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1. INTRODUGTION

Big Island Mining Pty Ltd (the Proponent) has made an application urder Section 75W of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to modifi Project Apliroval MP10_0054 in
order to regularise a range of cbanges to the layout of the Project that have been iderúified
d*ing the detailed desþ phase of the Project. The application was srpported by a docurnent
prepared by RW Corkery & Co Pty Limited entitled Environmental Assessment for the Dargues
Gold Mine Modification 2 (refened to hereafter as RWC (2013). That document was placed on
public exhibition from 7 August 2013 for a period of three weeks. Dwing the public extribitio4
submissions were received from:

¡ six governrnent agencies;

o four special interest groups; and

. twenty individuals.

Table I presents and overview of the submissions received.

Table I
Submissions Received

1 of2
ldentifier Name Address Proforma?
Agency 1 Department of Primary

lndustries
Lerel 48, MLC Centre
19 Martin Place
SYDNEY NSW 2OOO

No

Agency 2 Environment Protection
Authority

PO Box 622
QUEANBEYAN NSW 2620

No

Agency 3 Eurobodalla Shire
Council

89 Vulcan St
MORUTA NSW2537

No

Agency 4 Palerang Council PO Box 348
BUNGENDORE 2621

No

Agency 5 Division of Resources
and Energy

516 High St
MAITLAND NSW 2323

No

Agency 6 Offce of Environment
and Heritage

11 Farrer Place
QUEANBEYAN NSW 2620

No

Org 1 AVPPEC "Karawa"
6181 Araluen Road
ARALUEN NSW 2622

Proforma 1

Org 2 Braidwood Greens Charleys Forest
via Braidwood, NSW 2622

No

Org 3 South East Forest
Rescue

PO Box 899
Moruya, NSW 2537

No

Org 4 Coastwatchers PO Box 521
Batemans Bay NSW 2536

No

lnd 1 Stew Redden Ross Street
MAJORS CREEK NSW 2622

Proforma 2

lnd 1a Stere Redden Ross Street
MAJORS CREEK NSW 2622

No

lnd 2 Sarah Wilden 66 Gordon Street
MILTON NSW 2622

Proforma 2

1@ 
- w. coRKERY&co. pry. LrMrrED



ldentifier Name Address Proforma?
lnd 3 Anon I Not provided No

lnd 4 No

lnd 5 No

lnd 6 Anon 2 Not provided Proforma I
lnd 7 Sue deGennaro 37 Wallace Street

BRUNSWICK WEST VIC 3055
Proforma '1

lnd I Anon 3 Not provided Proforma 1

lnd 9 Jackie Mills 419/1 Phillip St
PETERSHAM NSW 2049

Proforma 1

lnd 10 Jean Ogilvie 4147lhomson Street
KIAMA NSW 2533

Proforma 1

lnd 11 Peter Cormick 1670 Araluen Road
DEUA RIVER VALLEY NSW 2537

No

lnd 12 Susie Edmonds PO Box 5
MAJORS CREEK NSW 2622

Proforma 1

lnd 13 Virginia Hooker PO Box72
BRAIDWOOD NSW 2622

Variation on
Proforma 1

lnd 14 Noel Pratt PO Box 2115
Kambah ACï 2902

No

lnd 15 Anon 4 Not provided No

lnd 16 Anon 5 Not provided Proforma 1

lnd 17 Robert H. Reece 15 Holland St
Fremantle WA 6160

Proforma 1

lnd 18 James Royds Not provided No

lnd 19 Maureen McAulifie/
Peter Gillespie

Not provided No

lnd 20 lrene Gillespie Not provided No

BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBL¡C SUBMISSIONS
ReportNo. 752/35

Table I (Contd)
Submissions Received

2of 2

This docr¡rnent provides clarification in relation to a nurnber of rnatters identified fo[owmg
frialisation of the Environmental Assessment, as well as a response to each of the submissbrs
received. In order to ftcilitate review of this docurnent, text drawn from the submissions is
presented as indented, italicised text. The Proponent's response is presented in non-italicised
text.

Finally, it is noted that ¡vo different tlpes of proforrna submissions were received. Each type
of proforma submission has been addressed as a groqp, with all other submissions addressed
individually.

2 @ R. W. CORKERY & CO. PTY. LIMITED
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2 CLARIFICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

Followmg ftralisation of RWC (2013), a minor error was identified in Section 4.3 of that
document. Table 10 of that docurnent presents the approved areas of dishnbance and conpares
those with the proposed areas of distrnbance. That table was based on information presentéd on
Fbu.e 4.17 of RWC (2010). However, during preparation of the Departrnent of Planning and
Infrastruchre's assessment report for the original application n 2011, a revised version of
Table l0 was prepared and included as Table 3 of the assessment report. As a resuft, that
Table 10 of RWC (2013) is inconsistent with Table 3 of the assessment repor! wittr the htter
srperseding the former.

In recognition of this, Table 2 presents a revised version of the approved and proposed areas of
disturbance that is consistent with Table 3 of the assessment report.

Table 2
Vegetation Gommunities - Approved and Proposed Areas of Disilurbance - Revised

In addition, it was also recognised that the proposed location of the retum air rise and
emergency egress had been relocated during the detailed desþ phase of the Project. The
adjusted locations are in areas of existing disturbance within areas identifred as Fragmented
Rfrbon Gwn Forest. Figure 1 presents a detailed view of the proposed locations of the
emergency egress and return air rise, as well as the proposed substation to service the refi¡:r air
rise. The Offce of Environment and Heritage was consuhed durrg preparation of
RWC (2013) and indicated that their onþ concern was that in-ground infrastructue, nameþ the
btlried power line from the substation to the return air rise, should be a sufficient distance from
the tn¡rik of any fees. The Proponent has agreed to this request.

3

Area to be disturbed (ha)
Vegetation Gommunity þprove.d

Layout'
Proposed
Layout'

Area within
Project

Site (ha)

I - Ribbon Gum - Snow Gum Grassy Open Forest Nit Nit 28.2

2- Fragmented Ribbon Gum - Snow Gum Grassy Open
Forest NiI 0.1 7.1

3 - Woody Weeds Shrubland 0.4 0.4 30.1

4 - Regenerating Wattles 0.2 0.2 18.5

5 - Exotic Vegetation 0.2 0.2 5.6
6 - Natile Grassland 0.2 0.2 0.2

7 - Natiw-dominated Pasture 24 25.3 280.1

I - Exotic-dominated Pasture Nit 0.3 2.5
I - Largely Disturbed Land 2.3 2.3 23.1

10 - Riler Peppermint Open Forest Nit Nit 1.3

Total 27.3 29.0 396.7
l'.lote 1 : lncludes areas betw een individual inf rastruc{ure itens

@ 
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In light of the above, the Proponent bas inchded a nominal area of disturbance of 0,1ha of
Fragmented Rjbbon Gurn Forest in Table 2 to accourt for any inadvertent disfurbance of that
comrunity. In additior¡ the Proponent notes ¡J:øt the following modification to
Conrnitrnent 5.1 will also berequired. Additional text is rnderlined.

"Ensure that,
infrastructure, no ground disturbing activities are undertaken within areas of identified Ribbon
Gum Forest and Fragmented Ribbon Gum Forest.

3 GOVERNMENT AGENGY SUBM ISSIONS
3.1 DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES

The DeparÍnent advises ttìat Fisheries NSW and Agrbuhure NSW have no comnent or
feedback on the proposed nndification The following conrnents have been provided by NSW
Offce ofWater.

i) The modffication proposal indicates the requirement to qmend the sudace water
management system in terms of sediment basins and settlement dams. Clarification
is requested as to the consistency of these amendments with the Maximum
Harvestable Rights Dam Cøpacity. Of particular interest is the sediment basin at
the base of the Tailing Storage Facility !SF) which was previously the location of
Dam F and is to capture water via the clean water diversion.

iÐ Clarification ß requested on the interaction of water collection between the
sediment basin at the base of the TSF and the seepage collection pond. Figure 5 in
the Environmental Assessment (EA) shows no distinction between the two storages,
hence uncertainty exists in the management of clean and contaminated water at this
location.

The Proponent acknowledges that Frgure 5 of the RWC (2013) identifies that the dam located
inrrrcdiateþ below the base of the Tailings Storage Facility embankrrpnt and is labelled as a
"Sediment Basin." The figure also shows clean water diversions discharging into the dam
This dam was previousþ identified on Figure 2.3 of the Environmental Assessment for the
orþinal application as'Tlarvestabþ Rights Dam F."

During the detailed desþ stage for the Project, the proximity of that dam to tlre Tailings
Storage Facility, and the seepage collection structure located at the downsfieam toe, would
severeþ restrict both ttre capture area of that dam and the area in which it could be constructed.
As a resuh, the intended purpose of that dam has been adjusted as follows.

¡ During consbuction of the Tailings Storage Facility - the dam worfd be used as a
sediment basin to ensure ttrrat potentialþ sediment-laden water is retained wrtil
sediment-concentrations can be reduced either ttrorrgh natural settling or
flocculation to acceptable levels for irrþtion to land.

o During operation of the Tailings Storage Faciþ - the dam would be modified for
use as seepage collection pond for the Êcility.

4 @ R. W. CORKERY & CO. PTY. LIMITED
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In light of the above, the Proponent would ensure that cormnitrnents included in Section 2.722
of the Environmental Assessment for the original application wor¡ld be inplemented for the
Sediment Basin/Leachate Collection Pond, narneþ:

o the darq when used as a seepage collectbn pond for the frcility, wouh be lined to
achieve a permeability of 1 x lO-eur/s over 900nrn or equivalent;

o water collected furing and following operation of the Tailings Storage Facility
would be automatically punped back to the frcilityi and

o suråce water flows would be diverted aror¡nd the dam

In light of the above, Figure 1 presents a revised venion of Figure 5 of the RWC (2013)
showing:

o the label for the dam adjusted to "Sediment Basin/Seepage Collection Pond"; and

o clean water diversiorn discharging below the dam

The Sediment Basir/Seepage Collection Pond wouh not form a conponent of the harvestable
rigþt dam network within the Project Site and water collected within the dam woull not be used
for the conpensatory flow program In hght of this, the vohrne of the rernaining harvestable
rights dams would be increased slightþ to ensure that the Proponent's ftll harvestable right
rrøy be utilised, thereby allowing for the maxirrurn arnount of water to be available for use as
conpensatory flow. Table 3 presents the anticþated adjusted voh¡rnes for tlre remaining dams.
Given that the differential between the original and adjusted voh;rnes ör each dam is less than
I)yo, the Proponent anticþates that the approved area for each dam is sufficient for the
increased vohnne and tlrat the original water balance rnodelling for the conpensatory flow
program remains valid.

Table 3

Revised HarvesÍable Rights Dam Volumes

Dam ldentifier OriginalVolume (ML) Revised Volume (ML)

A 7.5 8.2

B 1.9 2.2

c 4.1 4.5
D 4.8 5.3

E 2.3 2.5

F 3.1

G 2.2 2.4
H 8.6 9.4

Total 34.5 34.5
frEy vary ons

individual dans.

iiÐ It is noted the drainage layout in the Water Management Plan (January 2013)
indicates a dffirent design for the clean water diversion than the approved or
proposed site layout in Figures 3 and 5 of the EA. It ß expected this would be one
of the revisions required to the Water Management Plan.

7".Àv R. W. CORKERY & CO. PTY. LIMITED
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tÐ The Office of Water requests a review of the Vlater Management Plan to address
the proposed changes to the site layout and disturbance areo.

v) the modification application be approved thefollowing condition is recommended:

The Proponent shall review the Water Management Plan for the project. This
Plqn must be developed in consultation with the Office of Water and include:

(a) details of water use, storage, monitoring and management on site,

þ) detailed plans of water management on site, and

(c) a Sediment and Erosion Control Plan.

The Proponent acknowledges the request by NSW Office of Water that the Water Mønagement
Plan be reviewed and revised as appropriate in consultation with the NSW Offce of Water
following determination of the application The Proponent notes that such a review and
revision is a requirenent of Conditions 3Q6) to 3(31) of MP10_0054 and that the matters
identified in item v) wouh be addressed during such a review and revision That review is
required under Condition 5(a) to be conplete wittrin thnee months of granting of approval for
the proposed modification.

3.2 E NVIRON MENT PROTECTION AUTH ORITY

3.2.1 Noise

It appears frorn the noise assessment undertaken by Spectrum Acoustics and detailed in
their letter dated 1l July 2013 that the re-assessment of noisefor the modificationwas
based on the parameters and layout used in the 2010 noise modelling. The EPA
understands from correspondence on 14 March 2013 from Unity that attended noise
monitoring undertaken by SLR Consulting on behalf of Big Island Mining (BIM)
indicated that exceedance of noise limits was recorded from three sensitive receivers,
R27, R29 qndRl08.

Given that BIM were aware that actual noise levels were higher than those predicted by
the original noise modelling, the EPA would expect that any new noise model runfor thß
modification would have been calibrated against actual noße rneasurements. The EPA
thereþre recommend that noise modelling done in support of the proposed modification
be calibrated using actual measurements recorded by BIM or its consultants as part of
the noise monitoring for the premises. Thß will enable any potential noise issues to
sensitive receivers to be identified and mitigation measures developed.

The Proponent engaged SLR Cornufting Australia Pty Ltd, on a nuriber of occasiors from the
conrnenceÍìent of site works in February 2073, fa undertake attended noise monitoring in
accordance with the requirenrents of the Noise Managemenl Plan. To date fow attended
rnonitoring surveys have been wrdertaken at the monitoring locatiors identified in the Noße
Management Plan. The dates of those nronitoring programs were as follows.

o 4 and 5 February 2013.

c 12 and 13 March 2013.

o 27 March 2013.

o 15 August 2013.

