
feasibility of monitoring sites closer to the proposed Project site during
the wet season.

Refer Sections 6.8.1, 6.8.2 and 6.8.3 of
the EIS and Section 10.1.4 and
Appendix B (Preliminary Water
Management Plan) of Appendix A16.
Refer to Section 6.8, Chapter 6 and
Appendix B (Preliminary Water
Management Plan) in Appendix A16.

Sections 10.1.2 and 10.1.3 of Appendix A16 indicate that “routine monitoring of the
water infrastructure will be developed and documented within the Water Management
Plan and will include visual inspections for evidence of seepage”. A Draft Water
Management Plan should be provided in the amended EIS for review.

A Draft Water Management Plan should be provided in the amended EIS
for review. The Water Management Plan must be approved by the
administering authority prior to the commencement of mining.

Groundwater quality data is provided in Appendix A19 for bore MB03. However, it is
noted that the provided data for this bore (June to October 2018 and May to July 2019)
does not include the wet season. The other four bores were “dry” at the time of
sampling.

Increase the sampling frequency to monthly for all existing and new
bores in order to get representative data to assess natural variability and
seasonal variations in water quality and quantity. It is also suggested
that this sampling frequency should potentially obtain data for all bores,
in particular during the wet season.

It should be noted however that this
preliminary WMP was developed to
support the EIS and to indicate what
the future WMP required under an
approved EA will contain. It will be
revised after approval of the EA and
detailed design of infrastructure and
prior to operations commencing.
Refer Section 3 (specifically Sections
3.3 and 3.4) of Appendix A31
Groundwater Monitoring Plan.

Water quality data is provided between July 2018 to August 2019 for some sites
including the onsite farm dam (details are provided in Appendix A17). However, no data
is provided during the wet season (November to February 2019).

A specific aquatic ecology assessment was conducted by frc environmental in May 2019
and results provided in Appendix A28. It includes macroinvertebrate data from the
Monitoring River Health Initiative (surveys conducted between 1994 and 1996). Data is
provided for Eastern Creek and the whole Flinders River basin but no specific data is
presented for Yambore Creek, Punchbowl, Eastern Creek Carrum, Flinders River
Punchbowl, and Flinders River Richmond.
The groundwater monitoring plan presents the monitoring bore locations (including the
five existing bores and 20 additional new bores). Sampling frequency and indicators are
also provided.
The EIS indicates that a baseline assessment of all on-tenure water bores will be
undertaken prior to the commencement of mining activities. However, it remains
unclear when the new bores will be installed and the expected minimum monitoring
www.mcres.com.au

It is recommended that more recent aquatic ecosystem surveys of the
near-field receiving environment are required to adequately assess the
current condition of the receiving environments and potential impacts
associated with the proposed mining activity.

Amend the EIS to include the following information:




A minimum of eight samples per location are required (preferably
over a 2-year period) and including seasonal variation, to establish
baseline groundwater data (quality and levels).
In order to get a robust baseline for groundwater quality and to
derive representative site-specific triggers and limits, it is

The GMP has been revised to provide
justification for the development of
baseline prior to potential impact
based on progressive mining and early
installation of bores. Monthly sampling
has not been proposed because of the
impact on water level monitoring.
Appendix A28 has been updated to
include a more detailed desktop
assessment of aquatic ecology. It is
noted a field survey has been designed
by frc environmental and was planned
to be completed in May 2020,
however, this was postponed to
mitigate risks associated with COVID19.
The GMP has included Response
Triggers within section 5.2 of Appendix
A31 - Groundwater Monitoring Plan
All monitoring bores are now proposed
to be installed prior to the
commencement of mining.
45

Item No.

Submitter No.

EIS Chapter/
Appendix

EIS Section Number
(referenced in submission)

Submitter/s Comment

Submitter/s Recommendation

period before mining activities start.
The monitoring program proposes quarterly sampling for the first year to establish
baseline conditions, considering a higher frequency not justified due to the low
permeability of the formations and therefore low risk of contamination.
The proposed groundwater monitoring plan provides bore locations (existing and new)
along with justification for their proposed locations in relation to the activities onsite
and potential impacts to groundwater (contamination, spills, etc). It also proposes the
indicators to be measured, but site-specific water quality objectives have not yet been
derived.

208.

