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1

Public Submissions

No representations were received from the public during the public advertising period
and there were no questions raised about the project (other than expressions of
support in this period).
This is the same result as the original DPEMP in 2014.
This supports the proponents belief that the proposal has widespread public support
and is welcomed as a valuable source of employment and income to the state and
assists the governments objectives.
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Referral Agency Comments

Policy and Conservation Advice Branch, Natural and Cultural
Heritage Division, DPIPWE (PCAB
Increase in production is considered unlikely to alter the potential impacts of
1
the sand extraction and therefore PCAB’s comments made previously on this
proposal still apply.
Response
Noted, PCAB comments on the previous proposal were included in the current permit
conditions.

2

Sect 2. Figures 2.3 and 2.8 of the DPEMP show a different scale/location of
infrastructure
Response
Figure 2.3 is a general arrangement at a small scale to show the general location of
site facilities. The Figure (top left hand side) has a text box and arrow to the “pump,
water supply area” and refers to Figure 2.8 for detail.
There are differences (such as in water storage locations) as Fig 2.8 was prepared as
the DPEMP was finalised. This is not regarded as significant as the vegetation is
marram grass and coastal wattle.
The design in Figure 2.8 has subsequently been changed after more engineering
studies (see Figure 2.8b) and is likely to change again after site clearing, detail
survey, foundation conditions etc. The water ponds may also be resized after the
findings of the water management plan (after more groundwater etc studies) are
finalised.

3

Page 14. The potential impact on the most seaward wetland within the site is
unclear. Figures in the DPEMP do not appear to correspond with those in Appendix
C and page 14 of the DPEMP states that all wetlands will be protected by a buffer
while elsewhere it is stated that 0.5 ha of wetland will be directly impacted.
Response
Figures in the DPEMP are much later than the plans shown in Appendix C (Figure
3), which is the figure prepared by North Barker Ecosystem Services (NB).

An earlier general arrangement (GA) was given to NB as a basis for their field work
and study. This showed the road/conveyor alignment along the northern boundary
(refer Figure 3 from NB attached) and the pump, pipelines etc in an area mapped as
wetland.
As a consequence of the NB study findings and recommendations, NETS revised the
project arrangement and relocated the pump station, water ponds etc in an area away
from the area designated as wetland (Figure 2.3 and 2.8 (now 2.8a)).
This has resulted in the actual area of wetland being affected to only a very small area
where the access road and conveyor will be located (approximately 0.1ha). It has also
committed to install culvert pipes through the likely fill area to allow fauna passage
underneath the roadway (Commitment 5.6).
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FIGURE 2.8b. PUMP STATION AREA GA (REVISED) (Sept 2016)

Figure 3: Guideline C – Map of existing vegetation, threatened
flora and declared (North Barker )
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It also located the pipeline route through an existing sand blow to reduce potential
disturbance to the dunes.

4

PCAB supports the proposed management of water extraction to ensure that
the draining of onsite wetlands is avoided; this is to be achieved by extracting
groundwater from a depth that avoids impacts on the local scale.

Response
This has always been one of the major objectives of the hydrological investigations
over the past 4 years. NETS have a program of works culminating in the development
of a comprehensive water management plan which will provide adequate water
supplies and protect the wetlands. The wetlands are in a separate aquifer to the one
which is being investigated for water supplies.
The plan will be based on aquifer testing and monitoring, and numeric computer
modelling.

5

The DPEMP states that the red-capped plover is the only shorebird to have
been observed within the footprint. However, other species including the pied
oystercatcher and little tern are known to breed in this area, and individuals of these
species are mobile. It is recommended that any works in the area above high tide (e.g.
installation of the pipeline, vehicle movements) are avoided during the breeding
season (spring/summer).
Response
The total length of Barnbougle Beach from Bridport to the southern end of the
Waterhouse Conservation Area (Waterhouse Beach) is some 7km. It’s land tenure is
Public Reserve (Figure A).

FIGURE A: LAND TENURE – ANDERSON BAY BEACH
This is nearly the only part of the NE coast of Tasmania which is Public Reserve (and
private tenure to the Crown Reservation and the high tide mark) , the balance is either
Conservation Area or National Park.
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The length of coastline in the Waterhouse Conservation Area is some 68km, followed
by the Boobyalla Beach Conservation area (31km), Musellroe Bay (15km and then
the Mt William National Park to near St Helens.
The area likely to be affected during construction of the pipeline will be some 200m.
This will equate to a minuscule proportion of the coastline already protected.
It is also noted that the beach front to the dunes is very small at high tide due to
coastal erosion and the area is therefore not suitable habitat for nesting
However, the proponents will endeavour to schedule the construction works outside
of the spring nesting period to avoid birdlife interactions

Mineral Resources Tasmania, Department of State Growth
(MRT)
1

Figure 2.3.“General Arrangement” is a map that contains an area marked as
“Washdown Bay”. No detail has been provided around the design of the washdown
station, water sources, drainage, or water/sediment management.
Response
In a review of the Draft DPEMP, it was requested that a possible washdown bay
location be indicated on a map in the final.