8 ê R. w. coRKERy&co. pry. LrMrrED
V
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All measurements were undertaken in accordance with the EPA NSW Industriøl Noße Policy
(INP) and AS 1055.1-1997 Acoustics - Description and Measurement of Environmental Noise -
General Procedures. The following provides a necessarily brief overview of the results of each

of those nronitoring events.

4and 5 February2013

This survey was undertaken to measure baseline noise levels prior to the corrrnencement of
consfuction works. SLR found that sound levels are typical of rural environrnents, with noise
generally associated with local fraffic or from insects and birds.

12 and 13 March 2013

This survey was undertaken to nrcasure noise emissions associated with the initial earthworks
within the Project Site. SLR state that corstruction noise was not audìble, bareþ audible or onþ
intermittently audible at three of the rmnitored locations, namely R34, R81 and R20. Noise
levels exceeded the LAeq 35dB criterion at tbree residences, nameþ R27, R29 and R108, with
recorded noise from a scraper at R27 and R29 causing the exceedance and diesel engine noise
causing the exceedance at R108. SLR notes that these monitoring locations are adjacent to the

Project Site orwithin direct line of sight of the earthnroving activities.

In accordance with the procedures iCentified in Section 11 of the Noise Management Plan, ¡he
Conpany engaged SLR to retuÍr to the Project Site to confrm the rnonitoring resufts.

27 March 2013

SLR (2013b) stated that Project-related noíse levels at eachof the rrnnitored locations were less

than 35dBA at Residences R20, R29, R34, R81 and R108. Noise levels at residence R27 were
between 35dB(Ð to 42dB(A).

SLR (2013b) note that noise levels associated with construction activities at surrounding
residences, inchrding residence W7, are likeþ to be highly variable and influenced by

o atmospheric conditions, especially wind;

. type and location of equþment operating; and

o changes to the source/receiver path due to earthworks.

As a resuh SLR (2013b) reconrnended that firther unattended rnonitoring be conducted atR27,
R29 and R108 to confrm typical fends at these locations.

It was agreed at a meeting with DoPI, EPA and Palerang Council on 10 May 2013 that the
second quarter noise nronitoring would not be conrnenced until advice had been received from
the EPA with regards to the exchsion of background noise from the monitoring results. At the

time of preparation of this report th,at advice had not beenreceived.

15 Argust 2013

In the absence of advice from the Environrnent Protection Authority, the Proponent, in
recognition of its obþations to undert¿ke quarterþ attended noise nrcnitoring enpged SLR to
conplete the September quarter monitoring in accordance with the requirements of the Noße

I@ R. W. CORKERY & CO. PTY. LIMITED
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Management Plqn' SLR (2013c) states tbat Project-related noise levels at all nronitored
locations was audible at onþ two of the six rnonitoring locatbns, nameþ R27 and R34, and
was'lvell below the operational noise limit of 35 dB(A) atall times."

Discussion

The Proponent acknowledges the Environment Protection Arfhorþ's comment that noise
levels at three residences \ryere hþher than those originaþ predicted for residences R27, R29
and R108' However, the Proponent notes that tlre survey r¡rdertiaken on 12 and 13 March was
r¡rdertaken during the initial stages of corstn¡ction operatiors, when no or limited noise
shielding sffuctures such as the ROM Pad amenity bund or developrnent of the Boxcut below
the suråce profile had been conpleted.

In response to tlre results of the 12 and 13 March survey, the Proponent modified its
constuction activities to limit noise-related emissions to the greatest exteni practicable. As a
resuh of those measures, SLR (2013b) identified on 27 Marcþ 14 da¡n after the previous
survey, that noise levels at two of the residences had been reduced below the criteria.
Furthermore, following firtlrer construction of the noise shielding stuctures, by the time of the
15 August survey, noise levels had been reduced to '\vell below the operational noise limit of
35 dBA' at all locatiors.

Fmally, llre Proponent notes that noise assessments, particularþ for corsfuction scenarios, are
best estimates of activities that are hkeþ to be undertaken at any particular time and that on-site
operations are lkeþ to vary tom the nrodelled scenarios depending on the day-to-d.ay actir¡ities
on srte.

In light of the above, the Proponent contends that the assunptions used in the original noise
assessment remain yalid and to require a remodelling of the consfuction noise levels,
particularþ in lidt of the Proponent's actions in immediateþ taking nrcasures to reduce noise
emissions and the ñct that the unattended noise monitoring did not indicate exceedances of the
criteria worfd be ureasonable.

3.2.2 lncrease in the On-site Storage of Hydrocarbon

The EPA notes that the proposed modification includes qn increase in the volume of
diesel that will be stored on the premises from 50 000 L to 68 000L. It is a requirement
that thß diesel is stored and dßpensed in accordance with the relevant Australian
standard andfuel storage and refuelting areas qre bunded appropriately.

The Proponent notes that RWC (2013) states at Section 2.8.5 tJlat "[a]ll other aspects of
hydrocarbon management woub rernain as described in Sectbn 2.10.2.4 [of RWC (2010A)].,,
That Section references AS 1940:2004 - The storage and handling of flammabte aid
combustible liquids. As a result, the Proponent contends that ttìe requiremenc of the
appropriate Australian Standard and hence the requirements of the Environment protection
Authority, would be met.

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS
ReportNo.752/35
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3.2.3 Sediment and Eros¡on Gontrol

The EPA notes that one of the objectives of the proposed modification is to "enhance the
sediment and erosion control capabilities of the Proj ect."

The EPA has concerns regarding the adequacy of previous stormwater essessrnents,
particularly as sedimentJaden water has been discharged from the premises into Major's
Creek on multiple occasions through the construction phase of the project without any
approved water discharge points being included in the EPL.

Rather than "verifu" assumptions used in the preparation of the Sediment and Erosion
Control Plan, as stated in Section 4.5, page 48 of the EA, the EPA requires a complete
review of the design capacity of existing erosion, sediment and stormwater management
controls and their adequacy for capturing run-off generated on the site. Given the
rnultiple times that sedimentJaden water has dßcharged from the premises, the
assurnptions of the current stortnwater managernent practices and sediment and erosion
control plan appear inadequate and require testing øgainst reasonøble performance
standards which could be expected at any discharge location to the environment. This
recommendation is consistent with a recent Pollution Reduction Program (PRP) that was
placed on the EPL.

As provided in previous correspondence to the Proponent this review needs to involve
consideration of:

i) The Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) of rainfall at the premises;

iÐ Meteorological data relevant to the premises;

iiÐ The physical properties and behavioural characteristics of soils present at the
premises;

Ð Appropriate basin design;

v) Appropriate drain capacity and design;

vi) An assessment of the capacity of sub-catchments within the premises to generate
mn-off;

viÐ The provßion of dedicated stormwater detention ponds with adequate storage
capacity.

No updated Sediment and Erosion Control Plan or I4later Management Plan was
included with the EA, so the EPA ß unsure how the objective of enhanced sediment and
erosion control capabilities will be demonstrated as being met through the modification.
Thereþre, rather, than relying on Condition 5ft) of MPI0_0054, as stated in the EA, the
EPA recommends that should the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DP&D
decide to grant consent for this modification, that a new consent condition be used to
capture the sediment and erosion control enhancement requirements and how these qre to
be documented and implemented by the Proponent in conjunction with the modification
approval.

The Proponent also notes that the Environment Protection Authority did not request preparation
of a revised, or rpdated, Sediment and Erosion Control Plan atñ Water Management Plqn for
inchsion with RWC (2013). Rather, such a review and revision is a requirement of Condition
5(4) to be conpleted within tlnee months of granting of approval for the proposed nndificador¡
assurning tbat it is granted.
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In additiorì, a Pollution Reduction Program has been agreed to between the Proponent and the

Envirorrnent Protection Authority and, as noted, was incorporated into the Envirorrnent
Protection Licence held for the Project (EPL20095) on 18 July 2013, six days prior to the

Auttrorfu issumg its requirements for the proposed rnodification That program requires the
following by the identified dates.

o 26 July 2013 - The Proponent naßt engage a suitabþ qualified independent

expert in the field of erosion and sediment conffol to prepare the following report.

This action has been corrpleted with Cardno Sorftr Coast (Cardno SC) appointed

on25 Juþ 2013.

o 15 September 2013 - The Proponent is to submit a report addressing the

following, prepared by Cardno SC.

A short-temr program for the repa;r, maintenance and upgrading of sediment

and erosion confol structures within the Project Site.

A review of the desþ capacity of the sediment and erosion conffol structures,

taking into account matters Ð to uÐ above.

The treatnent of road surÊces and drains to prevent srxpersion of colloidal
rnaterial into water.

As at the date of conpiling this submissioq the Proponent is in the frral stages of preparing the
required docurnentatio4 including irplementing the interim recornrnendations, and contends
that the reconrnendations of the Pollution Reduction Program wouH be included in any revised
Sediment and Erosion Control Program arrd I(ater Management Plan shor¡ld the proposed
rnodification be granted

3.3 EU ROBODALLA SHIRE COU NCIL

In the report the Proponent notes that "the proposed modification does not include any
additional infrastructure, merely modification of the location of infrastructure that has
already been approved". Council øgrees that the proposed changes to the site layout are
not in conflict with the intent of the Project Approval and has no objection.

Acknowledged.

I note that Condition 2(6)(d) instructs that "the Proponent shall not use any cyanide or
mercury on site to process or extract gold from the projecl". Whilst the proposed
modification does not make reference to any such proposed on-site processing, to make
our position absolutely clear, Council maintains that this is an essential conditionfor the
protection of the local and wider environment, in particular the Deua River and its
Íributaries, being the primary source of the Eurobodalla Shire's water supply.

Acknowledged.

Processing of gold concentate rsing cyanide or mercury, within the Project Site has never been
contenplated in any applications rnade for the Project, nor does it form a con4ronent of the
proposed modification
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The Water Management Plan will need to be updated to reflect the amended site løyout
and to address previous inadequacies. Attention ß drawn to Condition 3(26) which
requires the Proponent to consult a number of stakeholders in the preparation of the
LTater Management Plan, including Eurobodalla Shire Council.

As noted above, Section 4.5 of RWC (2013) notes rJ:øt a revised Water Management Plan
would be required should the proposed modification be granted. The Proponent acknowledges
the requirement to consuft with goveÍlnrcnt agencies identified in Condition 3Q6) of
MP10_0054, which includes Eurobodalla Shire Council

The Proponent has also proposed a range of amendments to the conditions of the Project
Approval "to further clarifu the intent of the conditions". While most of the proposed
amendments do provide clarification, the proposed amendment to Condition 2(2) - "the
Proponent shall carry out the project generally in accordance the EA, Statement of
Commitments and Conditions of this Approval" does not provide clarification, and is
inconsistent with the stated objectives of the modification. Council is also of the opinion
that the proposed arnendment to Condition 2(2) would be contrary to the decisionof the
Land and Environment Court which ordered that approval is granted "subject to the
conditions in Schedules 2 to 5 ".

This proposed amendment reduces the certainty that the conditions of approval will be
complied with. Council therefore strongly objects to this proposed amendment.

As stated previously, Council does not object to site layout changes that are not in
coffict with the intent of the Project Approval. If the intent of thß proposed amendment
is to allow further minor modifications to the site layout as the mine develops, I suggest
that an exception clause be inserted into the Project Approval to accommodate thß
requirement.

The Proponent notes Eurobodalh Shire Council's concerns and similar concerns e4pressed by
other respondents. However, the Proponent also notes that the proposed wording is the
standard form of words used in Project Approvals for similar projects in NSW. The proposed
amendment to Condition 3(2) of the Project Approval will achieve corsistency with such other
Project Approvals.

The proposed amendment will not derogate from the Proponent's obligation to corrpþ wittr the
terms of the conditiors of the Project Approval Rather, the intent of the proposed rnodification
is to permit some flexibility in the carrying out of the Project in accordance with the descrþtion
of the Project in its original (and any subsequent) environnrental assessment docunents. There
is nothing unsual or inappropriate about the retention of a degree of flexibility in planning
approvals. The Proponent is advised by its legal advisors, Ashurst, ttrat this is particularþ
appropriate as the Chief Justice of the I¿rxl and Envirorrnent Court observed n Ulan Coal
Mines Ltd v Minßter for Planning and Moolarben Coal Mines Pty Ltd [2008] NSWLEC 185 at

[75], for 'the scale of projects subject to approval under Part 34, which are often conple4
extensive and mufti-stage projects".
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Contrary to Cowrcils submission tlnt the proposed amendment is inconsistent with the
objectives of thß modification application, it is in frct considered to be entireþ consistent with
those objectives, given tbat this rnodification application is directed at site layout changes that
are either akeady within the ambit of the Project's approval or are srryly fi;rther adjustrnents to
the site layout as a consequonce of the detailed desþ phase of the Project.

The Proponent notes that the proposed form of words has a long history of use and contends
that the scope of flexbility that the wording permits is well understood based on how the
Deparhent of Planning and Infrasûucture administers the EP&A Act in respect of Project
Approvals which contain the proposed form of words, and given tbat the proposed form of
words has been the subject of extensive judicial consideration by the I¿nd and Environment
Court in the context of planning approvals. Therefore, contary to CounciLs submissioq this
proposedmodification should increase the level of certainty from aconpliance perspective.

3.4 PALERANG COUNCIL

Council has no particular concerns regarding the proposed modification.

Acknowledged.

