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BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

INTRODUCTION

Big Island Mining Pty Ltd (the Proponent) submitted an application to modify Development
Approval MP10_0054 (Proposed Modification or MOD4) for the Dargues Gold Mine (the
Mine) on 3 December 2018. Development Approval MP10_0054 was transitioned from a Part
3A Project to a State Significant Development by an order in the NSW Gazette published on 23
November 2018. As a result, that application was made under Section 4.56 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).
The application was accompanied by a Statement of Environmental Effects prepared by R.W.
Corkery and Co. Pty Limited (RWC) hereafter referred to as RWC (2018). MOD 4 proposes to:
• relocate the previously approved heavy vehicle crossing of Spring Creek
approximately 400m upstream;
• reinstate a previously approved road from the Site Access Road to the Tailings
Storage Facility; and
• update the Project’s approval conditions to reflect the purchase of Lot 210, DP
755934 by Dargues Gold Mine Pty Ltd
The Proposed Modification was publicly exhibited by the Department of Planning and
Environment’s (DPE) from 5 December 2018 to 19 December 2018. During and immediately
following that period the following submissions were received.
• Ten submissions from Government agencies.
• Two submissions supporting the Proposed Modification.
• Five individual submissions and one joint submission opposing the Proposed
Modification.
This document has been prepared by RWC on behalf of the Proponent to provide a response to
each of the submissions received. Where relevant, text extracted or paraphrased from
individual submissions is presented in italics, with responses to issues raised provided in
normal text.

2.

GOVERNMENT AGENCY SU BMISSIONS

2.1

INTRODUCTION

During the exhibition period, submissions were received from the following government
agencies (Appendix 1).
• Department of Planning & Environment – Division of Resources and Geoscience.
• Department of Planning & Environment – Resources Regulator.
• Environment Protection Authority.
• Roads and Maritime Service.
• Office of Environment and Heritage.
• Office of Environment and Heritage – Heritage Division
1
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• Dam Safety Committee.
• Water NSW.
• Queanbeyan-Palerang Regional Council.
• Department of Industry – Lands and Water

2.2

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT - DIVISION OF
RESOURCES AND GEOSCIENCE

[The Division] acknowledges that there are no proposed changes to the approved mining areas,
ore processing rate, mine life or mining methods, and that there is also no change to the
Dargues Reef Gold Mine ore resource/reserve.
The Division has determined that identified risks or opportunities can be effectively regulated
through the conditions of the mining authorities issued under the Mining Act 1992 and
therefore has no further comment at this time.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and notes that no response is required.

2.3

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT – RESOURCES
REGULATOR

The Resources Regulator has determined that sustainable rehabilitation outcomes can be
achieved as a result of the Modification, and that any identified risks or opportunities can be
effectively regulated through the conditions of mining authorities issued under the Mining Act
1992.
The Mining Operations Plan for Dargues Gold Mine will need to be updated to incorporate
changes associated with MOD 4 should it be approved.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and the requirement to update the MOP.

2.4

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY

The EPA does not have any comments or recommended conditions in addition to the current
project approval to provide on the Modification.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and notes that no response is required.

2.5

ROADS AND MARITIME SERVICE

The RMS notes that the modifications are unlikely to impact the Kings Highway. RMS has no
objections to the modifications in principle.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and notes that no response is required.
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2.6
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE

The submission from the Office of Environment and Heritage noted three matters for
consideration as follows.
1.

The modification and resulting offset requirement was not determined using the
Biodiversity Assessment Method (BAM) as required by Section 7.17 of the
Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act).

2.

The submission requested that the Proponent provide sufficient information to
determine whether the modification will not increase the impact on biodiversity.

3.

The submission noted that it was unclear as to whether the areas to be disturbed
by the Proposed Modification had been the subject of archaeological surveys and
whether Registered Aboriginal Parties had been consulted regarding the current
modification.