The need for this to be constructed on site is yet to be established as the activity is not
a high risk activity. In addition the mobile equipment to be used on site are likely to
be “fit for purpose” and probably new. These may include: an excavator, 1or 2 rubber
tyred front end loaders and probably in the short term 1 or 2 rubber tyred 6wd trucks
(Moxy or equivalent). These will most probably remain on site for their operational
life.
There will be no regular transfer of mobile equipment (such as from logging or road
construction activities) and most likely that the equipment provided, if not new, will
be cleaned as required at the providers workshops.
The existing Permit condition FF1 details washdown requirements.

2

Figure 2.4. Between pages 11 and 12 is a map showing indicative extraction
stages – Year 1, Years 3 – 5, etc. Where is Year 2? There is another undefined area
on the map marked as “(+ year 1) Possible Extraction” – what does that mean?
Response
This was a drafting error in converting to PDF. A revised Figure 2.4b corrects this
error (attached). The area marked as + Year 1 possible extraction indicates a possible
revision of the extraction plan if the conveyor location is changed from the northern
to a more central part of the area (see Figure 2.3).
There are many risks and uncertainties in any mining plans: these could include lower
or higher extraction rates, variations in deposit conditions (ie variable basement
conditions, unsuitable materials etc), and a change in operational conditions/methods
to meet market demands.
The sand extraction plan is expected to vary once operations commence.
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3

Figure 2.4. This figure shows protected wetlands. None of the buffer zones
extend all the way around the wetlands defined in the map. This issue needs to be
addressed in the context of where and how infrastructure will be located within the
mining lease, and at the same time provide for sufficient buffer zones the entire way
around each of these wetland areas.

Response
Figure 2.4 shows the extraction plan. Buffer zones are shown on the sides of the
wetlands in proximity to areas to be disturbed by the project. Existing Permit
condition OP1 states that sand must not be extracted “be extracted within 25 metres of
the wetlands as per attachment 2 (Fig 2 of DPEMP)” and in Commitment 5.1 of the
DPEMP is a fenced buffer zone. That is between operations and the wetlands.

4

Page 5 Paragraph 4, states “Organic materials such as branches etc and
other undesirable material removed by the screens will be returned to the pit and
buried”. Given that the existing conditions are that disturbance is not to occur lower
than 1 metre above the base layer of the overlying sand dunes (due to risks associated
with acid sulfate soils, and risks to Aboriginal heritage), more information is required
as to where this exactly would occur.
Response

It is impossible to say exactly where this will occur, or the nature of the materials
until operations are underway. Possible disposal/recycling methods could include –
burial in areas unsuitable of sand extraction (such as high organic
loads/discoloration), storage on the surface and incorporation into the final landscape
(golf course), burning and possible disposal to the existing gravel pit excavation.
These will be assessed as operations proceed.

5

Figure 2.8. Pump House Area General Layout Plan – this plan is not final

(marked “REVISION IN PROGRESS UNCONTROLLED DOCUMENT”) and
therefore cannot be assessed.
Further, page 16, paragraph 3 of the DPEMP states “The final level of the pump
station (and other buildings and structures) are yet to be determined”.
Response
The general layout plan (Figure 2.8) shows a general layout of the facilities in this
area and likely footprints. This is of standard detail for a DPEMP and adequate for
this environmental assessment permitting process. This plan will be revised as the
project proceeds and a revision is shown in Figure 2.8b.
The plans will be finalised only after project approvals are granted and therefore the
site can be cleared, surveyed, foundations investigated and plant located and designed
in detail for construction.

6

Section 2.2.4.2. Water sources to provide for the operation have not been
acceptably defined. Successful assessment is contingent on knowing how much water
is being sourced and from where each amount of water is being sourced from, as well
as how it is to be delivered and pumped.
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Response
MRT have not read or understood the DPEMP and Appendices. Furthermore, while
constructive and relevant comments from MRT are welcome, MRT should understand
that they are NOT the regulator and this is being assessed by DPIPWE Water
Management and Assessment Branch.
NETS is concerned that the approval processes for this project are being subject to
duplicate processes.
In both the DPEMP and the Appendix, it is stated that a water management plan is
being prepared after a period of monitoring water levels and groundwater bores are
constructed and tested. This is also in Commitment 12.1 and 12.2.
DPIPWE WMAB have stated that they require a : “A hydrogeological report/draft
Water Management Plan should be provided for review by the Water Management
and Assessment Branch, with pump test results of the test production bore (referred to
in Section 5, p46 of Appendix B Recommendations, and noting that a Well Works
Permit is required), proposed final location, types of any additional groundwater
extraction points (if required), and prediction of the impact of the groundwater
extraction from proposed bores on identified environmental values”.
NETS expect this to be a Permit condition, ie the management plan is to be submitted
and approved prior to commencement).