3.5 DIVISION OF RESOURCES AND ENERGY

The proposed modifications are not expected to significantly increase the overall
environmental impact of the project. There will be no increase of the total dßturbance
area of the mine. The rehabilitation outcomes and methods appear to be broadly similar
to the approved development and existing requirements are satisfactory.

Acknowledged.

I4/ithin one month of the determination of Modffication 2, the titleholder must submit for
approval by the DRE, an Amended Mining Operations Plan for the Dargues Gold Mine.

The Proponent acknowledges it obligations to review and revise as appropriate, the
Managernent Plans that govem environmental manageÍEnt of the Project, including, annngst
others, The Mining Operations Plan. An amended plan will be prepared within the required
timeframe should the proposed modification be granted.

3.6 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAND HERITAGE

Aboriginal Heritage

OEH still has concerns in relation to the adequacy of the 2010 Aboriginal Heritage
Assessrnent as it is not clear as to which areas were assessed during the original survey
nor is it clear as to the extent of the recorded Aboriginal sites. Given the scale of some of
the maps and figures within the Environmental Assessment and Archaeological
Assessment Report; it is dfficult to determine the exøct locations of the two Aboriginal
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sites (GT OS2 and GT OS4) that are rnapped on, or close to, the modified transmission
Iine route within the revised project footprint, hence OEIts concerns regarding ensuring
Aboriginal objects within these sites are not harmed during the construction of the
proposed transmission line. Office of Environment and Heritage recornmends that these
sites and any other sites (such as GT OSI) Iocated within close proximity to Project
activities be re-locqted in the field to ensure the proposed exclusionfencing is adequately
erected to avoid any potentiøl impacts.

The Proponerú notes the concems of the Office of Environment and Heritage and notes that tlre
co-ordinates for each of the sites identifred are inchded in Table 2 of the Aboriginal Heritage
Managernent Plan. In accordance with the requirements of Section 3.4.1 of that pla4 the
Proponent has previousþ established exclusion zones surrounding each of the six identified
sites. To enswe that these exchsion zones wore appropriateþ located, the Proponent engaged
Arteåct Heritage Servbes to relocate each site in the field. Plate 1 presents a photograph of a
typical exchsion zone established at Abonginal heritage site GT OS1. All exchsion zones are
sþ posted prohrbiting rmauthorised access.

Plate I Exclusion Zone Surrounding Aboriginal Site GT OSl

OEH suggests that monitoring of all recorded Aboriginal sites, at regular periods, be

included within the Stateruent of Commitments and Aboriginal Heritage Management
Plan (AHMP) to ensure the sites remain adequately fenced and are not being indirectly
impacted by Project activities.

In relation to the AHMP; OEH advises that it hqs not previously seen with a copy of the

final AHMP (dated February 2012) þr input into the Aboriginøl Heritage Information
Management System (AHIMS). OEH has subsequently obtained e copy from [Dargues
Reef Websitel so as to ødequately consider the proposed modffication in relation the
archaeological background.
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Following a review of the AHMP; OEH recornmends the Aboriginal Heritage
Management Plan: Dargues Reef Gold Project, Braidwood (dated February 2012) be
updated to include the additional site GT-1506 recorded in 2011 within Figure 1 on
page 6, Tables 2 and 3 on page 8, the Induction text on page 28 and Figure 4 on page 29.

The Proponent acknowledges Offce of Environment and Heriûage's comrnents and will ensure
that the Aboriginal Heritage Manøgement Plan is amended as noted in accordance with the
requirements of Condition 5(4) of MP10_0054 and that a copy of the revised docurrpnt is
provided to the Office of Environment and Heritage.

Biodiversity

OEH notes thqt the Proponent has considered the advice provided on 18 July 2013 in
relation to ensuring activities are undertaken in accordance with the 'A54970-2009
Protection of trees on development sites' to avoid affecting the health of the any trees and
has committed to revising the Statement of Commitments.

OEH has reviewed the remainder of the modffied footprint and is of the view that there
will be no additional impacts on biodiversity other than those addressed in the original
øpproval.

Acknowledged.

4 SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP SUBMISSIONS

AVPPEC SUBMISSION4.1

4.',,.1 lntroduction

AVPPEC provided a prmary sribmission and a srryplernentary submission These submissions
are addressed separateþ below.

4.1.2 Primary Submission

In the six months since the Dargues Reef project beganin February 2013, the EPA has
reported five breaches, comprising four sediment overflows and an unapproved

flocculation discharge that severely affected vulnerable, endangered and critically
endangered fi,sh andfrogs in the l-4 area downstream.

The sediment overflows occurred within rain events that were not extraordinary and any
cursory investigation of rainfoll records would have provided the Proponents with
sufficient information to ensure efficient tnanagement of autumn/winter rains.

Event 1. 24.2.13 -54mm rain in 24 hr period,

Event 2. 1.3.13-40mrn rain.

16

Event 3. 20.4.13 lílmrn rain al0day period.

@ R. W. CORKERY & CO, PTY. LIMITED



RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC SUBM ISSIONS
Report No. 752/35

BIG ISI.AND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

Event 4. 24.6.13 30mm rain

Event 5. Thefifth event appears to be in early July, 2013, however it was not noted by the
EPA until a routine inspection on Thursday I August showed that the company was
dßcharging into a guþ leading to Mojor's Creek, despite having no license to do so.

Investigations into the extent of any harm from that event, ,f ony, are still ongoing. What
is of deep concern, however, is the company's refusal to obey an EPA directîve to wqrn
downstream users of the potential danger of the chemical discharge. Even if the
investigations show that no lasting damage occurred, the precautionary principle, and
respect for the EPA, should have led to the cornpany warning downstream users of
potential problems.

Unfortunately the EPA did not know of the discharge into the guþ leading to Major's
Creek until three weeks after the dßcharge. Although traces of the flocculent were found,
it was too late to ascertain the extent of possible repercussions downstream. However the
initial EPA survey found no fish or amphibian life in the two test sites where these species
had been abundant two months before.

The above extract from the AVPPEC submission raises thnee issues, namely:

¡ discharge of sediment-laden water;

o discharge of water containing flocculants; and

¡ frilure to notiff downstream residents,

Each of these issues are addressed separateþ below.

Release of sedinrent-laden water

Since cornrnencenrcnt of bulk earthmoving activities within the Project Site on 11 February
2013, there have beenfour periods of release ofwrtreated, sediment-laden water as follows.

o InciCent 1 - Shortþ after connnencenrent of land preparation activities on
ll February 2013, a total of 97.2 nrr' of rainñll was recorded by the Project's
automated weather station on 22, 23 and 24 Febnnry, inchrding 48nnn on 23
February. This is well above the iCentified desþ capacily for sediment basins in
the original approved and the revised Sediment and Erosion Control Plans of
18nrn and 25.8nrn in five days respectiveþ. This rainfrll followed several days
of ditz'le and occasional showeß that had aheady left the ground fifly saturated.

On 24 February 2013, rt. was noted that the sedinent basins had reached their
desþed capacity and had begur to release water and that loss of containrnent of
one area of the Project Site had occurred due to the åih¡re of a diversion drain No
heavy machinery could irmrrcdiateþ be used to assist with effors to conûol water
leaving the Project Site due to safety concems.

o InciCent 2 - On 27 Febnnry 2013 f,rttrer rainåll o127.4 mrn was received. As all
sediment basins were full following heavy rainûll in the preceding days it
required onþ a small amount of rain to cause a tenporary sediment basin near the
Boxcut to overtop and result in release of sediment-laden water.
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InciCent 3 - On 20 April 2013, a ftrther release occured following a rainåll event

of 30.6rnrn over 24 hor¡rs. It is noted that all sediment and erosion control

sbuctures had been tpgraded prior to this event in accordance with the

requirements of the revised Sediment and Erosion Control Plqn and that all

structures performed as desþed. However, due to the åct that the arrnr¡nt of
rainfill received exceeded the desþ rainåll limit of 25.8mrq the sediment basins

released water as desþed.

Incildent4 - between 24 and 26 June 2013 nrore than ló7rrrn of rainñll was

recorded. This amount of rainåll was well above the desþ capacty of the

sediment basins and resulted in release of water as designed. It is noted that, all

sediment and erosion conffol nrcasures perfornred as designed and that other water

courses outside the Project's influence were similarly affected.

The Proponent notes that during lncidents 3 and 4, tlß sediment and erosion contol structwes

within the Project Site operated as desþed and that those structures were designed in
accordance with the requirements of I¿ndcom (2004) and consffucted in accordance with the

approved revised Sediment and Erosion Control Plan. As a resul! the releases associated with
those incidents are not 'breaches" of the Project's Environment Protection Licence.

In additio4 the Proponent notes that InciCents I to 4 are the subject of an investigation by the

Environment Protection Auttrority and that the Proponent bas provided the Authority with all
requested information and that an agreed Polhrtion Reduction Program has been put into place.

Release of water containing flocculants

AVPPEC allege an unlicensed discharge of water containing flocculent to a 'þþ leading to
Majors Creek." The relevant ñcts associated with this is'5us are as follows'

¡ The Proponent has prepared a revised Sediment and Erosion Control Plan as

described previousþ. That plan, as well as the origrral plan that proceeded it
identifies that flocculation may be required to frcilitate settlement of sediment

within sediment basins. Once the sediment has settled, the plan identifies that the

treated water may be released.

o The Proponent has used a nt¡rnber of conrnerciaþ available flocculation in an

effort to inprove water rnanagement. Previousþ, typical flocculants such as

Spsum had been used with mixed success.

o The Proponent identified and conrnenced use of two corrrnerciaþ available

flocculation products, nameþ HaloKlear DBP-2100 FS and HaloKlear Gel-Floc

MB.

¡ As of 30 July 2013, the Proponent has treated and released approximately 9.1ML

of water usrrg the above products at the dosage rates recorrnnended by the

manuåcturers, requiring approximateþ 8.3kg of DBP-2100 FS and 9.0kg of Gel-

Floc MB respectiveþ. That water was released to pash;re, not to any gr:lþ or

tributary leading to Spring Creek as alleged by AVPPEC.
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The Environment Protection Authority, during an inspection of the Project Site on
24 JuIy 2013, raised the issue of the use of the flocculants. As a resu$ the Proponent engaged
GHD to conplete an assessment of the products. The resulting report is presented in fi;ll as
Appendix 1 and is referred to as GHD Q0l3). The princþal frrdmgs of that assessment are as
follows.

o The active ingredients of the two products are xanthan gum and chiûosan

Chitosan is derived from chitin sourced from crustaceans. It is a naturaþ
occurring chain of glucose nplecules sûucturaþ related to celblose. GHD
(2013) state that at a concenfation ol22ppny Chitosan diC not resuft in any
toxicity, with 100% sr¡rvival for all organisms exposed used during the test.

Xanthan Gum is a poþaccharide that is conrnonþ tsed in the food industry.
Toxicity testing using water fleas and freshwater fish has shown that these
species are not sensitive to the product at concenfation of several hqndred
parts per million

r When used in accordance with the rnanuÊctures directions, the concentratiors of
the above active ingredients is less th,an lppm

¡ During flocculatio4 the above active ingredients bind to the clay particles
suspended in sediment and settle with the sediment to the floor of the sediment
basin, reducrrg the concentration of the ingredients in the water.

In ltght of the above, GHD (2013) conchrde that the concenfations of xantlan gum and
chitosan in water released from the sediment basins is several orders of magnihrde less than
concentrations known to cause toxicrty. As a result, the Proponent contends that use of these
products in the rnanner indicated by the manuåcturers of the products worfd not resuh in
adverse environmental inpacts. Furthernrcre, the Proponent contends that it is permitted to
release water into watenvals providing any such release is 'hon-polluting". The proponent
contends that that is the case in this case.

Failure to notify downstream residents

Prior to norification of downsfeam water users, goveÍrnrcnt agencies and other stakehohers of
any event within the Project Site, the Proponent undertakes an assessment of the potential for
adverse irpacts on the environment and hunnn heafth associated with that event. This
assessment is conservativeþ applied and where the Proponent determines that there is
reasonable potential for adverse inpacts on the environment or human heaftb fhe proponent
seeks to notifi all relevant stakeholders as soon as possible.

In relation to release of sediment-laden water, the Proponent notes that downsfeam water rsers
who had registered wittr ttre Proponent were notified on the following dates.

¡ Incident I - 25 February 20 13 .

r Incident 2 - rct notified becawe discharge from lncident 1 continuing.

¡ Incident 3-20 April 2013.

¡ Incident 4-24 June 2013.
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The Proponent contends that, with the exception of notification for Incident 1, the notification

provided was reasonable and comrnensurate with the risk of adverse impacts to such users. The

Proponent does, however, acknowledge that notification of dowrsfream users in relation to

lnciCent 1 was inadequate and has inplemented measures to prevent a recurrence of that

åihre. These measwes have been wideþ discussed with the conrnmity and fi;rther

disseminated through the DRCCC.

In relatbn to the release of treated water, the Proponent notes that the flocculent used to treat

the sediment-laden water prior to release is soH for that prìrpose and, when rsed in the rna¡ner

indicated by the manufrctr¡re, has been determined by GHD (2013) to be hþþþ u:tkeþ to

result in any advene environmental inpacts or risk to hurnan heafth- As a resuft, the Proponent

contends that its original decision not to notiS downstream water users based on the risk to
such water rxiers was reasonable.

The following conditions laid down by the Land and Environment Court have not been

met.

l. [CommitmentJ 5.10 states "prepare a biodiversity Management Plan in

consultation with the relevant government agencies, which would include a

progrann to deterrnine the condition of the Araluen Scarp Grassy Forest EEC
adjacent to Major's Creek within the Major's Creek Conservation Area, including
ongoing monitoring".