Response
Item 1 – Use of BAM

Section 7.17(1) of the BC Act states that Part 7, Division 4 of the Act applies to modification to
development consents granted after commencement of the Act. PA10_0054 was granted on 7
February 2012, prior to commencement of the BC Act. As a result, Section 7.17 of the BC Act
does not apply to the Proposed Modification.
Notwithstanding the above, Section 7.17(2)(c) of the Act states that
“further biodiversity development assessment report is not required to be submitted if the
authority or person determining the application for modification (or determining the
environmental assessment requirements for the application) is satisfied that the
modification will not increase the impact on biodiversity values”

The Proponent engaged EcoLogical Australia to assess the ecology-related impacts associated
with the Proposed Modification. That assessment determined that a net reduction in impacts to
biodiversity values will result from the Proposed Modification. As a result, the Proponent
contends that an assessment using the BAM is not required for the Proposed Modification.
Item 2 - Level of detail provided in relation to proposed biodiversity impacts

An assessment of ecology-related impacts relating to the Proposed Modification was
undertaken by EcoLogical Australia, presented as Appendix 3 of RWC (2018). A comparison
of ecology-impacts associated with both the approved and the proposed Spring Creek Crossing,
as well as a summary of the net ecological impact should the proposed changes to the Spring
Creek Crossing be accepted, is presented in Table 8 of RWC (2018). In summary, the
Proponent contends that the proposed Spring Creek Crossing would have a lower ecological
impact compared to the approved crossing because the proposed crossing:
• is highly disturbed land and was previously used as a crossing, evidenced by a
concrete ford present at the site;
• represents the shortest distance between the Processing Plant Area and Tailings
Storage Facility; and
• would not require the removal of any mature native vegetation;
3
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As a result, the impacts on biodiversity values, as described in Table 8 of RWC (2018) would
result in a net reduction in impacts to biodiversity as a result of the Proposed Modification.
Furthermore, the Proponent contends that the reestablishment of the road connecting the Site
Access Road and the Tailings Storage Facility would not result in additional ecological impacts
as the road is an existing farm track and the necessary upgrade would only require minor works.
Item 3 – Aboriginal heritage

Three Aboriginal heritage Assessment reports and an Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan
have been completed for the Project since 2010, as detailed in Section 4.6 of (RWC 2018). The
effective archaeological survey coverage is the full extent of the Project Site, and as a result the
Proponent contends that the areas of proposed disturbance for MOD 4 have been the subject of
an archaeological survey.
No additional consultation was undertaken with Registered Aboriginal Parties concerning the
current modification, as disturbance locations proposed in MOD 4 have previously been the
subject of consultation and archaeological surveys.
As archaeological surveys have been conducted across all areas of proposed disturbance and
Registered Aboriginal Parties have been consulted regarding the Project’s initial approval and
subsequent modifications, the Proponent contends that the Proposed Modification would not
result in additional impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage.

2.7

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE – HERITAGE DIVISION

The Heritage Division has no issues or concerns in relation to State Heritage Matters.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and notes that no response is required.

2.8

DAM SAFETY COMMITTEE

As these proposed modifications do not impact the proposed tailings dam, the Dams Safety
Committee has no comment on the modifications.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and notes that no response is required.

2.9

WATER NSW

Water NSW notes that works associated with the Proposed Modification are outside Sydney
Drinking Water Catchment and are therefore unlikely to impact on the water quality of the
Sydney Drinking Water Catchment.
Water NSW requests that it remain as a stakeholder for the proposal, that it be consulted on
any updates to relevant plans, and that it have further opportunities to comment on the Project
as the assessment progresses if any works associated with the Project are located within the
Sydney Drinking Water Catchment.
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The Proponent acknowledges this submission and notes that no response is required. The
Proponent notes Water NSW’s request and will consult with the agency as required in the
future.

2.10

QUEANBEYAN-PALERANG REGIONAL COUNCIL

Council wishes to advise that it has no objection to the proposed modification.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and notes that no response is required.

2.11

DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRY – LANDS AND WATER

The submission from the Department of Industry – Lands and Water noted the following
matters for consideration.
DOI-Water and Natural Resources Access Regulator

Works should be conducted in accordance with the Natural Resources Access Regulator’s
Guidelines for Controlled Activities:
https://www.industry.nsw.gov.au/water/licensing-trade/approvals/controlled-activities
Surface water and groundwater monitoring triggers should be reviewed and the appropriate
management plan/s updated to reflect any changes.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and the requirement that works within waterfront
land be conducted in accordance with the Guidelines for Controlled Activities.
Condition 4 of Schedule 5 of MP10_0054 required that all management plans be reviewed and,
if required, revised within 3 months of granting of a modification to the approval. The
Proponent anticipates that surface and groundwater monitoring triggers would reviewed and
revised, in consultation with DOI-Water and Natural Resources Access Regulator, at that time
if required..
Crown Lands