7

Section 2.3, This paragraph states “The only other major construction work
will be the installation of the HDPE pipelines. They could either be towed to the site
in sections, or welded in situ on the beach and dragged to sea”.
Response
At this preliminary stage it is expected that the HDPE pipelines will be delivered to
the pump area in sections by the access road. They will be laid out through the
existing “blow” through the dunes which will be widened to allow access to the
beach. The pipelines will be heat welded to form a continues pipeline and dragged
seaward by probably two excavators in a trench which will be excavated to the low
zone (and seaward) where flanged joints will be left for connecting the seaward part.

The trench (some 4-5 m depths in places) will be immediately backfilled after the
pipes are placed. This is a simple process and should take 1-2 weeks (for the trenches
etc). This how the existing pipelines (industrial and domestic sewerage) outfalls have
been constructed.
The construction is of low environmental impact in an area of mobile sand and of
short term only.

8

Page 39, .Paragraph 1 near the bottom of page 39 states ”Drilling records
(held by Mineral Resources Tasmania: MRT) of drilling in the district, and the recent
hydrogeological work by GES, demonstrate intermediate discharge conditions and
local recharge conditions respectively beneath the project area.”

Response
Intermediate conditions are shown in Figure 1 of Appendix B, which schematically
depicts the fundamentals of groundwater hydrology in a gravity-driven groundwater
system. Intermediate conditions (whether they are recharge or discharge conditions)
are smaller-scale that regional, but larger scale than local,conditions. Their actual size
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differs with the size of the groundwater system. In some, but not all instances,
intermediate conditions might equate to sub-regional conditions.

9

Page 40. Paragraph 1 of page 40 states “An estimate suggests that between
about half and most of it could be groundwater flow beneath the coast. The proposed
sand extraction operations require a net volume of about 0.5GL/yr.” This level of
detail is acceptable if submitted as part of a Notice of Intent but fails to adequately
satisfy the requirements for assessment purposes.
Response
Refer to comments in DPIPWE Water Management Section.
Water supplies, management are not part of MRT responsibilities or competence to
assess.
NETS is concerned that the approval processes for this project are being subject to
duplicate processes.

10
Section 4.16. This section states “Mr Sattler will minimise impacts to the
environment and manage relevant aspects of their operation through the
implementation of measures, which may include…”. The word “may” is not
acceptable for the purposes of assessment. MRT requires information that states what
will be done if approved before the proposal can be assessed and approved.
Response
This section of the DPEMP discusses environmental management systems and these
and the DPEMP contains forward –looking statements. Such statements involve risks
and uncertainties and as such Mr Sattler cannot commit to each and every one
because of this. For example, the EPA may put conditions on the Permit which make
some of these redundant.

11
Section 4.17.1. The third point states “Possible progressive rehabilitation of
floor as a golf course. This may be difficult until later in the operation, as a course
cannot be designed until base contours are established.”
Response
This is the same statement made in the original DPEMP (Miedecke 2014). A permit is
valid for the sand extraction which is identical to this current proposal. Permit
conditions DC3 are valid. The maximum area of 2.5 ha is allowed.
Original land use is mobile sand dunes and is mapped in TASVEG as (OSM) -Sand,
mud. The land will be returned to this classification as soon as the sand deposits are
removed as a remaining base of sand will remain.
As sand extraction progresses in a SW direction, it is expected that an undulating
topography will be revealed with a base of 1m of sand. These exposed areas will be
graded to form a uniform surface. At completion of sand extraction the final floor will
be revealed and a golf course can be designed.
The final topography and land use will be a matter for Mr Sattler, the land owner, to
decide.

12
Section 4.17.3. Weed Management - 3rd paragraph states “During sand
extraction operations, weed and pathogen management will include the wash down of
earth moving machinery before leaving and entering the site in an approved area and
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an activities buffer around the DAC community. This will be as shown in Figure 2.3.”
Figure 2.3 is insufficiently detailed for assessment purposes.
Response
Figure 2.3 is a general arrangement of the project. Buffer zones are shown. This
statement is not understood.