The Proponent notes ¡J:øtt a Biodiversity Management Plan has been prepared in accordance

with the requirenrcnts of Condition 3(35) and Connrifrnent 5.10 of MP10_0054, and done so in
consultation with the Office of Environment and Heritage. That plan was approved by the

Departrnent of Plaming and Infrastruchre on 16 }l4ay 2012. As a resu$ the Proponent

contends that the requirement of Connnitment 5.10 bas been met.

[CommitmentJ 15.12 states "a requirement to undertake monthly surface water
monitoring at a range of locations downstream of the Major's Creek Conservation
Area prior to and during the life of the proi ect " .

ICondition 29(b)] states "stream health assessment criÍeria that includes

representative baseline survey of aquatic lf" of Major's creek upstream and

downstream (to the confluence with Araluen Creek) prior to comlnencement of
construct ion and annuaþ t hereafter " .

The Proponent notes tJnt a I(ater Management Plan has been prepared in accordance with the

requirements of Conditions 3(26) to 3(31) of MP10 0054. Revision 3 of that docurnent was

approved by the Deparftnent of Planning and Infrasfirlcture on 16 i|l{ay 2012. The plan

identifies both:

o monthly monitoring of water qmlify at a frîge of locations within and

downsfeam of the Project Site; and

¡ six monthly aquatic ecology monitoring.

2

3
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The Proponent has irrylemented the plan as approved. The results of the above monitoring
programs are to be presented nthe Annuql Environmental Managernent Report. Details ofthe
results of these assessments are provided, as is required, on the Proponent's website.

Consequentþ, the Proponent objects to the accrsation that the conditions have not been met
and contends that the requirenrents of Conrnihnent 15.12 and Condidon 29(b) have been
achieved.

Approval to be delayed until the following issues are resolved;

I. EPA sponsored Pollution Reduction Plan in place. The history of thß company non-
compliant behaviour in its approach to surface water manqgement and its
responsibilities to the downstrearn environment and water users, it is requested that
approval be delayed until the EPA Pollution Reduction Plan ß agreed. In addition
a close supervisory role by the EPA is also agreed to ensure an improved
performance in the future.

The issue of the agreed Pollution Reduction PIan is ftlly addressed in Section 3.2.3.

The company has responded to the repeated requestsfrom downstream users to test
their household water taken from the creek during the sedirnent events, or to survey
the thick layer of sediment left by the four discharge, leaving more than a metre of
sediment in the deep pools thqt are the only safe source of water for wildlife in dry
periods for more than about twenty kilometres. This corridor is a vital migration
corridor for birds as well as habitat for vulnerable species like the quolls, rock
wallabies, green and gold bell frogs and 19 other vulnerable,

Prior to the conrnencement of the Project, and to ensure that baseline monitoring data was
available, the Proponent engaged Cardno Ecolory Iabs (Cardno EL) to r¡ndertake an aquatic
ecology assessment at a range of sites v¡ithin Spring Creek and Majors Creeks, inchrding the
Spring Creek and Majors Creek above and below the Project Site. Those surveys were
undertaken on:

o 28 to 30 September 2011;

¡ 19 to 21 June n2012;

o 23 and 24 October 2012; arñ,

¡ in late March 2013.

The initial three surveys predated the conrnencernent of bulk earthworks within the Project
Site, while the fourth post-dated úrcidents I and2 descnbed previously.

The condition of the aquatic habitat at each site was assessed using a rnodified version of the
Rpariaq Channel and Environmental (RCE) inventory method. This assessment involves
evaluation and scoring of the characteristics of the adjacent land, ttrc condition of riverbanks,
channel and bed of the watercourse, including sediment load and conditior¡ and degree of
disturbance evident at each site. Habrtat data, including a visual estimate of subsftatum
conpositio4 was also collected as part of the AUSRIVAS sarrpling protocol

2
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The resuhing assessnrcnts were provided to downstream water users, relevant governrnent

departrnent and other interested stakeholders, as well as being made publicþ available on the

Proponent's website.

The results ofthe March2013 survey nray be sunrnarised as follows.

¡ No rnajor changes to the in-sfeam habitat or subsfatum were observed at the sites

visited on Majors Creek downstream of Spnng Creek. Some changes in the

proportion and distribution of sand and sih were evident as well as changes to the

bank and bed erosion However these changes are not likeþ to have been directþ

related to mine consûuction as the mobilisation of particulate matter in the

flowing aquatic environment is a normal physical process that occws in

catchments in response to rainfrll and elevated flow rates. It was noted by Cardno

EL tlìat evidence of a collapse of the bank of Spring Creek, urelated to the

Projec! would have added sigrificant sediment load to the stream

¡ Water quahty data showed twbility to be hþþer at the Sprrg Creek sites in

March 2013 conpared with previous sarrpling in October 2012, thougþ lower

than that recorded in Jure 2012. Cardno EL assessed that this was due to rainfrll

closer to the sanple date in Jwrc 2012 carsing elevated results.

r Biological indicators do not indbate any rnajor change in the aquatic ecosystem

Macroinvertebrate tay,a diversity, taxa sensitir¡ity scores and observed to

expected taxa ratios were coÍparable for data collected in previous surveys.

Mean macroinvertebnte Tay,a richness was greater in auí¡nm 2013 than in
auturm 2012 at all locations and for both edge and riftle habitats.

A slþht reduction in SIGNAL2 scores was evident for edge habitats while

mean SIGNAL2 scores for rifle habitats ft.rctuated over the period of the

surveys.

Mean AUSRIVAS OE50 taxa scores for edge habitats were coÍparable

between spring 2012 and autumn 2013 site goups.

All site groups fell within Band A of the AUSRIVAS OE50 band bor¡rdaries

in auturrn 2013 indicating that they were consistent wittr the 'Reference

Condition', that being the original strrveys of the site.

There was also no decline in fish abundance or diversity. One new fish species

(Corrrnon Galaxias) was recorded in March 2013 conpared wittr previous

rnonitoring data.

In conchrsiorq data collected in March 2013 does not show a major change in the aquatic

habitats or the aquatic ecosystem corrpared with baseline data. In åct, an additional fish

species was identified in the latter suwey. The Proponent proposes to continue the six-nronthly

assessment of aquatic ecologr, acknowledging seasonal effects on biological life in the

waterways, with the next survey due during the Spring survey period between 15 September

and 15 December 2013.

In hght of the above, the Proponent contends that it has tested the envirornnent downstream of
the Project Site and that fi¡rther testing, outside that intended, is not required'
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3' All conditions laid down by the NSII land and Environment Court are fulfilled,
especially those that were set down to establish baseline conditions before
comlnencement of the project. These are vital if impacts are to be measured.

The Proponent contends that it is conplìant with all relevant conditions of Mplo 0054 and all
other relevant licences and approvals, including those related to establis6nent of baseline
environmental conditio ns.

4. The investigations and possible prosecutions by the EPA are completed

This is a ntaLtfr for the Environment Protection Authority, not AVPPEC Any potential
prosecution of the Proponent by the EPA is a matter of mere srppositionby the respondent and
has no relevance in this submission The Proponent notes that the Environrnent protection
Authority provided a submission in relation to the proposed modification (see Section 3.2) arñ
that the Authority did not identify ongoing matters as barriers to grantmg approval for the
proposed modification

5. That the company agree to test all wøter or soil where there is reasonable doubt
that it may have been contaminated by work at the project.

The Proponent contends that this requirement is embodied in Section 12 of the Water
Management Plan.

4.1.3 Supplementary Submission

There appears to be within this modification proposal and as exhibited by rhe company,s
behaviour to date a disregard for the consent provßions. (see previous subrnßsions
which highlights provisions to date not complied with) The picking ànd choosing of which
provision the company will cornply with and which can be reduced, disregarded or
ignored is totally unacceptable.

Therefore we strongly and cleaþ state that "we object to any modification that allows
the company to do less thanfully comply with all the consent provisions.',

The Proponent draws attention to its obligatbns as a publicaþ listed enuþ on the Arsfalian
Stock Exchange. It holds its history and cltaracter, particuJarþ in regard to social and
environmental performance, in the highest regard. The suggestion that it worfd conduct its
business in such a cavalier rnanner is strongly rejected.
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That said, the Proponent notes that it is obliged to conpþ with all conditions and requirements

prescribed for all approvals and licences and that it does not have the liberty to 'þick and

choose" which requirements to compþ with. The Proponent fi¡rther notes that the proposed

modification seeks to provide clarification of the Project's approval conditions, so as to assist

both the Proponent and regulators, in ensuring that the Project's approval conditions are fi¡lly
met. At no point does the proposed modification seek to allow 'the coûpany to do less than

f,rþ compþ with all the consent provisions'. The Proponent also notes that responsbility for
enforcing the relevant requirements lies with the relevant govemrnent agencies, not AVPPEC.

4.2 BRAIDWOOD GREENS SU B MISSION

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the proposed rnodifications to the Dargues
Reef Gold Project. Thanks too for the extensive and valuable website that continues to be

maintained for the mining operation, ønd for the clear intention of the Proponent to
deliver excellence in environmental and social outcomes.

Acknowledged. The Proponent notes that maintenance of a conprehensive database of
information in relation to the Project is a conrnitrrent that was made to the corrnrunity and one

that will continue to be inplemented. Furthermore, the Proponent is currentþ in the process of
rpdating the Project's website to ftrther entnnce the provision of inforrnation to all
stakehohers.

It is noted that the development and rnaintenance of the website is seen as a key conrnunication
mechanism for all Project stakeholders.

Through this submission, we seek to enhance the environmental and social outcomesfrom
the mining operations. Vïe consider that this is consßtent with the following Objectives of
the Modification (Env ironment al Asses sment p. I 3 ) :

b) to reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, the overall environmental impact of
the Project, and

") to reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, the impact on the local community

and other stakeholders.

Acknowledged.

Our proposal is in response to several breaches of conditions that have occurued in the
short eight months since approvals and works have commenced. Those breaches have

included two sedimentation events, and one release of un-approved contaminant
(locculent) into the downstrearn creek system. Each of these events had associated media
coverage qnd caused considerable distress and concern to the local comrnunity and other
stakeholders. We consider that these events run counter to the Proponent's stated
objectives of reducing both the environmental and the social impact of the mine

operations.
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The issue of discharge of sediment-laden water and floccr¡lent and the associated environmental

inpacts associated with the alleged events is discussed in Section4.1.2. Furtlrer, it is

appropriate to note that there is no requirement ôr the Proponent to seek 'huthorisation" for the

we of products on site as suggested.

To address environmental and community concerns and to achieve the Modification
Objectives we suggest the following additional conditions:

I. That the role of the Community Reference Group be enhanced so that:

a) The Proponent undertakes reasonable requests by the Group for additional
monitoring and testing. This would include testing of the impact of pollution
events on private properties, and could include testing of ecosystem sites
(e.g. particular reaches of the creek), and also sedimentation or other water
quality ßsues within water tanks that have been filled during rain events.

The Proponent contends that the role of the Dargues Reef Connnunity Consultative Conrnittee
(DRCCC) is to provide a means of open conrrnrrication between the Proponent and the

corffrttrnity. Issues related to monitoring have been, and are, extensiveþ discussed with the

cormnittee by the Proponent and any feedback from the conrnittee has been taken into accourfi
when revising the monitoring progranìs. The Proponent contends that any reasonable requests

rnade by the conrnittee are aheady acted on by the Proponent and ttìat fiirther refrrcment of the

committee's role is not required in order to achieve an inproved outcome. In additio4 the

Proponent contends that the terms of reference for the conrnittee as iCentified in Section I of
the docurnent Guidelines for Establishing and Operating Community Consultative Committees

for Mining Projects dated June 2007 and published by the then Departrnent of Planning are

suffciently broad to address the above issue.

b) The Proponent accepts and considers public submissions that support the
establßhrnent of baseline conditions. These may not conform to standard
scienti,fic methods, but could include photographic or written, or other
records, so long as those can be validated to a practical extent. For instance,

if a landowner reports never having witnessed a sediment layer at a
particular section of a downstream creek, and this memory is corroborated by

other reliable witnesses, then this feature can be recognised as a baseline
condition.

The Proponent acknowledges the extensive local knowledge and history tlrat some residents

have in rehtion to the environment surounding the Project Site and the limiations of baseline

nronitoring over a period of a few years prior to the contrnencement of any Project. However,

the Proponent also notes that baseline rnonitoring needs to be both quantitative and subjective

to enable accurate assessment of environmentral inpacts and tlreir causes. To that end, the

Proponent would be pleased to receive, and would consider all subjective informatior¡

including photographs. However, the Proponent contends that verbal information or
information that does not reþ on documentation car! even wittr the best of intentions, be

subject to sigrificant error. It is also unforhrnate that aheady, some individual have attenpted
to use 'þersonal recollections" in a manner tlìat is not consistent with qualitative data or
inforrnation As a result, while the Proponent would be pleased to receive such inforrnatio4 the

weight that couh reasonabþ be applied to it would be limited.
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c) Responses are required to estqblßhed changes to baseline conditions. For
example, qn increased sediment layer associated with a mine-related
sedimentation event may require additional monitoring at the site, until such
a time as the sedimentation is observed to have been removed by subsequent
rrtin events. Alternatively, if sediment continues to build up, then the
Department and any relevant experts could be called on to provide advice
about possible solutions.

The Proponent notes tlnt the Water Management Plan inch¡des a requirernent for aquatic
ecoloS, surveys to be undertaken initiaþ six monthly at a range of locations wittrin the upper,
mid and lower reaches of Spring Creek and within Majors Creek within the Project Site, as well
as above and below the Araluen Valley escalpnrcnt. The identified assessment methodology
includes an assessment of the condition of the bank and bed of the watercowse, including
noting changes since the last survey. As a resuft, the Proponent contends that the existing
methodology is st'fficiently robmt to detect changes in sfeam rrnrphology and sediment baã
associated with the Project.

