Response ID ANON-XVYX-N2FM-J

Submitted to Independent review of the 'water trigger' legislation
Submitted on 2016-01-29 22:09:04

Upload submission

1 Upload your pre-prepared submission here

Upload your pre-prepared submission here:
No file was uploaded

2 Would you like to submit your uploaded file now or continue to the questionnaire?

No, I would like to continue to complete the questionnaire
TOR 1: Examine the appropriateness of the regulation including whether it is necessary and well targeted

3 Is there a significant likelihood of a substantial negative environmental impact from coal seam gas and large coal mining development
on water resources in the abscence of the water trigger legislation?

Yes

Please tell us why:
| can answer this from a common sense perspective. Nature evolves in beautiful subtle intergral systems where every aspect of the system supports the
wellbeing of the whole.

Take the human body. It is a fully functioning system. Now imagine draning all the lymphatic fluid from the body. It's obvious there will be detrimental impacts.
Its the same with CSG mining. Taking out the gas, and the salty water that also gets removed has a negative impact on the whole eco system. Its obvious.
There is also more and more scientific evidence that CSG mining causes contamination and degradations. These impacts include:

Depletion and contamination of underground and surface water systems and supplies;

Lack of any safe method of disposal of the large quantities of polluted wastewater brought to the surface in the extraction process;

Leaking of methane from wells and pipelines and off-gassing of volatile organic compundsfrom wastewater storages and compressor stations;

Human and animal health impacts from air, water and soil pollution;

Loss of agricultural land and native vegetation from the large surface footprintof CSG operations; and Risk of seismic activity from fracking and aquifer
re-injection.

4 |Is the scope and focus of the legislation appropriate to the problem being addressed?
No

Please tell us why:

From a paper from the EDO based on their extensive research the current legislation needs to be amended to include

1. Broadening the “water trigger” to cover other forms of mining likely to have a

significant impact on Australia’s water resources.

Specifically, in addition to CSG developments and large coal mining developments, the Bill should also apply to all large mines that excavate beneath the water
table and to unconventional gas exploration and production activities

2. Limiting the categories of mining development exempted from the “water trigger” to:

a. controlled actions that have been approved under the EPBC Act prior to the Bill's commencement and for which work has already commenced; and

b. mining projects (that were not controlled actions prior to the Bill's commencement) that fulfil the criteria outlined in Item 22 (3) and for which work has already
commenced.

3. Including “water trigger” specific assessment criteria in Part 9 of the EPBC Act. Specifically, the criteria should include a requirement to “not act inconsistently
with” the Convention on Biological Diversity and where relevant the Ramsar Convention and Bonn Convention

4. Providing for existing bilateral assessment agreements relating to controlled activities that are likely to have (or have already had) a significant impact on water
resources to be varied in light of the “water trigger.”

5. That the “significant impact guidelines” for the “water trigger” take into account the notion of “environment sustainability” outlined in the Water Act 2007.
Specifically, the guidelines should define “significant impact” as any relevant mining development that individually, or in combination with other developments,
would compromise:

a. key environmental assets of the water resource; or

b. key ecosystem functions of the water resource; or

c. the productive base of the water resource; or



d. key environmental outcomes for the water resource.
Finally, ANEDO strongly supports recent amendments to the Bill sponsored by MP Tony Windsor. These amendments will preclude activities declared “controlled
actions” for the purposes of the “water trigger” being subject to a bilateral approval agreement under the EPBC Act.

The EDO report goes on to add that the EPBC Bill should also include all forms of mining that are likely to have a significant impact on water resources.

From the report ~

Specifically, we submit that the Bill should also apply to large mines that excavate below the water table7 and to all unconventional gas exploration and
production activities.

First, there is a large body of scientific evidence documenting the impacts of large mines excavated below the water table on water resources. For example, the
National Water Commission (NWC) has indicated that these impacts include:

m lowering the water table by pumping groundwater to enable ore extraction;

m affecting connected water sources, for example interconnected aquifers (and the ecosystems that depend on these sources);

incidental water take which can be passive and can take the form of groundwater seeping into voids and flow diverted from river beds. Incidental take is not
directly measurable and is difficult to control; and

m contamination of water sources caused by disposal of incidental water that exceeds on-site operational and processing needs. This water may be very saline,
and/or may contain trace metals and/or be highly acidic.8

Furthermore, abandoned open-cut mines (many of which are excavated below the water table) often form ‘pit lakes’ which have the potential to contaminate
surface and groundwater resources with metals, metalloids or overly saline water. While there is currently no national inventory of the number of ‘pit lake’ mines in
Australia, a recent study in Western Australia estimated that there are approximately ‘1800 mine pits in the State potentially forming pit-lakes.’9 In other words,
the impacts of mining activities on water resources may extend well beyond the life of the mine itself, and may remain entirely unquantified.

There is also a growing body of evidence regarding the impacts of unconventional gas exploration and production activities on water resources. By way of
background, unconventional gas includes CSG and shale gas. According to the CSIRO, Australia has ‘substantial shale reserves.’10 Shale gas exploration
activities are already underway in the following basins: Copper (QLD, SA); Georgina (QLD, NT); Galilee (QLD); Bowen (QLD); Sydney Basin (NSW); Canning
(WA); Onshore Perth Basin (WA); Beetaloo Sub-Basin (NT); McArthur Basin (NT).11 According to the Western Australian Department of Mines and Petroleum,
shale gas is generally located at a significantly greater depth than CSG and is removed using a technique known as fraccing

According to the EC report

Overall, there was a high risk of groundwater contamination for individual sites;

m Overall, there was a high risk of groundwater contamination when assessing cumulative impacts;

m Overall, there was a high risk of surface water contamination for individual sites;

m Overall, there was a high risk of surface water contamination when assessing cumulative impacts

5 Are there significant gaps in the scope or intent of the legislation?
Yes

Please tell us why:
See above and also see the EDO submission sent to you already

6 Please upload additional information relating to TOR 1 if you wish

File upload:
No file was uploaded

TOR 2: Effectiveness of the regulation in protecting water resources from the impacts of coal seam gas and large coal
mining projects, including the role and scope of work given to the IESC

7 Inyour opinion has the water trigger legislation been effective in protecting water resources potentially and actually affected by relevant
developments?