13
Section 5. All environmental safeguards must be identified and captured in
the DPEMP. 4th dot point states “A detailed water management plan will be prepared
prior to operations detailing the results of ongoing monitoring and water supply
investigations, with emphasis on protecting the wetlands.”
Response
Refer to 6 above and WMAB below.
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Water Management and Assessment Branch, DPIPWE
1. Water Budget. It is noted that the water budget presented in the DPEMP and
Appendix B is based on a 2008 study1.
A water budget from the subsequent report of 20092 indicates that the required
quantity of top-up water of 0.5 GL/annum would represent approximately 7% of the
total coastal outflow (not 1% as reported in the DPEMP and Appendix B).
Based on the available information and conceptual understanding, somewhere
between 7 and 20 GL of groundwater may be discharging along the coast and could
potentially be available for extraction.
Given that both the aforementioned budgets are derived using limited information,
particularly in the proposed development area, it is important that all
recommendations in Section 5 (p46) of the Appendix B, relating to further
groundwater assessment and protection/recovery of environmental values during and
after sand mining, are fully implemented.
Response
Refinements to the water budget will result from aquifer testing and monitoring, and
numeric computer modelling.
The current water budget is based in part on the Scottsdale Basin computer model
held by DPIPWE. W.C Cromer have had access to the model, and on page 45 of
Appendix B have commented on its limitations for sub-regional scale groundwater
scenarios and water budgeting. NETS is investigating a replacement, custom made
model for the project. The model would provide more reliable water budget estimates,
and;
•
•
•
•

allow weekly-daily time-series simulation of climatic and pumping events,
have a resolution of 25 metres which will enable consideration of small scale features
such as topographic lows and breaks of slope,
enable the incorporation many groundwater level observation and pumping wells, and
be able to incorporate numerous groundwater pumping scenarios to meet
management requirements/demands

2. Well Permits. More information is required before operational well permits can
be issued and surface and groundwater water management/operational plans
developed.
Appropriate hydrogeological and related information will accompany an application
for Water Well Permits, which will be part of the Water Management Plan.

3. Appendix B. The DPEMP and Appendix B state:
“Three potential sources of operational process water are available, and one or more
of them might be employed in varying proportions depending on seasonal
availability:
Source A: the Great Forester River system
Source B: unlined excavation(s) in Tertiary materials exposing the water table
Source C: one or more extraction bores tapping groundwater in the Tertiary aquifer”
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A draft water management plan will need to better define which sources are going to
be used, which will be the main source, which ones are supplementary, and where
extraction points will be, etc.
Based on the current policy and allocations, surface water allocations above the tidal
influence are not available. Therefore, surface water is not available, which is
contrary to the statement from page 8 of Appendix B:
“It is understood that there is ample make-up water from the Great Forester River
from May to November each year, but not necessarily over the warmer months
because it is needed for agricultural use.”
Therefore, Sources B and C are likely to be the main source (unless some of the
surface water allocations expire in the future) and will need to be approved using
processes described in the two points above (hydrogeological report, pump testing).
If water supply is to come from a watercourse, then evidence must be provided that
this is available to the proponent, otherwise it appears that the project will be entirely
dependent upon groundwater.
Response
As stated, a water management plan will be formulated on the basis of aquifer testing
and computer modelling.

4. DPEMP Page 17. Saltwater is mentioned as an unexplained source of water.
Response
Saltwater will be sourced from seawater in front of the pump infrastructure. NETS are
currently conducting laboratory trials with various proportions of seawater being used
as a slurry medium. If these are successful, seawater will be used a substitute for
freshwater with significant benefits in reduced freshwater requirements and also cost
(pipelines, wells etc. These will be fully investigated in the Water Management Plan.

5. DPEMP Page 8. DPEMP should be corrected to indicate that a Well Works
Permit is required under the Water Management Act 1999 for construction of
production wells or test wells that are going to be used for groundwater extraction.
It is a given that NETS will be applying for a Well Works Permit for construction of
production and test bores, the testing and monitoring of which will inform a Water
Management Plan.

6. Water requirements. The DPEMP does not specify total water requirements for
the mining operations, and does not indicate what the initial source of water is to
prime the pipe (70 ML).
As stated, approximately 500ML/year is the estimated water requirements for
operations. No further clarification of this estimate is feasible at this stage. Similarly,
the source of water to “prime the pipe” is uncertain. The volume to fill all three offshore pipes, each about 2km long, is about 2ML.
NETS is currently trialling the use of seawater as a component of its water
requirements.
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Water Specialists, EPA Tasmania
1.The following comments were provided:
The recommendations on page 46 of the report are supported.
Response
These are being, or will be implemented.

2. All groundwater physical and chemical data (e.g. data logger standing water level,
pump test and groundwater quality data) should be recorded in an appropriate
database, where possible in GIS format.
Response
NETS are currently doing this.
TBD

3. The ecological health of the saline wetlands should be considered in the mining
extraction plan.
Response
The fringing wetlands are all freshwater which periodically dry out and then refill
after heavy rain events. The extraction plan has considered the protection of the
wetlands in both the original DPEMP (Miedecke 2014) and the current. Safeguards
are outlined in the documents and are already implemented in the existing Permit.
These include buffer zones (25m).