Finally, tlrc Proponent notes that Section 10.7 of the Water Management Plan identifies a
trigger for fi.lrtlrer investþation and action in the event of significant adverse changes to aquatic
ecology or sfeam morpholory of 'hon-negligrble Project-rehted reduction in sfeam heahh."
The Proponent contends that this trigger is reasonable and addresses the conceÍN expressed by
the BraiCwood Greens.

d) The Community Reference Group can make these and other submissions 'out
of session', for example through email exchanges and other means. Such an
email exchange could be initiated by any Community Reference Group
member, and will be recognised as ø formal contribution to mining
community concerns.

The Proponent notes that procedures for 'but of session" communication between the
conrnrnrity representatives on the DRCCC and the Proponent have been established to ensgre
tlnt all members are aware of all cornnrnbation and responses, and that this procedure is
frequentþ used. That procedwe requires conrrnuri'cation to be addressed via the independent
Cbair who, where appropriate, would forward the correspondence to the Proponent. The
Proponent would then prepare a response to be returned in the same tnanner. These
conrnunications wouh then be discussed at the next conrnittee meeting.

That the potential input of other community stakeholders be further supported. We
have been approached by downstream water users at Moruya and elsewhere with
concerns about long-term water quality and supply ßsues. These people do not
have access to the cornmunity group directly. Tlte environmental outcomes from
mining will be strengthened, and community concerns mitigated through additional
channeß forformal engagement with the mining operations. Lle propose:

a) That submissions mqde through the Dargues Reef Mine website be published
on the website, in the form of a 'blog' or other mechanism. This could have
some moderqtion, but at the very least, all submissions should be made

2
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available to all Community Reference Group members, and if a majority of
the Community Reference Group agrees that the submission should be made
public, then the submission should be posted on the website, along with
relevant responses from the Proponent and/or Reference Group.

The Proponent works hard to rnaintain open conÍnunication with the conrnunity and to ensure

that information regarding the Project is wideþ avaihble. Cunently the Proponent rnaintains

the following avenues for corrrrunity interaction

r The DRCCC - One of the princþal aims of the committee is 'to act as a
conrnunication lirik between the Conpany, the cornrnunity, interest gror4s and

stakeholders in general'.

o The Project Inforrnation Line - Operates 24-hours a day seven days a week and

provides interested stakeholders with an avenue to request information or make a

corrplaint, either by phone or email

¡ Websites - Inchrding the Project website (www,datguesreefcomau) and the

DRCCC website (www.darzuesreefccc.comau), both of which provide extersive

information on the Project and the DRCCC.

¡ Downstream Water Users Register - Is used to ensure that users of water
downstream of the Project Site are kept informed about activities and notified of
any incidents which may adversety nrpact on the environment or human health-

¡ Connnr¡rity Meetings - ReguJar meetings are held in Majors Creek and are open

to all interested stakeholders. These meeting are generaþ advertised on the

Projects website and in tlre local newspaper.

o Monthly Project Newsletter - ProviCes inforrnation on rpcoming activities at the

Project and inforrnation on the mining and processing operations.

Given the above, the Proponent contends that there is adequate means by which interested

stakehohen can contact the Proponent or aftemativeþ obtain inforrnation about the Project and

that f,¡rther avenues of connnunication are not required.

We also consider that in light of the repeated breaches of environmental conditions,
additional, long-term monitoring and evaluation of the impacts of mining in
relation to surface water, groundwater and ecologl. For all three we recommend:

a) Additional best practice monitoring and modelling that is,

b) peer reviewed by independent specialists, in øddition to the monitoring
recomrnended by the consultants to the Proponent and that

4 the results of these peer reviews and monitoring outcomes should be made
public on the Dargues Reef Mine website.

The Proponent contends that, as discussed in detail above, existing conrnihnents in relation to

environnental rmnitoring for the Project are, taking into account the scale of the Project and
nature of approved operatiors, adequate for identifying any adverse envirornnental inpacts
before they become sigrificant. In addition and as previousþ noted by this submitter, the

3
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Proponent publishes the results of all environmental monitonng on its websiúe, inchlding the
results of suråce water, groundwater and ecolory monitoring. As a result, the Proponent
contends that to require an independent peer review of monitoring resufts *orld be
rureasonable.

4.3 SOUTH EAST FOREST RESCUE

South East Forest Rescue strongly objected to the proposed mine at Dargues Reef. We
maintain our disapproval of this mining activity. The operations to date have proven that
the objectives of the plan are not being met.

Satisfy sustainable development principles

AII conditions laid down on operations of the mine by the NSW'Land and Environment
Court still need to be fuffilled, especially those that were set down to establish baseline
conditions beþre comrnencement of the project. These are vital if impacts are to be
rneasured, and are in contempt of the court being unmet. The mine objectives to safety
mine have not been met.

The Proponent contends that it is corylbnt with all relevant conditions of MP10 0054 and all
other relevant licences and approvals, inchding tlrose related to establishment of baseline
environmental conditio ns.

Risks greatest extent practicable

No studies have been done for the Environmental Assessmenl on the mine's effect on the
land beyond the actual mine site. The mine ß situated close to Majors Creek Araluen
National Parks Reserve, Monga and Deua National Parks. Threatened, endangered and
critically endangered species in the gorge below the proposed mine site, rangingfrom the
Powerful Owl to the critically endangered Eucalyptus kartzoffina. Poisoning a waterway
ß not meeting this objective.

The Proponent notes the fo[owrlg studies that have addressed oßite inpacts associated with
the Project.

r The Environmental Assessment prepared for the original application. It is noted
that the studies prepared to support that application extended to the rnaximrnn
extent that inpacts associated with the project could be expected.

o Response to Request for Further Information in relation to the Dargues Reef Gold
Project - EPBC Act Reference: 2010/5770 prepared by RWC and dated April
2011. That report undertook a detailed assessment of potential inpacts on
Eucalyptus kartzoffina, as well as a firther 27 Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Act 1999 - listed species and 2 ecological cornrnnities, inchrding in
the Araluen Valley.
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The Proponent refi¡tes the statement made by the respondent that the Proponent has 'þoisoned a

waterway''. No evidence is provided by the respondent to justiS this statement.

Negligible adverse impact on environment

In the six months since the Dargues Reef project beganin February 2013, the EPAhas
reported five breaches, comprising four sediment overflows and an unapproved

flocculation discharge that severely affected vulnerable, endangered and criticaþ
endangered fish andfrogs in the l-4 area downstream.

The sediment overflows occurred within rain events that were not extraordinary and any
cursory investigation of rainfall records would have provided the Proponents with
sufficient infonnation to ensure fficient management of autumn/winter rains.

The fifth event in early July 2013 was not noted by the EPA until a routine inspection on
Thursday 8 August showed that the colnpany was discharging into a gully leading to
Major's Creek, despite having no license to do so. The EPA did not know of the discharge
into the gully leading to Major's Creek until three weeks after the dßcharge. Although
traces of the flocculent were found, it was too late to ascertain the extent of possible
repercussions downstream. However the initial EPA survey þund no fish or amphibian
life in the two test sites where these species had been abundant two months beþre. Was it
Magnafloc (MF351 Flocculant) that was dßcharged into the waterway? If it was we
strongly object to this ecocide event.

This issue is addressed in Section 3.2.3

4.4 COASTWATCHERS

The Coastwatchers Association broadly supports the objectives of the modification in this
application, in particular -

¡ To reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, the overall environmental impact
of the Project.

o To minimise, to the rnaximurn extent practicable, the impact on the local
community and other stakeholders.

o To enhance the sediment and erosion control capabilities of the Proiect.

Aquatic ecolory surveys prepared by Cardno EL based on surveys on the

following dates. It is noted that these surveys inchrde sarpling locations within
the Project Site, as well as wittrin Majors Creek both above and below the Araluen
Valley escarpment.

Sprng - 28 to 30 Septernber 2011.

Autumr - 19 to 21 June rn2012.

Spnng - 23 arñ24 October 2012.

Auhffn - late March 2013.
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The modification appears to have two elements affecting the manner of activities
regarding how the project ß implemented.

Firstly, the changes to the construction of on-site infrastructure appear to be straight
forward but it ß concerning and raßes objectionfrom thß Association that an additional
two hectares of the vegetation community No. 7 Native-dominqted Pasture ß listed as an
are a m ark e d for dis turb ance.

Clarification in relation to areas to be distr:rbed is provided in Section 2.2.

The Proponent notes tlnt the Native-dominated Pasture is a highþ disturbed vegetation
corrrrurity that has very limited to negligrble ecological vahre.

Secondly, and of far more significant concern, we note on page 17 of the Environmental
Assessment report for the Dargues Gold Mine July 2013 in the report section 2.1.3
Modffications Required Condition 2(2) that at the first point on the page the word
'generally' is marked for inclusion as part of modfication 2. Our Associationfinds this
absolutely unacceptable. This proposed modification contradicts the Proponents
statement of objection for thß project and challenges the rigor of the monitoring schedule
conditioned by the Land and Environment Court. The Coastwatchers Association ask that
in respect of amendment for Condition 2(2) that the wording remain unaltered, i.e. 'The

Proponent shall carry out the project in accordance with the: .....'

This issue is addressed in Section 3.3.

5 GENERAL PUBLIC SUBM ISSIONS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

As indicated in Section I and Table 1, 20 sr¡bmissions were received from members of the
general public, including 2 proforrna submissions. This Section provides a response to each of
submission ln the interests of avoiding repetition, the proforma submissions are addressed
together.

5.2 PROFORMA 1

The following members of the general public provided submissions that were identical or
consistent with the submissbn provided by AVPPEC. That submission has been addressed
above in Section 4.1.

o Anon 2.

r Ms Sue deGennaro.

o Anon 3.

¡ Ms Jackie Mills.

o Ms Jean Ogihie.
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. Ms Susie Edmonds.

¡ Ms Virginia Hooker.

o Anon 5.

¡ Mr Robert H. Reece.

5.3 STEVE REDDEN AND PROFORMA 2

Mr Steve Redden and Ms Sarah Wilden provided iCentical stibmissions. Mr Redden
subsequently proviCed a sr.pplementary submission This Section addresses both submissions.

I strongly object to the proposed modification to the Dargues Reef Gold Project. The
proposed changes appear significant enough to warrant the undertqking of a new,

independent EIS along with further effective and open community consultation that is
inclusive of all stakeholders in this massive development including the Shoalhaven and
Eurobodalla Shires whose water security is threatened by the present rnining activities. A
more transparent and comprehensive submßsions and consultation process is a priority if
thß undertaking ß to proceed in a sustainable and safe manner.

The Proponent notes that RWC (2013) was prepared to accorpany the application for
modification and that that documenq in the Proponent's opinior¡ adequateþ addresses the
Director-General's Requirements and requirements of other governmont agencies.

Furthermore, Sectiors 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 of RWC (2013) identify corsulLation that was undertiaken
with the Dargues Reef Conrnwrity Consultative Cornrnittee and the general pubtc during
preparation of that docr¡rrent.

The Proponent notes that the proposed modification is not a '?nassive development". Rather,
the rnodification is intended to mereþ align the Project Approval with the detailed desþ of the

Project. No approval is bemg sougþt for additional infrastructr¡re or changes in magnitude o{
orto the rate of production, orlife ofthe Project.

Finally, the Proponent notes that water-related inpacts associated with the nrodified Project
would be unchanged from the approved Project.

In the matter of access to the information. Notification was extremely poor and more
than easily missed as most in the community were totaþ unaware.

Mr Redden is not clear in relation to what aspect of the notification of the rnodification was
inadequate. Notification of the corrrnunity meeting on 19 July is described in Section 3.2.3 of
RWC (2013) and inchrded:

¡ notices in the Braidwood Times, the conrnunity newsletter and on the Project
Website'

¡ written notification on the Majors Creek'hotice board"; and

o emails to individuals on the Company's distrbúion list.
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Approxirnateþ 20 people attended the meeting indicating fl:ø;t a significant proportion of the
Majors Creek coûmünity was aware that tlre meeting was to be held.

The Proponent contends that notification of the frct that RWC (2013) was publicþ available
was rurdertaken in accordance with Deparhental guidelines and ¡l:rrt the Proponent
inplenrnted additional measures above and beyond those inplemented by the Departrnent to
ensure tlut the cornnnmity was notifred.

As an adjoining neighbour of Big Island Mining and due to thefact that my property is in
clear line of sight and due to the lay of the land [it] receives above the amount of noße
from the mine site that is determined in the paper, on a quiet day with the wind blowing
the noise away.

The Proponent notes that Mr Redden's residence, nameþ Residence R24, was considered in the
noise assessment for the original application The residence was not included as a rrnnitoring
location for the attended noise monitoring prograr4 nor was it considered in the subsequent
noise assessment prepared by Spectrum Acoustics for the current Applbation becarse an
adjacent residence, nameþ Residence R27, was determined to receive rp to 3dB(A) more noise
than Mr Redden's residence. As a resuft, that residence was used for the noise asses$nent.

In additio4 the Proponent notes that Mr Jones advised Mr Redden that there was no record of
his previors requests, or the assurances he claims have been made by the Proponent to install
permanent noise nronitoring at his residence. Mr Jones advised Mr Redden to make his requests
in writing so that they rnay be forrnally considered and responded to.

As thß ß the case Unity management and environmental staff have given me assuronces
that permanent sound dust and water monitoring would be placed on my property. The
submission states that no more sound monitor sites will be established. I was told directly
by the mine rnanager a Mr Jones that as they only gave rne verbal and not written
commitments they are not required to honour those commitments.