All Crown Land and Crown Roads subject to Exploration Activities must be subject to an
Access Arrangement issued under Section 141 of the Mining Act 1992, to be agreed and
executed prior to any exploration activity taking place.
Crown Land within the Project Site is limited to Lot 193 DP 755934. That Lot was included
within the approved Project Site in Modification 3 (MP10_0054) (RWC 2015). The Lot also
falls within Exploration Licence (EL) 8372.
The Proponent acknowledges this submission and the requirement for an Access Agreement to
be agreed and executed prior to any exploration taking place. The Proposed Modification does
not include changes to exploration activities associated with the Project.
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This section provides a response to the public submissions received following the exhibition
period. The following public submissions were received in relation to the Project (Appendix 2).
• Supporting submissions – two individual submissions from members of the
general public or private companies supporting the Proposed Modification.
• Opposing submissions – five individual submissions and one joint submission
from two people, for a total of seven members of the general public opposing the
Proposed Modification.

3.2

SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT

Two submissions were received in support of the Proposed Modification. Those two
submissions are reproduced in full below.
I support the proposed Modification, on both economic and environmental grounds.
David Lever, Member of Dargues Community Consultative Committee
Having worked with a previous mineral exploration company for five years largely on the
current Dargues Gold Mine site and surrounding lands, I am very familiar with the landscape
there. I speak with confidence from that knowledge and express my full support for the proposal
to relocate the heavy vehicle crossing over spring creek.
The existing crossing has always caused problems mainly due to its location at the bottom of a
large gully and tight turns on its approaches. The road also passes very close to old mine shafts
and possible subsidence issues. Large volumes of water and sediment issue from the gully and
flood over the road on the eastern side of the crossing at times of heavy rain and this has been
known to close the road until repairs can be done. Not a good situation for operating a mine.
There are a number of advantages to be gained by relocating the crossing upstream.
• Construction of the new crossing provides the opportunity to repair the gully and
bring significant erosion problems under control
• The length of the haul road would be reduced by nearly 50% reducing fuel
consumption and noise
• Reduction in vehicular generated dust
• Safer gradients and elimination of tight turns improves safety for vehicles
• Simpler construction than modifying the existing crossing
I would urge those people tasked with deciding whether or not to approve the relocation of the
crossing to rule in favour of the proposal. There are many advantages and few, if any
disadvantages to the proposal.
Brian James, Majors Creek
6

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

3.3

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

SUBMISSIONS OPPOSED

A total of six submissions were received opposing the Proposed Modification. Due to the
limited number of submissions and the diversity of issues raised, each submission has been
responded to individually. Where submissions were brief, the entire submission has been
reproduced. Where submissions were longer than a single paragraph, representative comments
have been reproduced from those submissions.

3.3.1

Individual Submission 1

Representative Comment(s)

The proposed modification 4, and other decisions taken in relation to Dargues Reef Gold Mine,
do not address risks associated with climate change. An assessment of risk from climate change
is a requirement for significant developments. A reliance on historical climate conditions as a
basis is no longer considered appropriate for current and future developments. Both physical
risks and transition risks are relevant to decisions in Modification 4 and previous decisions
made by the decision maker in relation to the Dargues Reef Mine.
…
That no consideration of the risks from climate change are assessed as a part of this
anticipatory approach to potential impacts is inconsistent with the statutory requirement to take
precautions to prevent damage occurring.
…
The principle of intergenerational equity requires the current generation make sure that the
health, diversity and productivity of the environment continues for the benefit of future
generations.
…
NARClim shows less recharge for groundwater is projected across much of NSW, especially in
the south-east of the state, and the State of NSW is declared in drought. There is no evidence of
climate variability and projected reduced groundwater recharge having been considered in the
assessment for the water licenses for Dargues Mine.
The Dargues Mine and planning considerations has failed to consider the risks of ground water
recharge, the flood impacts and potential loss of water, and water quality occasioned by the
mining project. There is no assessment of management of projected restricted water
availability.
Big Island Pty Limited (Dargues Reef Mine) has previously dealt with criminal offences when it
polluted waters in breach of s120 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997. It
was identified that Big Island Mining Pty Ltd could have avoided the pollution if “adequate
controls had been adopted to capture and treat runoff onsite” during heavy rainfall events.
Climate risk modelling and projections shows that heavy rainfall events and changes to surface
runoff are reasonably foreseeable.
…
The proponent has failed to take account of ESD principles by failing to provide for the risk of
climate change. Adaptation requires making adjustments to decisions and activities, in
consideration of climate change, on order to manage risks and capture potential opportunities.
Kathleen Waddell, Araluen
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Response
Climate Change