4. A combined surface/groundwater management plan for the site should be
implemented to manage and monitor environmental/ecological risks,
Response
This is proposed and discussed in Section 5 of the DPEMP and is a commitment
(Commitment 12.2)

5. Changes in the geomorphological setting at the site as a result of mining are
considered a creditable risk. In particular, wind erosion of north-south oriented
extraction faces post-closure could retreat off the site into the Waterhouse area,
Response
The geomorphological setting, investigations and finding are included in the first
DPEMP (Miedecke, 2011).
Sand is to be extracted from the mining lease on private land which is to the
southwest of the Waterhouse Conservation Area.
Figure 3.8 (attached from DPEMP) shows the historical direction of sand movements,
which is approximately 7m per year. This is in a SE direction. The current proposal
does not extract sand in a SE direction from the WCA, and therefore this current
proposal will not affect it. It should be noted historically over time the dunes in the
WCA which are nor vegetated and stabilised will tend to progressively move out of
the WCA and into private land.
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FIGURE 3.8: ORTHORECTIFIED AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH FROM 1949
ILLUSTRATING SUMMARY OF DUNE MIGRATION RATES ( Source DPEMP)
Future extraction (outside the current area) may tend to exacerbate sand movement
from the WCA onto private land, but there are large areas of similar dunes in the
WCA and other areas of NE Tasmania and therefore possible impacts (other than
stopping sand dunes from migrating onto private agricultural land)
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Mr Richard Sattler – Increase in extraction limit at Anderson Bay sand mine, and infrastructure
associated with offshore sand loading facility
In the following tables, DPEMP means the Anderson Bay Sand Extraction Increase in Production and Offshore Sand Loading Facility –
Development Proposal and Environmental Management Plan - John Miedecke & Partners PL - July 2016
TABLE 1: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THE EPA BOARD
Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Policy and
Conservation
Advice Branch,
Natural and
Cultural Heritage
Division, DPIPWE
(PCAB)

Comments and issues

Additional information required

Increase in production is considered unlikely to alter the
potential impacts of the sand extraction and therefore
PCAB’s comments made previously on this proposal still
apply.

n/a

Comments provided below relate to extraction of
groundwater and installation of additional infrastructure
within mining lease 2007P/M.

PCAB

Section 2

Figures 2.3 and 2.8 of the DPEMP show a different
scale/location of infrastructure.

Clarify where and how large this infrastructure will be, so
that the scale of impact can be determined, particularly in
relation to clearance of vegetation on the currently
vegetated dune.

PCAB

Page 14

The potential impact on the most seaward wetland within
the site is unclear. Figures in the DPEMP do not appear
to correspond with those in Appendix C and page 14 of
the DPEMP states that all wetlands will be protected by a
buffer while elsewhere it is stated that 0.5 ha of wetland
will be directly impacted.

Detail should be provided of the amount and type of direct
impact to these wetland areas (including dust deposition
from stockpiles and material handling).

PCAB supports the proposed management of water

The proponent should consider/provide clarification as to

PCAB

If it is confirmed that there will be impacts to wetlands, then
the likelihood of the presence of threatened frog species
should be discussed. A permit-to-take under the
Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 will be required if
the works are to directly impact on listed frog species at
any stage of their life cycle (spawn, tadpoles, etc).

Mr Richard Sattler – Increase in extraction limit and offshore loader infrastructure, Anderson Bay - Issues & Requirements Summary [Sep 2016]

Page 1 of 1

Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Comments and issues

Additional information required

extraction to ensure that the draining of onsite wetlands
is avoided; this is to be achieved by extracting
groundwater from a depth that avoids impacts on the
local scale.

whether the extraction of water from depth is likely to
cause impacts at a subregional scale, and whether this will
cause impacts on water quality/levels within the
Waterhouse Conservation Area and/or the RAMSAR
wetland, Little Waterhouse Lagoon, to the north.
[See further comments from the Water Management and
Assessment Branch, relating to information about
groundwater use]

PCAB

The DPEMP states that the red-capped plover is the only
shorebird to have been observed within the footprint.
However, other species including the pied oystercatcher
and little tern are known to breed in this area, and
individuals of these species are mobile. It is
recommended that any works in the area above high tide
(e.g. installation of the pipeline, vehicle movements) are
avoided during the breeding season (spring/summer).

Planning for timing of the installation of the pipeline must
consider impacts on shorebirds. Provide a clear
assessment of the risks associated with this aspect of the
proposal, and provide a description of management
measures, such as restrictions to timing of installation
works on the shore, in the DPEMP.

Mineral Resources
Tasmania,
Department of
State Growth
(MRT)

Fig. 2.3

Figure 2.3 “General Arrangement” is a map that contains
an area marked as “Washdown Bay”. No detail has been
provided around the design of the washdown station,
water sources, drainage, or water/sediment
management.