The Proponent notes that nrmerors discussions have been held with Mr Redden regarding
nronitoring at his propeffy over a ntnnber of years and that Mr Redden has requested specific
guarantees, regarding inpacts to his property, to be provided in writing. These guarantees were
not considered to be reasonable nor appropriate by the Proponent. As a resuh, no f.rther
monitoring has been undertaken on Mr Redden's property.

Today at aprox.2.40 pm Mr Jones returned with a sound meter and an environment
fficer. He noted that it was quiet. Readings were taken infront of my house. The noise
Ievels went from 35.2 dB to spikes in the mid 40 dB's one in the 50,swhen a car entered
the equation.

The Proponent notes that the noise levels described by Mr Redden are consistent with
background noise levels observed by SLR during the attended noise assessments, described
previousþ. Further, it was noted at the time that noise levels recorded during the survey at Mr
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Redden's residence were not as a resuft of actir¡ities at the Project Site and that there were

contributing noise sowces from Majors Creek Village, including the car descnbed by Mr
Redden

The Proponent has previousþ noted that noise nrodelling for tlre Project indicates that there are

residences that are more likeþ to be inpacted by the Project than Mr Redden's residence,

nameþ Residence R27. The Proponent notes that Residence R27 is a noise nnnitoring location,

as described in the No¿se Management Plan, and contends that the curent nnnitoring program
is adequate for determining corrpliance given that this residence would likeþ be inpacted to a

greater extent than Mr Redden's residence and consequentþ more appropriate to be monitored.
Further, the Proponent notes that Mr Redden has previously denied the Proponent access to his

property to rurdertake an inspection, despite ttre åct that he requested the inspection

The paper does not identifu my property as one of more affected despite thefact that we

are more so than most and the mining has not yet even begun. There are many problems
with this assessment rnodification. Notification being a big one. How do we respond
when we do not know. Inaccurate facts. There is a need to properly d.ç.çe.rs the facts
through proper consultation and a new independent EIS.

These issues have been addressed previously

5.4 ANON 1

I would like to make a submission here that the changes sought in this application should
be the subject of a Section 96 application to Palerang as they include changes to built
structures, roads, and may have a negative effect upon the local community. These

changes may affect privacy, and the existing amenity of locals,

The Proponent notes that as a transitional Part 3A project, rnodifications rrøy be sougþt under
Section 75W of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. Section 96 does not
appþ to such Projects. Further, the Proponent notes that Palerang Council are aware of the

proposed modfüation and have not provided any contrnent with regards to the application
process for the proposed modifications.

I would suggest that any change to the approved tailings dam should be the subject of an
independent Environmental Impact Assessment, I am an architect living 1.7kms from the

rnine and am extremely concerned that changes could possibly be made to the existing
approval concerning the mine site that may be not in accordance with the intent of the

original approval and subsequent conditions of approval therewith.

The proposed rnodification does not seek to modify the approved Tailings Storage Facility
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I would ask at this point who will be held accountable ,f ary damage ß caused to the
environment or to the amenity of local residents?. lf the department of planning is putting
its hand up to take thß responsibility then I think we should be informed of such through
the proper channels.

The Proponent notes that responsibiþ for overseeing activities within the Project Site lies with
a range of govemment authorities and tbat the Proponent is obþd to corrpþ with all Project
Approval and other licence, lease and approval conditions,

The idea that a submßsion could be made to reduce the size of a tailings dam at such a
facility without an independent Environmental Assessment ß ludicrous.

The proposed nndification does not seek to nrodiff the approved Tailings Storage Facility

5.5

In the six months since the Dargues Reef project begøn I have been unable to use the
creek water for household or førming purposes five times, due to mining accidents
upstream.

This issue is addressed in Section 4.1.2.

Unity employees have refused on each of the events to test water here or to dßcuss
remediation or compensation for damage and loss due to the contømination of my tanks,
water system and equipment.

The Proponent notes that on a personal visit to home, an offer to sarryle the water
within the water tanks and replace the water in those tanks was rnade by Mr Andrew Mclhvain,
the of the Proponent and that s declined. Further, the
Pro requested a confidential co >ffer to be rnade by the
Pro nature of this offer were not considered to be appropriate by the
Proponent and hence no offer was rrnde.

Up until his abrupt resignntion, soon after the last meeting of the CCC, I dßcussed how
to implement the conditions imposed on the project by the NSI( Land and Environment
Court with Matthew Grey, Environmental Officer of Unity Mining Ltd, the developers of
Dargues Reef mine. Matthew Grey had agreed to do the survey of Eucalyptus kartzoffiara
(a local rare and endangered species), the testing of species in the pools to the confluence
with Araluen Creek and the other conditions that were meant to have beenfuffilled before
the project began, so that adequate baseline data could be available to determine any
effects of the Project and to address the other conditions that were meant to been fuffilled
before the project began in order to establish adequate baseline data to determinewhich
environmental effects were a result of upstream mining and processing.
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The Proponent notes the following.

¡ A survey for Eucalyptus kartzffiana was previousþ undertaken in April 2011
(see Section 4.3) and the Proponent is not aware of any comrnitmont or
requirement for a furttrer srtrvey. and Mr Gray rnay have been

conf,sing this survey with a conrnitnent to r¡ndertake an assessment to determine

the condition of Arahen Scarp Grassy Forest EEC adjacent to Majors Creek
wittrin the Majors Creek Staûe Conservatbn Area wittrin 12 rnonths of the

coÍrnencement of constuction embodied in Cornrnitment 5.10.

¡ Aquatic ecology testing within Spring and Majors Creeks from the rpper sections

of the Project Site to a location downstream ofllresidence is descrfued

in Section 8 of the Water Management Plan. To date, four aquatic ecolory
surveys have beenrnrdertaken, with theresults described in detail in Section 4.1.2.

o That adequate baseline nnnitorrrg has been rnrdertaken in accordance with the
requirements of the approved management plans.

Matthew Grey stated at the CCC meeting that while'mßtakes had been made in the past,
every effirt would be made to make sure they didn't happen in thefuture.'It appears that
the company no longer endorses that statement.

The Proponent acknowledges that the releases of sediment-laden water associated wittr
InciCents 1 and 2 was the results of a frihre to adequateþ inplement the approved Sediment
and Erosion Control Plan. However, the Proponent contends that its cormnitrnent to resohing
this issue is evidenced by tlre sigrificant expenditure and effort t¡at it has inplemented to
ensure that that this and other issues are appropriateþ nranaged. The Proponent and its Board
of Directors states that it considers both the Company's environmental and operation reputation
as criticalþ inportant. Furthermore, the Proponent has published its Environrnent Policy on
the company's website and this is endorsed and supported bythe Board of Directors.

Unity appears to have chosen test sites where pollution is least likely to be detected,
where water runs swiftly or ß diluted with other tributary flows, rather than the deep
pools where sediment and pollution collect, especially in the slow-moving pollution
events of four of the five events that have occurred in the last six months.

The Proponent engaged recognised experts in the field of aquatic ecology assessment, nameþ
Cardno EL, who selected appropriate sampling locatiors based on the requirements of the
sampling methodolory. These locatiors are inchded in the approved Water Management Plan
and have been in use since 2011. The Proponent rejects the assertion by that the
sanpling locations were chosen to determine the outcome of the rnonitoring program .

The EPA have, however, done a baseline survey of fi,sh, amphibians and stygofauna
(groundwater fauna) at two locations on our property. Two months ago fish and
amphibians were in profusion, with several species detected. On their last survey, after
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the release of a flocculent known to be toxic tofish andfrogs, although not to humans in
dilute amounts, no fish, frogs or tadpoles werefound. This has remained the case. We are
still awaiting test results of the sediment washed down in the fourth pollution event, to see

if the creek at these locations is capable of supporting fish and frog life.

The Proponent is aware that the Environment Protection Authority undertook a limited
sampling prosarn, however, to date, has not been rnade aware of the results of that program
As a result no connîent can be made in relation to statement. However, the
Proponent notes that Cardno EL have wrdertaken fotn aquatic ecology surveys within Spring
and Majors Creeks. Those surveys were r¡ndertaken in accordance with recogrised,
quantitative assessment nrethodologies by experts in the fleld. The results of those surveys are
sunrnarised in Section 4.1.2.

Even without thß, more than one metre of sediment has been deposited in the deep pools
of the Majors Creek gorge. These are the pools that never dry up in droughts, and the
only water available in dry times to the species in the State Conservation Area. Thß
sediment build-up means that there may now be no water available for these species,

including a population of endangered rock wallabies. The Conservation Area and our
property contain twenty-two surveyed endangered, critically endangered or vulnerable
species, as well as those listed in the Araluen Scarp Grass Forest.

The Proponent cannot conrnent on sediment build ry within pools on property as

access has not been provided. However, the Proponent notes that ttre amount of sediment

suggested by is very significant and if deposition of that sediment were indeed the
resuft of a limited nurnber of Project-related events, then sedimentation elsewhere in Majors
Creek, including closer to the Project Site, would be very obvious and would have been
detected by Cardno EL at sites AE3 and AE4, located imrnediateþ downstream of the Project
Site in the March 2013 survey. No build rp of sih was observed at those sites. In additio4
informal feedback from others, inchding the EPA, does not sr.pport the suggestion of build up
of such substantial sih loads.

Since Mr Gray's abrupt resignation, I have been informed that Unity Mining Ltd sees no
need to fuffiI those conditions and that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) will
now monitor the species. The EPA denies that they have agreed to this role with Unity
Mining.

The Proponent contends that this is not an accurate statement and that it rernains cornrnitted to
inplementing all conditional and other requirements for the Project

Unity Mining has also informed me that their management plans override the conditions
placed on them by the NSII Land and Environment Court. Legal advice indicates that this
is not the case.

The Proponent also contends that this is not an accuate statement and notes that Condition2(z)
of MP10 0054 states that the conditions of the approval prevail over the Environmental
Assessment and Statement of Cornrnitments and, byirrylicatio4 approved mânagement plans.
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I request that no approval for modifications be given until:

o Big Island Mining Pty. Ltd., a whoþ owned subsidiary of Unity Mining Ltd.,

complies fully with all conditions imposed on the Dargues Reef project by the

NSW Land and Environment Court;

The Proponent contends that it is in conpliance with all relevant conditions of the Project
Approval

Big Island Mining Pty. Ltd. complies with all the conditions set down by the EPA;

The Proponent contends tlrat it is in corrpliance with all conditions of its Environrnent
Protection Licence. Fwtlrer, the Proponent notes that it is working with the Environment
Protection Authority to inplement the agreed Polhrtion reduction Program and ttrat the

Authority has not objected to granting of the proposed modiflcation

a written agreement is made to test all water and soil that might reasonably be

held to have been contaminated by the Dargues Reef mining project;

a remediation process is determined and agreed to for those downstream

residents and businesses affected by the project; and

The Proponent contends that ttre procedwes identified in the Water Management Plan,
including in Section 12 of that docurnent, adequateþ address these rnatters.

the company gives a written undertaking that ore will not be processed at the

Majors Creek site, now that their plans for processing elsewhere seem to be in

doubt. This undertaking should include a penalty if the undertaking ß broken and
if Unity Mining Ltd applies for a new modification in a few months time
requesting permission for on-site processing.

a

a

The Proponent notes that the proposed modification does not seek to rnodfy the approved
processing operatiors.

5.6

My property is directly downstream from the Dargues Reef gold mine project. My
household water has been contaminated five times in the past six months the mine has
operated, four times by heavy sedirnent, the most recent of which left large amounts of
sand and gravel behind, and oncefrom possible flocculent pollution.

Unity Mining Ltd has refused my requests during and after each incident to test the creek
water on my property or in my water tanks. Neither has the cornpany notified me of the
pollution until well after my water tanks and water systems have been filled with sediment
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and been rendered unusable. This has resulted in loss of time, income, and over 822,000
being spent on new tanks and pumps, as a direct result of the contamination of what was
once a pristine stream according to the regular tests we had made of water quality over
the preceding decades.

submission raises two issues, nameþ, the reasonableness of rephcing his water
tanks and punps as alleged and the pristine natr¡re of Majors Creek in the vicinity of his
property. These issues are addressed separateþ below.

Replacement of water tanks and pumps

Issues associated with discharge of sediment-laden and flocculent-laden water from the Project
Site and notrfication of such incidents have been addressed in Section 4.1.2. Issues associated
with deposition of sediment downstream of the Project Site are addressed in Section 5.5.

In relation to water tanks becoming flled wittr sediment and being rendered unsable, the
Proponent corservativeþ estimates tbat a relativeþ minor arrnr¡rf of sedinrent nmy Inve
accumubted within water tanks had they been filled from errpty during release of sedinrent-
laden water within the Project Site. However, the Proponent also notes that each event
occrured during rainÈll events when flows within Majors Creek were high and naturaþ
occurring suspended sediment would be expected. In additiog the Proponent notes that Mr
Andrew anaging Director and CEO of the Proponent offered, following Incident 1,

to have tanks cleaned. Mr Mclhvain was advised tlnt the tanks had akeady been
cleaned and that fintlrer cleaning wan not required.

Pristine nature of Majors Greek

The Proponent notes that indicates that testing of water within Major Creek over a
rurnber of decades indicated that the water was of hrgh quahty. As a resull
contends that Majors Creek was in 'þristine condition." However, the Proponent notes that
past alhrvial mining practices have very extensiveþ disturbed Majors Creek upstream of I
II property and that active gulþ erosion was occurring within the Project Site and on
surrorurding land over much of the past few decades. As a resuft, it would appear that elevated
suspended sediment concenfations at that time in the headwaters of Majors Creek did not
adverseþ inpact on water quality within property.