The Proponent notes that the current application is required to assess additional impacts
associated with the proposed modified activities, not undertake an assessment of the Project as
a whole. The matters raised by Ms Waddell relate to climate change, a global and national
issue. The proposed activities, by contrast, are minor adjustments to an already approved
Project. As a result, the Proponent contends that the matters raised are not relevant to the
Proposed Modification.
Notwithstanding the above and acknowledging the significance of climate change to both Ms
Waddell and the community in general, the Proponent notes that the issue was addressed in
Sections 4.8.5 and 5.2.26 of the Response to Submissions for the original application. It was
noted in that document that the Project, consisting of a 5 year mining operation (increased to 6
years in Modification 3) followed by site rehabilitation and decommissioning, would span a
relatively brief period. In contrast, climate change is likely to result in a gradual change in
climate patterns over periods spanning decades to centuries.
Water

The Proponent notes that the proposed modified Spring Creek Crossing has been designed to
comply with all relevant requirements outlined in the following guidelines.
• Guidelines for watercourse crossings on waterfront land, published by Office of
Water in July 2012
• Why do fish need to cross the road? Fish passage requirements for waterway
crossings, published by Fisheries NSW in 2003
• Relevant Australian and other standards.
The proposed crossing would also meet design criteria including the installation of surface
water controls in line with a detailed and staged Sediment and Erosion Control Plan prepared in
accordance with Managing Urban Stormwater Volumes 1 and 2C (Landcom 2004 and DECC
2008a). Additionally, the Proposed Modification would include the implementation of the
following management and mitigation measures as outlined in Section 4.5.3 RWC (2018).
• Ensure that best-practice erosion and sediment control measures as identified in
Landcom (2004) and DECC (2008a and 2008b) are implemented during the
construction and operation of Spring Creek Crossing.
• Implement a self-auditing program at least weekly and retain a log of inspections
identifying the performance of design features, general erosion and drainage
conditions.
• Ensure that adaptive environmental management practices are implemented in the
event that monitoring or site inspections identify potential or actual impacts to the
surrounding surface water environment.
The Proponent contends that the proposed Spring Creek Crossing, designed in accordance with
relevant guidelines and subject to ongoing inspections and adaptive environmental management
practices, adequately anticipates and addresses potential risks to the water quality and structure
of Spring Creek.
8
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The Proposed Modification does not include any alterations to approved Project water supply,
water access licenses, or water use during Project operation.
Ecologically Sustainable Development

With regard to the principle of inter-generational equity, the approved Project ensures that intergenerational equity is maintained through commitments to the establishment of a final landform
that would be stable, non-polluting, self-sustaining and suitable for a final land use of nature
conservation and agriculture. RWC (2018) states that the Spring Creek Crossing would remain
following the completion of the project. The Proponent contends that retaining the Spring Creek
Crossing following site decommissioning would improve inter-generational equity, as the
crossing would facilitate future access to the site for agricultural use.
Prior Environmental Performance

The Proponent acknowledges that it previously did not manage erosion and sediment controls
adequately during the initial stages of the Project and that sediment-laden water was discharged
from the Project Site. This matter has been dealt with by the Land and Environment Court, and
the outcome was well publicised. The Proponent subsequently invested significant resources in
managing environmental matters within the Project Site since that date in light of the failures
which resulted in the aforementioned discharges. In addition, control of the Project is now
under a new management team. Having taken appropriate action regarding acknowledged past
failures, the Proponent rejects the assertion that it is unable to manage environmental issues
within the project Site.

3.3.2

Joint Submission 2

Representative Comment(s)

The additional modification is an example of cumulative development creep that is occurring in
major developments in NSW such as Barangaroo.
Dargues Reef Gold Mine development was not well thought out from conception – yet the
proponent can manipulate the planning processes to refine its objectives, push back its critics
and simultaneously expand its operation.
The additional land purchase and inclusion into the project’s schedule of land is an expansion
of the project area. There is no detail of the additional land area size or indication of future
purpose.
…
The recent breach of the tailings dam wall at Cadia gold mine earlier this year demonstrates
that modern risk mitigation is not foolproof.
…
The mine will continue to take more without giving anything of comparable value in return,
except irreversible damage that will be its legacy.
Sky and Jakub Mazurkiewicz, Charleys Forest
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Response
Development Creep