Provide detail on washdown station design, drainage,
water source, etc.

MRT

Fig. 2.4

Between pages 11 and 12 is a map showing indicative
extraction stages – Year 1, Years 3 – 5, etc. Where is
Year 2? There is another undefined area on the map
marked as “(+ year 1) Possible Extraction” – what does
that mean?

Clarify the details around planned years of extraction and
revise maps/plans accordingly.

MRT

Fig. 2.4

This figure shows protected wetlands. None of the buffer
zones extend all the way around the wetlands defined in
the map. This issue needs to be addressed in the context
of where and how infrastructure will be located within the
mining lease, and at the same time provide for sufficient
buffer zones the entire way around each of these wetland

Provide a map which clearly shows the appropriate buffer
zones.

Mr Richard Sattler – Increase in extraction limit and offshore loader infrastructure, Anderson Bay - Issues & Requirements Summary [Sep 2016]

Page 2 of 2

Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Comments and issues

Additional information required

areas.
MRT

Page 15,
paragraph 4

Paragraph 4 states “Organic materials such as branches
etc and other undesirable material removed by the
screens will be returned to the pit and buried”. Given that
the existing conditions are that disturbance is not to occur
lower than 1 metre above the base layer of the overlying
sand dunes (due to risks associated with acid sulfate
soils, and risks to Aboriginal heritage), more information
is required as to where this exactly would occur.

Provide details of where by-products of the screening
process are proposed to be disposed/buried in the context
of risks associated with burial, and acid sulfate
soils/Aboriginal heritage disturbance.

MRT

Fig. 2.8

Pump House Area General Layout Plan – this plan is not
final (marked “REVISION IN PROGRESS
UNCONTROLLED DOCUMENT”) and therefore cannot
be assessed.

Provide a finalised location and layout for the pump house
infrastructure area.

Further, page 16, paragraph 3 of the DPEMP states “The
final level of the pump station (and other buildings and
structures) are yet to be determined”.
MRT

MRT

In order to be in a position to approve a mine plan, MRT
requires a sufficient level of certainty and confidence
around what is proposed. The information provided here is
not sufficient for these purposes.

Section
2.2.4.2, Page
17,
Paragraph 2

Water sources to provide for the operation have not been
acceptably defined. Successful assessment is contingent
on knowing how much water is being sourced and from
where each amount of water is being sourced from, as
well as how it is to be delivered and pumped.

Provide details on:

Section 2.3,
Construction
Paragraph 2

This paragraph states “The only other major construction
work will be the installation of the HDPE pipelines. They
could either be towed to the site in sections, or welded in
situ on the beach and dragged to sea”.

Provide details on the environmental sensitivities which
exist around the construction works, and details on what
mitigation strategies will be in place. What machinery,
trucks etc are needed, and how would they access the
beach/port to provide for the delivery and construction of
the pipes if this option is used?

•
•
•

Water sources;
Quantities of water from each source; and
How water is to be delivered and pumped.

If the pipes are to be towed, where will pipes be towed
from, and what issues may arise if this is the adopted
process?
MRT

Page 39

Paragraph 1 near the bottom of page 39 states ”Drilling

Please clarify what is meant by ‘intermediate’ discharge
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Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Comments and issues

Additional information required

records (held by Mineral Resources Tasmania: MRT) of
drilling in the district, and the recent hydrogeological work
by GES, demonstrate intermediate discharge conditions
and local recharge conditions respectively beneath the
project area.”

conditions.

MRT

Page 40

Paragraph 1 of page 40 states “An estimate suggests
that between about half and most of it could be
groundwater flow beneath the coast. The proposed sand
extraction operations require a net volume of about
0.5GL/yr.” This level of detail is acceptable if submitted
as part of a Notice of Intent but fails to adequately satisfy
the requirements for assessment purposes.

Provide a more accurate estimate of groundwater flows,
based on data collected. See further comments below from
DPIPWE Water Management and Assessment Branch.

MRT

Section 4.16

This section states “Mr Sattler will minimise impacts to
the environment and manage relevant aspects of their
operation through the implementation of measures, which
may include…”. The word “may” is not acceptable for the
purposes of assessment. MRT requires information that
states what will be done if approved before the proposal
can be assessed and approved.

Provide details of definitive management actions.

MRT

Section
4.17.1, Page
69

The third point states “Possible progressive rehabilitation
of floor as a golf course. This may be difficult until later in
the operation, as a course cannot be designed until base
contours are established.”

To ensure adequate environmental compliance and
management of the site throughout the life of the project,
MRT requires more detail as to how this is to be managed
in the short- to medium-term.
The EPA requires information about plans for any
progressive rehabilitation throughout the life of the mining
operation.