S20

A31

Groundwater monitoring
plan

Bore water quality monitoring is proposed quarterly for the first two years to establish
the baseline and then half-yearly after that. Water levels are also to be monitored
monthly for the first 12 months following the installation of the bores, and quarterly
thereafter.
As detailed in Appendix A19, current data is available for one bore out of the five
existing bores (the four other bores being dry during the sampling). It is noted that
monthly data is provided for bore MB03 between June 2018 and August 2019, with a
gap in the data during the wet season (October 2018 to May 2019).
Finally, information is provided on the phasing and locations of construction planning
and monitoring of the 21 new proposed bores. However it is unclear if the timeline will
allow for the establishment of a baseline for each new bore as per section 3.4 –
Appendix A31.

209.

210.

211.

212.

S20

S20

S20

S20

A31

Groundwater monitoring
plan

Sampling is to be undertaken with a bailer, stating that this is due to low yield, p.10.
This method is not supported.

A31

Groundwater monitoring
plan

A detailed sample plan and data quality analysis plan was not included in the
groundwater monitoring plan.

A31

Groundwater monitoring
plan

Dissolved oxygen (DO) is included in the baseline data but not included with field
parameters in the groundwater monitoring plan. It is suggested that this is measured in
the field as it can change quickly prior to arrival at the laboratory.

A31

A35 - EIS Submission Cross Reference Table_050620

Groundwater monitoring
plan

A suitable groundwater monitoring program is required to assess and manage impacts
to the receiving environment. The Groundwater Management Plan needs to be
reviewed once sufficient characterisation of waste materials has been undertaken. The
groundwater monitoring program must ensure that any potential seepages, or areas
that may interact with groundwater (including but not limited to the TSF, the
evaporation pond, the pits, and the mine water dam) are appropriately monitored.

www.mcres.com.au

suggested to increase the sampling frequency to monthly for all
existing and new bores before commencement of the works. This
would also allow assessing natural variability and seasonal
variations in water quality and quantity for all bores.

Revised Section Number (within SEIS)
and Muticom’s Response

Amend the EIS to include the following information:






Once the baseline is established based on monthly monitoring, it
is suggested that the frequency of monitoring water quality and
water levels be monitored at the same frequency (quarterly) and
monitored at the same time.
Considering the existing and new bores, it is suggested that
monitoring should be conducted regularly (monthly during
baseline assessment and quarterly afterwards) in order to
increase the likelihood to get samples from the bores and to cover
all different seasons (including the wet season).
It is suggested that details on expected timeframes to implement
the proposed groundwater monitoring network and data
collection for new bores be added to the groundwater monitoring
plan, along with the mine stages.

Groundwater sampling should be undertaken in accordance with the
Queensland Monitoring and Sampling Manual 2018 (or subsequent
revisions). The guideline states that groundwater sampling should be
undertaken using low flow sampling and bailing is considered the least
preferable method of sampling. This is especially true of areas where
sampling for volatiles is occurring as they are “lost” when sampling with
bailers.
Prepare a detailed sampling and analysis plan in the EIS, including (but
not limited to) decontamination, sampling methods, QA/QC reviews,
triggers/limits (when developed) and contingency plans for exceedances
or new detections of contaminants, in addition to the information in the
current groundwater monitoring plan.
It is recommended that dissolved oxygen is added to the field
parameters due to short holding times (samples will need to go to
Townsville/Brisbane for analysis). DO will provide a background for the
aquifer so if (particularly) total petroleum hydrocarbons contamination
occurs, it will give an indicator of natural attenuation (noting that
further analyses would also be required in this situation).
Provide an updated groundwater monitoring program, ensuring that any
potential impacts to groundwater are appropriately monitored.

The GMP has included Response
Triggers within section 5.2 of Appendix
A31 - Groundwater Monitoring Plan
All monitoring bores are now proposed
to be installed prior to the
commencement of mining

Refer Section 3.4 of Appendix A31 Groundwater Monitoring Plan. GMP
revised in accordance with the
Queensland Monitoring and Sampling
Manual (DES, 2018).
The GMP has been updated to include
all items identified in the
recommendation. Refer Section 3.4 of
A31 - Groundwater Monitoring Plan
DO and redox (ORP) have been added
to the field suite. Refer Section 3.4 of
A31 - Groundwater Monitoring Plan.

GMP addresses all items identified in
the DES comment. Refer Section 3.4
and Section 4 of A31 - Groundwater
Monitoring Plan.
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