The Proponent notes that with time, better or more efficient ways of undertaking projects are
identified that can result in less impact to the environment. In addition, many other factors may
require modifications to development consents of all types. As a result, the EP&A Act
incorporates procedures to permit such modifications. The requirement that such modifications
be “substantially the same” as the development as originally approved provides adequate
protection from development creep as described by Mr and Mrs Mazurkiewicz.
In the present case, the Proponent contends that the Proposed Modification is substantially the
same development as that originally approved.
Additional Land

The Proposed Modification simply seeks to update the Project Approval with the changed
ownership of Lot 210, DP 755934. That land is currently already part of the Project Site and
does not reflect “additional land.”
Tailings Storage Facility

The current modification does not include any alterations to the construction or operation of the
approved Tailings Storage Facility. As a result, comments in relation to the approved Facility
are not relevant to this application
Notwithstanding this, the Proponent notes that the approved Tailings Storage Facility has been
designed and will be constructed in accordance with the requirements set out in the following
guidelines.
• Dams Safety Committee of New South Wales – DSC3A – Consequence
Categories for Dams
• Dams Safety Committee of New South Wales – DSC3F – tailings Dams
• Australian National Committee on Large Dams (ANCOLD) – Guidelines on the
Consequence Categories for Dams
As a result, the Proponent contends that the approved Tailings Storage facility would be in line
with the above guidelines and that the risk of catastrophic failure would be unchanged from the
approved Project.
Benefits of the Project

With regards to the contribution of the approved Project to the community, direct socioeconomic benefits to the local and regional community are outlined in Section 5.2.3 of RWC
(2018). These include direct employment for 120 full-time equivalent positions during site
establishment and 100 full-time equivalent positions during site operation, a contribution of $6
million to $10 million per year to the local and regional economy through wages and purchases
of local goods and services, approximately $10 million to $31 million per year to State and
national economy through purchases of goods and services, and approximately $1 million to $8
million per year to local, State and national governments through the payment of rates, taxes
and royalties. The Proponent notes that these contributions would not be altered by the
proposals included within Modification 4.
10
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Finally, the Proponent contends that the legacy of the Project will not be one of irreversible
damage to the environment but rather the approved site rehabilitation and decommissioning
activities would ensure that the final landform will be stable, non-polluting, self-sustaining and
suitable for a final land use of nature conservation and agriculture. Final landform and land
capability for the Project Site are shown in Figure 9 of RWC (2018). The Proposed
Modification would only alter the final landform for the Spring Creek Crossing, with the
crossing to remain following the completion of the Project to facilitate access for subsequent
agricultural use. The Proponent has committed to preparing an amended Mining Operation Plan
to reflect the revised Project Site layout should the Proposed Modification be approved.

3.3.3

Individual Submission 3

Representative Comment(s)

I am concerned and alarmed that the modification proposes to move an internal road further
upstream and no visual analysis has been done regarding the higher location of the road and
therefore the potential effect on the village of Majors Creek that sits lower than the road
crossing site. This road will carry trucks 24/7 to load and unload and the potential impact of
light spill over neighbouring properties should be an issue that is addressed more thoroughly
than it has been in the supporting documents to this modification. Section 4.11 which deals with
the potential visual impact of the modification is very light on, with motherhood statements
about existing landform and does not address in any way the raising of the road and the
potential impact on adjoining properties.
Name Withheld, Braidwood
Response

In relation to the visual impacts associated with vehicle movements along the proposed Spring
Creek Crossing, the Proponent contends that:
• movement of the crossing approximately 400m upstream would significantly
shorten the crossing compared to the approved Spring Creek Crossing;
• views of the Project Site from areas of lower elevation to the south are largely
obscured by vegetation; and
• the location of the proposed crossing is in a valley and that neither the proposed
nor the approved crossing would be visible.
Hence, the Proponent contends that the Proposed Modification would result in negligible
impacts upon visual and night-time amenity if indeed there were any. Views of the proposed
Spring Creek Crossing are provided in Plates 13-16 of RWC (2018).
3.3.4

Individual Submission 4

Representative Comment(s)