MRT

4.17.3

Weed Management - 3rd paragraph states “During sand
extraction operations, weed and pathogen management
will include the wash down of earth moving machinery
before leaving and entering the site in an approved area
and an activities buffer around the DAC community. This
will be as shown in Figure 2.3.” Figure 2.3 is insufficiently

As per previous comment regarding washdown facilities on
Figure 2.3, provide more detail on washdown facilities and
procedures, sources of water, drainage/discharge of
washdown waters, etc.
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Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Comments and issues

Additional information required

detailed for assessment purposes.
MRT

5.0

All environmental safeguards must be identified and
th
captured in the DPEMP. 4 dot point states “A detailed
water management plan will be prepared prior to
operations detailing the results of ongoing monitoring and
water supply investigations, with emphasis on protecting
the wetlands.”

Provide detailed water supply information for the project so
that an assessment may be made on the appropriateness
of the proposed water supply and use for the offshore
component of the project.

Water
Management and
Assessment
Branch, DPIPWE

Water budget

It is noted that the water budget presented in the DPEMP
1
and Appendix B is based on a 2008 study .

Provide updated information - See requirements for draft
Water Management Plan in comments below.

2

A water budget from the subsequent report of 2009
indicates that the required quantity of top-up water of 0.5
GL/annum would represent approximately 7% of the total
coastal outflow (not 1% as reported in the DPEMP and
Appendix B).
Based on the available information and conceptual
understanding, somewhere between 7 and 20 GL of
groundwater may be discharging along the coast and
could potentially be available for extraction.
Given that both the aforementioned budgets are derived
using limited information, particularly in the proposed
development area, it is important that all
recommendations in Section 5 (p46) of the Appendix B,
relating to further groundwater assessment and
protection/recovery of environmental values during and
after sand mining, are fully implemented.

Water
Management and
Assessment

1
2

More information is required before operational well
permits can be issued and surface and groundwater
water management/operational plans developed.

A hydrogeological report/draft Water Management Plan
should be provided for review by the Water Management
and Assessment Branch, with pump test results of the test
production bore (referred to in Section 5, p46 of Appendix

Harrington, G. and Currie, D (2008). Conceptual Model Report for Scottsdale.
Weatherill, D. and Riches, V. (2009). Model Calibration and Prediction Report for Scottsdale.
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Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Comments and issues

Additional information required

B Recommendations, and noting that a Well Works Permit
is required), proposed final location, types of any additional
groundwater extraction points (if required), and prediction
of the impact of the groundwater extraction from proposed
bores on identified environmental values.

Branch, DPIPWE

Following on from this and once all production extraction
points are created, final pump tests using all groundwater
extraction infrastructure and surface water bodies may still
be required and should be used for finalisation of the water
management/operational plan. Water allocations (surface
and groundwater) should be linked to the lifetime of the
mining operations but subject to the analysis of the
monitoring results.
Water
Management and
Assessment
Branch, DPIPWE

Appendix B,
Page 3,
Page 8

The DPEMP and Appendix B state:
“Three potential sources of operational process water are
available, and one or more of them might be employed in
varying proportions depending on seasonal availability:

A draft water management plan should be provided,
including details with respect to probable use of
groundwater as the main water source for the proposed
pumping operations.

Source A: the Great Forester River system
Source B: unlined excavation(s) in Tertiary materials
exposing the water table
Source C: one or more extraction bores tapping
groundwater in the Tertiary aquifer”
A draft water management plan will need to better define
which sources are going to be used, which will be the
main source, which ones are supplementary, and where
extraction points will be, etc.
Based on the current policy and allocations, surface
water allocations above the tidal influence are not
available. Therefore, surface water is not available, which
is contrary to the statement from page 8 of Appendix B:
“It is understood that there is ample make-up water from
the Great Forester River from May to November each
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Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Comments and issues

Additional information required

year, but not necessarily over the warmer months
because it is needed for agricultural use.”
Therefore, Sources B and C are likely to be the main
source (unless some of the surface water allocations
expire in the future) and will need to be approved using
processes described in the two points above
(hydrogeological report, pump testing).
If water supply is to come from a watercourse, then
evidence must be provided that this is available to the
proponent, otherwise it appears that the project will be
entirely dependent upon groundwater.
Water
Management and
Assessment
Branch, DPIPWE

DPEMP
Page 17

Saltwater is mentioned as an unexplained source of
water.

Confirm whether saltwater mentioned here is from the tidal
zone, or seawater.

Water
Management and
Assessment
Branch, DPIPWE

DPEMP
Page 8, last
sentence

DPEMP should be corrected to indicate that a Well
Works Permit is required under the Water Management
Act 1999 for construction of production wells or test wells
that are going to be used for groundwater extraction.

Update information/commitments relating to approvals
required under the Water Management Act 1999 e.g. for a
Well Works Permit.

The DPEMP does not specify total water requirements
for the mining operations, and does not indicate what the
initial source of water is to prime the pipe (70 ML).