In in March 2007 to the commencenrcnt of the Projec! noted in a
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blog that an interse rainñll event resufted in
'lash flood down the gorge, all mud and logs and frottr, a wall of water hþher than I am and a
roar like 1,000 helicopters." As a result, the Proponent notes that suspended sediment-related
issues in Major ate the Project and that any watercourse that flowed in a manner
described by would be expected to have elevated suspended sediment
concenfations. The Proponent has reviewed rainåll records for both Majors Creek and
Araluen I¡wer Bureau of Meteorology stations and notes fr:nf a thnee day rainåll event with a
cunrulative tot¿l of 80.6nrn and l04.4mrt respectiveþ was recorded between 1l and 13

February 2007. This corpares wfth97.2 mrn overthree days forlnciCent 1(see Section4.2.l).

In addition, the following conditions from the NSW Land an Environment Court decision
of February 2012 (Application no 10_0054) have not been met. No work should proceed
nor modifications be considered until these basic conditions, and those of the EPA, are
met.
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The numbers below refer to the numbering on the Court's Conditions of Approval.

21. A maxirnum of 50 milligrams of suspended solids in any discharge of waterfrorn
sediment collection ponds.

Note: This has not been met at least four times infive months operation.

The Proponent notes tlìat during Incidents 3 and 4 above, all sediment and erosion confol
structrnes operated a designed and that such stn¡ctures are desþed to release water in a
confolled manner when the desþed rainåll depth has been achieved.

23. The Proponent shall provide a compensatory water supply to any landowner of
privately-owned land whose water entitlement is adversely afficted. An equivalent water
supply must be provided (at last on an interim basis) within 24 hours of the loss or
contamination being identified. If the Proponent is unable to provide an alternative long-
term supply of water, then the Proponent shall provide alternative compensation to the
satisfaction of the Director-General.

Note: Downstream residents have repeatedly requested that their water be tested and
remediation made, but have had no response. Copies of these requests can be provided.

The Proponent is not arware of any requests to monitor water downstream of the Project Site
other than those made indrviduaþ and collectivefy by f or 

- 

Those
requests have beenpreviomly discussed in Section 5.5.

29b. Establish stream health assessment criteria that include baseline surveys of aquatic
life in Majors Creek, upstream and downstream from the confluence of Majors Creek and
Araluen Creek prior to the commencement of construction, and annually thereafter until
all mining and rehabilitation activities are completed.

Note: This includes a large stretch of creek on my property. The company has refused all
requests to survey aquatic species. Given the devastating loss of species in the past three
months, a meaningful baseline survey cannot be carried out until the area naturally
rehabilitates.

The issue of aquatic ecology suryeys is addressed in Section 4.1.2

30d. A program to monitor impacts on springs or groundwater-dependent ecosystems.

Note: These include the rock pools downstream from the project where the water appears
to seep into them from the Majors Creek fault adjacent to the project site. Although
agreement was reached with Mr Matthew Grey, the forrner Dargues Environmental
fficer, to test these pools, the company's most recent response has been to say that the
Environment Protection Authority has accepted responsibility to do this testing. The EPA
has denied that they have made thß agreernent.
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This program is identified in Section 9.4 of the Water Management Plan

3l. Measures to mitigate or compensate potentially affected landowners in accordance
with the compensatory water supply requirements in condition 23 above.

Note: We have repeatedly requested that our contaminated water be replaced and potable
water provided during the times during which sediment or other substances in the water
rnake it unfit to use as a direct result of the pollution eventsfrom the site. It should also be
noted that we have diary, witness, water and sediment testing and photographic evidence
that these sediment events camefrom the Dargues Reef site, andfrom no other entry point
between our property and the site.

This issue has beenpreviously addressed in Section 5.5

3 5 . Assessment of the ground water impacts on the Araluen Grassy Scarp Forest.

A large part of this forest is on my property. The company has refused all requests to
survey the health and viability of the forest here, nor do they appear to have surveyed the
areas of the Maiors Creek State Conservqtion Area that are only easily reached through
my property but that contain naturally occurring stands of Eucalyptus kartzffiana. The
surveyed forest areas appear to be only those along the roadsides, where the trees have
been planted by landowners and Landcare groups and are not naturally occurring.

ff"i:ïåffi #'i,"il#î"'ff I.:,:"*':"i"ffifåî,,î#Ji,H",ffi .åî:i
within 12 nrontlæ of the conrnencement of corstruction operations, nameþ by
IlFebrmry 2014.

In relation to stands of Eucalyptus kartzffiana refened fo by that species was
identified as occurring "less frequentþ" within the Arahen Scarp Grassy Forest EEC than other
species. In additio4 the suwey referred to by was r¡ndertaken by Dr Steve Douglas
and included areas of very substantial sized E kartzffiana fint are highþ mlfteþ to have been
planted in the last few decades.

37. Aboriginal Heritage Plan

Note: The company was informed after the third sediment overflow that downstrearn sites
of major indigenous significance may have been affected. The company refused requests
to appoint a suitable archaeologist to investigate.

This infòrrnation lias been ¡rroviclccl to thc relevant rcgulator-y a-uencies to aclclress thcsc ntaftet's

C onrncrc ia l- in- C on tìcle ncc
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l. Resolve any disputes that may arise during the course of the Project.

Note: The company's response is either to ignore requests, or to refuse to answer
complaints using the web site. When an accident occurred during test drilling on our
property, with sudden ønd extreme noise causing my wife's ear drum to burst, the
colnpany refused to provide the details of the noise levels requested by medical personnel,
nor did they request any details of her injury. They simply marked the case as
'investigated' and ' did not happen.' The company has shown a similar disregard for
other complaints from the public, dismßsing thern as unfounded without investigation
how they were substqntiated.

The Proponent contends that ttìis incident was dealt with consistent with the Proponents
corrplaints handling and dispute resolution procedure, descnbed in Section 9 of the
Environmental Management Strategy for the Project. Fwther, this corrplaint was investþted
by the Departrnent of Planning and Infrastructure and no ftrther action has been taken

2. Cornmunity Consultativ e Committee

Despite the orders of the Court, this does not include members of recognised
environmental groups, including Coastwatchers, despite requests to the department.

This is a matter for the Departrnent of Planning and Infrastructure. However, the Proponent
notes that it is not aware of any nnng of the Land and Environment Court stþuJating the
conposition of the conìrnittee. Further, the Proponent notes that this issue has not been raised
wittr the Dargues Reef Conrnunity Consuhative Comrittee.

3. Appendix 5

4.8 Undertake attended noise monitoring at the residences most likely to be affected by
noise generated by the project.

Note: Despite an agreement that noße would be monitored, monitoring was not done
during test drilling on our property.

The Proponent notes that residence is highly unlikeþ to experience arly
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residence. Attended noise rnonitoring was conducted at

operational
are

in close proximity to

noise-related inpacts from the Project Site. The noise inpacts referred to by J
from the of two rnonitornrg bores that were requested to be installed

regular intervals durrg the installation of these bores and those resuhs were inchrded in tlre
subsequent incident report, a copy of which was provided to
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7.2I Ensure that all water with the potential to contain processing reagents... is contained
within a bounded Contaminated Water Management Area.

Note: The company has failed to do thß with the flocculent used after the fourth sediment

overflow.

The Proponent notes that the flocculent used is not a reagent used during the processing of ore
at the Project Site. Use of tbis product is addressed in Section 4.2.1.

7.5 Ensure that sediment basins have a minimum of 0.6 metre of freeboard and a spillway
that is sized and lined for stability in a 100-year annual recurrence interval (ARI) rain
event-

Note: The sediment basins overflow after 3l mm of rain in a 24-hour period, and are far
from capable of withstanding the 255 mm in an afternoon received on January 7, 2010.

Commiünent 7.5 has been srperseded by subsequentþ approved Sediment and Erosion Control
Plans. Issues associated with release of sediment laden water areaddressed in Section 4.2.1.

Ensure that surface water flows are directed away from disturbed areas.

Note: The company has demonstrably failed to do thß four times within a five-month
period.

Issues associated with release of sediment laden waterare addressed in Section 4.2.1.

Socio-economic aspects

14.2. Direct the company to proactively and regularly consult with those residents most
likely to be affected by the Project, particularly those in the Majors Creek and Araluen
communities.

Note: The company has refused to discuss financial or other impacts with residents
downstream from the mine site.

The Proponent contends that ttìis statement is not accrrate. As previousþ discrssed in Section
4.2 lhe Proponent provides Ítany avenues by which stakeholders can contact the Proponent or
obtain ftrther inforrnation Further, the Proponent notes that the issue of financial restitution
has previously been discrssed in Section 5.5.

42 êV
R. W. CORKERY & CO. PTY. LIMITED



RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC SUBM ISSIONS
Repod No. 752ß5

BIG IS¡.AND MINING PTY LTD
DarguesGold Mine

Surfo c e w at e r rn onit o rin g

15.12. The Court directed that monthly surface water monitoring be taken '... at a range
of locations downstream of the Majors Creek State Conservation Area.'

Note: The only site in Araluen that has been tested for sediment is one where the majority
of flow ß from other streams between that site and the Project. Despite requests, no
sampling has been done on the approximately one kilometre stretch of creek on my
property. (As the creek is not a straight line, it's length exceeds the length of my
property). Mr Matthew Grey was negotiating to access the major's Creek Conservation
Area through our property, as this is the only easy access. Since his abrupt departure, the
company stated that no further sarnpling ß necessary, and have refused to discuss the
matterfurther.

Tlne Water Management Plan identifies a range of suråce water rnonitoring locations within
Creeks within the Project Site, 4ownstream of the Project Site above the
and downstream of If property. The Proponent contends that
sufficient to i.dentifr changes in surÊce water quality that rnay potentiaþ

occur as a result of the Projec! inctøing ,hãng", *ithio Ë þtop".ty. 
'rèsting 

ror
suspended sediment concentration at each site is iCentified in Table 11 of that document as a
requirement for each site within those creeks.

The company only takes samples where the water is considerably diluted. The areas
where the sediment pollution, and possibly other pollution, gathers are the deep pools on
my property and in the Conservation Area. The company refuses to sample these pools,
instead sampling only in areas where polluted water will either quickly pass, or is greatly
diluted downstream.

I am increasingly concerned that the company repeatedly refuses to view or take samples
when there is sufficient reason to believe that pollution qnd damage have occurred i.e.

when the EPA have directed that q sediment ove(low has occurred, and when their water
sampling indicates that the pollution originated at the Project site. The company has
taken no responsibility to either test the impact of their spills, or even the view the results,
nor will they reply to requests to discuss remediation.

The issue has previously been addressed in Section 5.5

I am also concerned that investigation of complaints ß left to the company, with no
independent assessment. I request that independent assessment of complaints is made a
condition of anyfuture approvals.

The Proponent notes that Section 9 of the Environmental Management Strategy identifies the
Project's complaints handling procedure. The Proponent also notes that should a conplainant
not be satisfied with the results of the resufting investþtion tbat avenues exist to have the
corrplaint addressed by the relevant govemÍìent agency. As a resuft, the Proponent contends
that adeqrnte conplaint management measures exist aheady and that Llrther measures are not
required.

@ 
- w. ..RKERY & co. PrY. LrMrrED 43



BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

RESPONSE TO AGENGY AND PUBL¡C SUBMISSIONS
ReportNo.752/35

I further request that no modifications be approved until the cornpany demonstrably
meets the initial conditions of approval, and the EPA directives, as well as assessing and
if necessary remediating the effects downstream of the four sediment episodes.

The Proponent contends that this is a matter for the Environment Protection Authority and tlnt
the Authority has not objected to the granting of approval for the modifrcation

I also request that Íneasures be put in place to enforce the initial conditions of approval,
and measures to ensure a representative water sampling regime.

The Proponent contends that adequate measures are aheady ìn place to ersure conpliance with
all conditional requirenrents, inchrding a requirement to review and revise the lf/ater
Management Plan following the granting of any rnodification to the approval

5.7 PETER CORMICK

At page 17, the Proponent is proposing that the conditions set out in the Project Approval
be only " generally" complied with. I object strongly to this diminution of the conditions of
the project. And I am quite sure that had that amendment been put to the Lqnd and
Environment Court at the time of the appeal in early 2012, it would not have approved it.
I contend that the quaffication of "generally' ß counter to the intention of the LEC as

expressed in the Project Approval of 7 February 2012 and should therefore not be

allowed.

This issue has been addressed in Section 3.3

I also support the EPA's request that the proposed modification incorporates the

outcomes of the Pollution Reduction Program.

Acknowledged. The Proponent proposes to continue to work with the Environment Protection
Authority to inplement the agreed Polhtion Reductbn Program

5.8 NOEL PRATT

I have considerable concerns in relation to the development application referred to above
which seeks changes to the existing approval for works on the Dargues Reef Mine in
Majors Creek New South Wales. Consequently I submit that no approval should be

agreed to until the matters listed below have been rectified.

The underlying reason for rny submission is that although the mine has only been in
operation for some six months it is my understanding that there have been a number of
events that have resulted in spills into Majors Creek, the latest of which involved the EPA
advising downstream residents not to use the creek water for a time. At the point of
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writing it appears that frog and fish life has not returned to the creek following the most
recent spills from the mine. I therefore submit that no approval should be given until the

following matters have been resolved. That:

Issues associated with releases of water from the Project Site have been addressed previornly

There is proven confirmation that the mine operators are complying with all
conditions set on their operations by the NSI( Land and Environment Court and the
Planning Assessment Comrnßsion and with any requesîs rnade to them by the EPA
including evidence that an EPA sponsored Pollution Reduction Plan has been
agreed to and set in place.