No

Please tell us why::

| cannot answer this question with a scientifically informed response however | can answer once again from common sense. The fact that it is openly recogised
that extractive mining near, above, below, inside of natural water resources is potentially risky enough to warrant legislation warning against it is enough to imply
to me that there has been damage already done to water systems. The Condamine River in QLD being an excellent example. Prior to CSG activity there was no
sign of gas activity now one can access footage of the surface of the Condamine bublling because of changes in the way in which gas in travelling through the
bedrock and water ways.

8 Please upload additional information relating to TOR 2 if you wish

File upload:
No file was uploaded

TOR 3: Identify any opportunities to improve the effectiveness of the regulation

9 Are there gaps in the scope of the legislation that reduce its effectiveness in protecting water resource from relevant developments?

Yes



Please tell us why:
See previous comments and EDO report “Submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Environment and Communications regarding the EPBA Bill.

10 Are there opportunities to improve the clarity of the legislation? This could include responses concerning the definitions of actions
which are covered by the legislation, and whether the approval conditions on those developments provide benefit in protecting water
resources.

Yes

Please tell us what type/s of opportunities may improve the clarity of the legislation:
As Above

11 Are there improvements that could be made to the way in which advice is sought by the Australian Government from the Independent
Expert Scientific Committee on Coal Seam Gas and Large Coal Mining Development (IESC) that could increase the efficiency of processes
required as part of the water trigger?

Yes

Please tell us why:

The Australian government needs to stop corrupt mining licence practices. It has already been scientifically proven that CSG extraction has a high risk of water
table contamination. So the Australian Government needs to act on the scientific evidence already out there and cease all CSG mining and any mining that will
disturb the water table. Simple really.

12 Were stakeholders appropriately involved in the implementation of the water trigger legislation?
No

Please tell us why:

In my view ALL Australians are "stakeholders". No corporation or Government has the right to "own" water. This ought to be a referendum issue. We are talking
about protecting water. The citizens of Australia have the right to be FULLY and HONESTLY informed as to what multinational corporations intend to do with our
natural resources.

13 Please upload additional information relating to TOR 3 here if you wish

File upload:
No file was uploaded

TOR 4: Examine the efficiency of the regulation in protecting water resources from the impacts of coal seam gas and
large coal mining projects

14 Have there been additional administrative compliance and delay costs arising from the water trigger that have affected business,
community organisations and individuals?

Uncertain

Please tell us why:

This question misses the point. The point is CSG and large coal mining projects place profits in the hands of an elite few, while causing major damage to the
natural eco systems of nature. There are enough alternative energy sources that we could easily provide all Australia's energy needs, through solar. wind power
and others.

15 Has the water trigger been beneficial in providing environmental outcomes, community confidence in the regulatory system of applying
science to decision-making and management of environmental risk?

Uncertain

Please tell us why:
CSG mining is still being given the go ahead.

16 Has the water trigger delivered an overall benefit when regulatory costs are compared to the environmental and other benefits?
Uncertain

Tell us why:
CSG mining is still being given the go ahead.

17 Have there been additional administrative and other costs to governments arising from the implementation of the water trigger?

Uncertain



Tell us why:
Well, the Government and ex politicians seem to be part of the "elite” few who are financially benefiting from CSG mining.

Upload file:
No file was uploaded

TOR 5: Identify any opportunities to reduce or simplify the regulation whilst maintaining its effectiveness

18 Are there any opportunities to reduce or simplify the regulation whilst maintaining its effectiveness?
Yes

Please tell us more:
Don't allow any mining that poses any risk to our Water Resources. Easy.

Upload file:
No file was uploaded

TOR 6: Identify any recommended appropriate future review points of the regulation

19 Are there particular points in time, outside the statutory schedule for the review of the EPBC Act (reviewed every 10 years from
commencement) that should be considered as review points for the water trigger?

Yes
Please tell us why:

Whenever there are any reports of changes in water pressure and quality etc from residents or concerned citizens where mining is seen to be a causal factor in
that change.

Personal information

20 What is your name?

First name:
Hilary

Last name:
Farrand

21 | wish to make this submission anonymously
Not Answered
22 Contact details

Email address:

Mailing address:

Postcode:

23 What is your organisation (if applicable)?

Organisation:
Human Being, Australian citizen

24 What has been your involvement with the Water Trigger legislation?

| am a landowner potentially affected by coal seam gas/large coal exploration or extraction., | am a resident of a community where coal seam gas/large coal
projects are imminent or current.

Please describe:
25 How did you hear about the water trigger review?

Community organisation or peak body, Word of mouth



If other, how?:
26 Rate the following sources of information regarding the water trigger review.

rank - Department of the Environment website:
Neutral

rank - Issues Paper:
Neutral

27 Which of the following sources of information do you find useful for information on coal seam gas and coal mining?

Rate sources of information - Media:
Neutral

Rate sources of information - Government:

Rate sources of information - Scientific and research bodies such as CSIRO and universities:
Useful

Rate sources of information - Information from community groups and peak bodies (eg websites, newsletters):
Useful

Rate sources of information - Informal sources such as word of mouth:
Neutral
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