I object very strongly to mining on the reef. I cannot believe we still have to say this is not OK.
This government is destroying our country, our water, our air, our rare animals, our soils and
our future for our children and grandchildren.
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Nobody asked me if I agree about Adani and big coal or Coal Seam gas. Nobody consults us.
Listen to the children. They have to live with the mess we are going to leave them. Can’t we
stop the mindless blind greed for a few minutes and think about what we are actually doing to
this planet?
Name Withheld, Unknown
Response

The Proponent notes this objection but rejects the association of the Proposed Modification
with Adani Group enterprises, ‘big coal’, and coal seam gas projects. The Proponent notes that
there is nothing substantive to respond to in this submission.
3.3.5

Individual Submission 5

Representative Comment(s)

The represented modifications covering the impact to health, eco systems and groundwater are
still not acceptable. They have whittled away protections required by the Land and
Environment Court outlined in 2012.
I repeat that the potential to contaminate the regional water supply is unacceptable. The stone
fruit producers produce food but gold is one molecule off lead, and a fat bank balance is of no
practical use without food to buy.
M. Pearce
Response

The Proponent notes that the current modification would not involve disturbance of
groundwater resource and therefore potential impacts to those resources would be negligible.
The Proponent further notes that the current modification does not propose alterations with the
potential to impact upon human health, with the current modification consequently not being
classified as a Hazardous and Offensive Development under State Environmental Planning
Policy No. 33. With regards to impacts upon ecosystems, the proposed Spring Creek Crossing
would have a reduced ecological impact compared to the approved crossing as the new crossing
would be located on land which is already highly disturbed, would not require the removal of
any mature native vegetation, and would reduce impacts on native dominant pasture due to
reduced route distance. Additionally, the reestablishment of the access track between the Site
Access Road and the Tailings Storage Facility would not result in additional ecological impacts
as the track is an existing farm track and would only require minor works to upgrade.
The Proponent contends that the Proposed Modification is “substantially the same
development” as that originally approved and rejects the comments re “whittled away
protections” in the original NSW Land and Environment Court approval.

3.3.6

Individual Submission 6

Representative Comment(s)

When first I received this letter, I just threw it in the bin, thinking ‘what’s the point?, the
decision’s already been made by vested interests higher up anyway’…
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But then I thought: ‘No, add your voice…’
So I want to quote from an old American Indian Chief…
‘When the last tree has been cut down,’
‘When the last river has been polluted,
Only then will men realise that you can’t eat money’
Claire Thompson
Response

The Proponent notes this objection but there is nothing substantive to respond to in this
submission.

13

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

4.

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

REFERENCES

Australian National Committee on large Dams (ANCOLD) (2012). Guidelines on the
Consequence Categories for Dams, October 2012.
Dams Safety Committee (2010). DSC3A – Consequence Categories for Dams, June 2010.
Dams Safety Committee (2012). DSC3F – Tailings Dams, June 2012.
Department of Environment and Climate Change (DECC) (2008a). Managing Urban
Stormwater – Soils and Construction – Volume 2C Unsealed Roads.
Department of Environment and Climate Change (DECC) (2008b). Managing Urban
Stormwater – Soils and Construction – Volume 2E Mines and Quarries.
Department of Primary Industries – Office of Water (2012). Guidelines for watercourse
crossings on waterfront land, July 2012.
Landcom (2004). Managing Urban Stormwater – Volume 1.
NSW Fisheries (2003). Why do fish need to cross the road? Fish passage requirements for
waterway crossings, January 2003.
R.W. Corkery & Co. Pty Limited (RWC) (2018). Statement of Environmental Effects for the
Dargues Gold Mine – Modification 4, November 2018.
R.W. Corkery & Co. Pty Limited (RWC) (2015). Environmental Assessment for the Dargues
Gold Mine – Modification 3, July 2015.

14

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

Appendices
(Total No. of pages including blank pages = 30)

Appendix 1

Government Agency Submissions (14 pages)

Appendix 2

Public Submissions (12 pages)

15

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

This page has intentionally been left blank

16

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

Appendix 1
Government Agency
Submissions
(Total No. of pages including blank pages = 16)

17

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

This page has intentionally been left blank

18

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

19

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

20

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

21

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

22

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

23

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

24

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

25

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

26

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

27

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

28

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

29

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

30

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

31

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

This page has intentionally been left blank

32

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

Appendix 2
Public Submissions
(Total No. of pages including blank pages = 12)

33

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

This page has intentionally been left blank

34

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

35

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

36

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

37

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

38

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

39

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

40

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

41

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

42

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

43

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

44

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 752/48