The Proponent contends ttrat it is compþng with all relevant conditional requirements of
MPl0_0054 and ttr,at it has pronptþ and firlþ corplied with all requests from the Environment
Protection Authority and other govenment agencies. The Proponent also notes that it is

workmg with the Envirorrnent Protection Authority to enswe that the agreed Polhrtion
Reduction Program is fifly inplemented.

A system of monitoring has been set in place that enables the EPA to ensure on an
ongoing basis that all conditions are being complied with and that the mine
authorities are responding promptly to EPA requests. This especially relates to
halting work while water quality and other environmental tests take place and that
mine authorities are providing prompt advice to residents of any events likely to
affect water quality.

The Proponent notes that the Water Management Plan identifies a range of suråce water
monitoring locations within and downsfeam of the Project Site and that that plan has been
prepared in consultation wittr the Environment Protection Authorily and other relevant
governrnent agencies. In addition, the Proponent anticþates that the Water Management Plan
will be revised in corsultation with those agencies following Santing of approval for the
proposed nrodificatior¡ assuning it is granted, and th,at f.rther refinements rnay be required at
that time.

That the mining company has assured the EPA that it will act promptly and fully
implement requests made by the EPA and that there is some essurance from the
government that the EPA will be provided with appropriate resources to monitor
this project.

The Proponent contends that it has prorrptþ and fi;lty responded to all Envirorrnent Protection
Authority requests and will continue to do so.

I
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All current investigations and possible prosecutions by the EPA have been

completed.

This is a matter for the Environnrent Protection Authoriff, however, the Proponent notes that

the Authority has not objected to granting of the proposed modification

The company has agreed to implement an open and transparent system of testing all
water and soil quality in the case of any potential contamination resulting from
work on the project site.

The Proponent contends úat the procedwes identified in the Water Management Plan
adequateþ address this issue.

The precise nature of the requested changes to the current approval and the reason

for them is clarified and made public and the company has made clear where it is
proposing to process ore and has confirmed that no processing will take place at
Majors Creek.

Section 2.1.3 of RWC (2013) identifies all rnodificatiors sought, wffi additional information
provided in Sections 2.2 To 2.ll of tlnt document. Inadditioq no nrodificationto the approved
processing arrangements is sought.

It has been made clear to the company that any new approvals given will not lead to
on-going modifications which could lead to eventual approval of a far more
extensive project than that to which original approval was given.

The Proponent notes its rights under Section 75W of ttre Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 and anticþates that all applicatiors for modification will be assessed on
their merits.

5.9 ANON 4

I feel that Big Island Mining Pty Ltd should be obliged to comply with all the conditions
that both the EPA and the NSI( Land and Environment court have already imposed on

the project beþre they are granted a new and modffied DA.

The Proponent acknowledges its obligatiors to comply with all conditional requirements of
MP10 0054 and EPL20095.

Surveys should have been done before the commencement of mining activity to establish

baseline environmental data so that any downstream efficts can be recognised as being
the result of the mining activity at Dargues Reef.

4
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The Proponent notes that in addition to baseline envirorrnental studies prepared to srpport
RWC (2010), the following baseline environmental surve)¡s have been conpleted and that
ftrther ongoing moniûcring will be irplernented.

¡ Suråce water quality and flow - regular and ad hoc tnnftoring as per the

procedrnes identified nrhe Water Management Plan.

o Grourdwater qualrty and levels - regular rnonitoring as per the procedures

identified n the Water Management Plan.

¡ Aquatic ecology -four surveys as described in Section 4.1.2.

. Stygoåuna - An initial survey was undertaken on 20 and 21 Jrnre 2012, wïJr' a

subsequent survey on 23 October and 18 and 19 December 2012.

o Fauna - a monitoring survey was undertaken on 11 to 14 February 2013.

In additior¡ ftrther surveys, as well as continued routine monitoring is proposed during the

coming rnonths.

There have already been five water contarnination events in the last six months and the
cornpony appears to be uninterested in cornplying with the court's requests and in
addressing the concerns of downstrearn users andfarmers,

Issues associated wittr the release of sediment-laden water and water that had been treated with
flocctilent is addressed in Section 4.2.1.

No modffications of their exßting DA should be processed until such time as the company
has complied with existing orders and the establishment of baseline ecological data is
pararnount to any honest and reasonable assessment of the Project's impøct on the
downstream ecosys tems.

In lght of the above, the Proponent contends that it has conplied with existng orders and has

adequateþ established baseline environmental conditions.

5.10 JAMES ROYDS

I am writing to point to an etor in the company's application. In section 3.2.4 I am listed
together with my wife as a neighbouring landholder who has been consulted on the
application. My wfe ß a member of the Community Consultative Cornmittee and has
been made aware of the application and proposed changes through this involvement, but
at no stage have she or I been consulted as neighbouring landholders. I am not sure what
action I need to take or how this etor on the companies part reflects on the integrity of
the rest of their application. I hope this email will be tqken into account by the
department in any decision on the application.
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On 19 Jrfy, the Proponent and RWC were advised by a thenenployee of the Proponent that a
range of surrounding landholders had been contacted in relation to the proposed modiûcation
That informatbn was used to prepare Section 3.2.4 of RWC (2013). On becoming aware of Mr
Royds' submission and the frct that the inforrnation proviCed rnay not have been accurate, the

Proponent contacted all those identified, with the exception of Mr and Mrs McCarron who
could not be contacted.

The Proponent met with Mr and Mrs Royds on 3 September 2013 to discuss the proposed
modiflcation A copy of RWC (2013) was provided and any questions regarding the proposed
modification were answered by Mr Scott Jones - General Manager, Mr Davñ Snape - Heafth
Safety Environment and Connrnnity Manager and Mr James Dornan - Project Engineer.

The Proponent notes tttat this follow rp was well received and that no issues or concerns were

raised by those contacted.

5.11 MAUREEN MCAULIFFE/PETERGILLESPIE

We understand the tailings darn ß to be smaller

No nrodification to the approved Tailings Storage Facility is proposed.

There will be no sound monitoring or monitoring of water quality.

The Proponent notes that the noise and water monitoring identified in the Noße Management
Plan and the Water Management Plan respectiveþ is currentþ being undertaken and will
continue to the undertaken

Our property has a spring that feeds into Majors Creek and will be affected by any
lowering of the water table.

As indicated in Section 4.4 of RWC (2013), the proposed modification would not resuh in
changes to the approved levels of groundwater drawdown

We are also concerned that the proper process of applying for changes the D.A. has not
beenfollowed.

This is a matter for the Departnrcnt of Planning and Infrastructure, however, the Proponent
contends all relevant procedures have been followed.
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5.12 IRENE GILLESPIE

I have recently leamt that there have been changes proposed to the D.A. for the Dargues
Reef Gold mine. As a resident of Majors Creek lfind this concerning, given that there has
not been adequate community consultation for these changes, nor, rnost worryingly, have
the correct procedures been followed for applying for changes to a D.A.

Consuftation measures inplemented for the proposed modification are identified in Section 3.2
of RWC (2013). The Proponent contends that these measwes were adequate and reasonable.
Further, the Proponent contends tlrat it has followed the correct procedrne with regards to the

modification application under Section 75W of the Environmental, Planning and Assessment
Act 1979.

I understand that the tailings dam is to be shortened and that there will be reduced sound
monitoring and monitoring of water quality.

No modification to the approved Tarlrrgs Storage Faciþ is proposed. The Proponent notes
that the noise and water nronitoring identified in the Noise Management Plan and the W'ater
Management Plan respectiveþ is crnrentþ berrg undertaken and will continue to the

undertaken
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16 August 2013

James Doman
Project Engineer
Unity Mining

BIG ISI.AND MINING PTY LTD
DarguesGold Mine

Our ref:

Yær r€*

32/16960
20905

Dear James

Flocculant Splll
lnvestlgatlon

GHD understands that the NSW EPA has concems on the potential environmental impacts of trealed
water discharges from Dargues Gold Mine from sediment basins SB1 and SB2. GHD has conducled a

literature search on peer reviewed literature on lhe tox¡city of the flocculants used by Dargues Gold Mine

and a review of the MSDSs for each product to obtain information to inform the assessment of
environmental impacts d the treated water.

The treated water was released to paslure within the boundary of the premises and was not directy

discharged into a surface water body. Water in the sediment basins had been treated with flocculants:

. HaloKlear OBP-2100 FS; and

. HaloKlear Gel-Floc MB.

Flocculants and coagulants ngutral¡s€ the electrostatic charge of particles suspended in the water

column to facilitate he agglonìeralion of lhe particles crealing collcids forming a floc. The particles

increase in sÞe over time and will eventually become too large to remain in susp€nsion and will,

therefore, drop out of the water column to the bottom of lhe sediment pond (Harford et al.2Q11).

Therefore, provided the ffocculants are dosed at the conect level. all the flocculant should ultimãtely

reside in the sediment, bound to colloidal particles.

The two phasê flocculant system used by Dargues Gold M¡ne uses xanthan gum and chitosan, 2-

hydroxypropanoate (salt) as the act¡ve ¡ngredients.

Chitosan is derived from chitin sourced from crustaceans. lt ¡s a naturally occurring chain of glucose

molecules structurally related to cellulose (US EPA 2008). Chitosan is a cationic polymer which acts as

the coagulant ¡n the HaloKlear producl. The chitosan is usãd ¡n conjunction with the xanthan gum, an

anionic biopolymer to creat€ more stable and shear resistant particles. The addition of xanthan gum will

also aid in neutralising any ecotoxicological impacts of the process chem¡cals.

The US EPA (200E) has approved chitosan for environmental use due to the ubiquity of chitosan in the

natural envi¡onment and its low toxicity. ProTech (2004) has conducted toxiciÇ tests on the impacts of

chitosan ¡n the aquat¡c environment. The results show that no toxicity was observed in water fleas or two

spec¡es of freshwater fish at optimum work¡ng concentrations (1 1 ppm). Further, the research also

showed that overdosing lhe system by 10oo/o (22 ppml did not result in any loxicity, wlth 1000/o survival
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for all exposed organisms. The report concluded that ch¡tosan could be safely used in stormwater

treatment systems.

Xanthan Gum is a polysacchar¡de that has the atrility to ¡ncrêase the binding properties and stability of
particlês. lt is commonly used in the food irìdustry but the propert¡€s of xanthan gum arê utilised in many
industrial process€s. Toxicity testing using freshwal€r aquatic species has shown that water fleas and

freshwater fish arE not sEnsitive to the product with toxicity data of:

Water fleas 48 hour LC50 980 ppm; and

Ra¡nbow trout 96 hour LC50 420 ppm.

Dargues Gold lline Usage

Dargues Gold Mine treated and released approximately 9.1 ML betwêen 9ü July and 2Eü July 2013.
Approximately E.3 kg of HaloKlear DBP-2100 FS and approximately 9.0 kg HaloKlear Gel-Floc MB was

used for tr€ating the water in SBI and SB2. The manrfacturers recommended dose rates wEre used, the

final dose rates are shown in Table 1.

Concentrations of xanthan gum and ch¡losan in the discharge watêr are shown in Table 1 . Calculations

used the assumption lhat each chemical made up 100o/o of the product.

Table I Goncentration of Products in Dargues Gold ll¡ne Sediment Ponds

Environmental lmpacts of Concentrations Used

The concentrat¡ons of chitosan and xanthan used to trêat the sediment ponds are several orders of
magnitude less than the concentrations shown lo ceuse loxícity to €xpos€d organism. Further, as the

treated water Ìvas discharged for dust suppression and released to paslure and not discharged directly to
a waterway, there would be no adverse anvironmental impacts for treated water from the sediment
ponds. ln addition, th€ act¡ve ¡ngredients, chilosân and xanthan gum would be contained within the

sediments and nol bioavailable, thereforé. eliminating the risk of aqualic organism exposure to the
constituents of the flocculants.

Conclusion

The active ingredíents of the flocculants used at the Dargues Gold Míne in SB1 and SB2 were not
present in concenlrat¡ons sufficisnt to cause adverse environmental impacts to aquatic organisms in

Majors Creek. This stat€ment is supported by the following:

. Concentrations of the active ingredients are orders of magnitude below concentrations known to
cause toxic¡ty.

. The active ingred¡ents will be ¡ntegrated with sed¡ments in the ponds where th€y will biodegrade.

2

Chitosan 0.989 ppm

Xanthan Gum 0.912 ppm

Product Concentration
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The sediment pond walers were ueed for dust suppression and inigation and not directly discharged

to wateruáys (Majors Creek).

Please do not hesitate to contacl m€ if you require further information-

Regards

Dr Jill Woodworth
Pmpal Envrrqmerìtal Screnùst

03 63325532

References

Harlord A.J., Hogan A.C., Jones D.R. and van Dam R.A. 201 1. Ecotoxicological assessrnent of a

polyectrolyte flocculant. Water Research 45:6393€402.

ProTech (2004). Technical Report: TRo1.1. Polymer coagulants and flocculanG for stomwater

applications. July 2004.

US EPA (2008), Ch¡tin and Chitosan F¡nal Rêg¡stration Review Decision Case 6063. Document Number

EPA-FlQ-2007-0566: Chitin Case 6063. B¡opesticides and Pollution P¡evention Division.

3216960¿0995 3

@ 
- w. coRKERY&co. PrY. LrMrrED 55



BIG ISLAND MINING PTY LTD
Dargues Gold Mine

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS
ReportNo.752/35

This page has inbntonally been left blank

56 @ 
- w. ..RKERY&co. PrY. LrMrrED