Yes – provide information described.

The following comments were provided:

See previous comments from Water Management and
Assessment Branch regarding the requirements in line with
the recommendations provided on p46 of Appendix B.

Water
Management and
Assessment
Branch, DPIPWE
Water Specialists,
EPA Tasmania

Appendix B

•
•

•

The recommendations on page 46 of the report are
supported.
All groundwater physical and chemical data (e.g.
data logger standing water level, pump test and
groundwater quality data) should be recorded in an
appropriate database, where possible in GIS format.
The ecological health of the saline wetlands should

Provide comment on the long term geomorphological risks
of mining the dunes, particularly with regards to successful
rehabilitation of the site and to potential impacts to the
adjacent Waterhouse Conservation Area.
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Agency

DPEMP
section/
page no.

Comments and issues

•
•

Additional information required

be considered in the mining extraction plan.
A combined surface/groundwater management plan
for the site should be implemented to manage and
monitor environmental/ecological risks.
Changes in the geomorphological setting at the site
as a result of mining are considered a creditable risk.
In particular, wind erosion of north-south oriented
extraction faces post-closure could retreat off the site
into the Waterhouse area.
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TABLE 2: OTHER MATTERS RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION PERIOD

Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Policy and
Conservation
Advice
Branch,
DPIPWE

Aboriginal
Heritage
Tasmanian,
DPIPWE

Appendix D Aboriginal
Heritage
Survey

Comments and issues

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

EPA Comments

A major threat to threatened frog species in
Tasmania is the spread of chytrid fungus. It is
unclear whether this is a potential impact of this
proposal (e.g. by the release of potentially
contaminated water into the environment on site).
PCAB supports the development of a water
management plan, and recommends that
measures are developed to ensure that spread of
chytrid is not an issue (i.e. that no potentially
infected groundwater from outside the catchment
is released on site).

No

Measures to ensure the spread of chytrid is
managed appropriately should be included
in surface water management plans.

The recommendations made in 2013 in regards to
the original proposal still apply.

No

Relevant conditions from the 2014
assessment will likely be carried over to
newly imposed conditions.

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) has
completed a search of the Aboriginal Heritage
Register (AHR) regarding the proposed sand
extraction increase in production at Anderson
Bay, and can advise that there are no Aboriginal
heritage sites recorded within the proposed
extraction zones. A review of the Aboriginal
heritage assessment report undertaken by
Cultural Heritage Management Australia (CHMA)
in February 2016, determined that there would be
no impacts to known Aboriginal heritage. All
mitigation actions within the report should be
followed and the Unanticipated Discovery Plan
(UDP), which you should have on hand during
ground disturbing works, to aid you in meeting
your requirements under the Act.
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Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Comments and issues

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

EPA Comments

Accordingly there is no requirement for further
Aboriginal heritage investigations, and AHT have
no objection to the project proceeding.
Please be aware that all Aboriginal heritage is
protected under the Aboriginal Relics Act 1975. If
at any time during works you suspect Aboriginal
heritage, cease works immediately and contact
AHT for advice.
Mineral
Resources
Tasmania,
Department of
State Growth
(MRT)

Sufficient detail has not been provided in regards
to how the sand is to be transported at the
Sydney/mainland end of the shipping process.
3
1,218,750m of sand at full mining production
equates to 40,625 trucking movements (assuming
3
each truck holds 30m per truck & trailer load).
Given the traffic congestion issues that are
already present in Sydney, there needs to be a
detailed account of how sand supply to market will
occur and how it will be managed. Note:
3
1,218,750m is the total volume extracted after
the domestic Tasmanian market has been
provided for as per their existing 50,000 tonne per
annum commitment through RNB Superfund Pty
Ltd (signed and dated 21/2/2013).

MRT require further
detail on how sand
supply to market will
occur, and how it will
be managed.

This issue is beyond the scope of the EPA’s
environmental assessment of the proposal;
It is recommended that this information be
provided in the DPEMP.

MRT

The proposal as it stands is to ship sand into
Sydney’s Glebe Island. This has implications for
understanding where the boundary of the mining
lease needs to be situated. Only once MRT
understand what capacity exists at the receiving
port and its storage, and what the implications
trucking to market creates on local traffic, can we
understand how much sand is likely to be
shipped. This impacts the size of ship and
therefore how far from shore the ship(s) need to

MRT require further
detail in order to
understand what lease
area and its location is
required to provide for
the successful
operation of the
project.

See comment above.
Any future EPA assessment of the offshore
proposal will likely be based around the
boundaries of the mining lease area.
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Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

EPA Comments

Sand Transport Operations – states in 2
paragraph “Initially only two pipelines may be
installed where the buoy may be located closer to
shore during initial production” and further below,
the statement “The pipeline may be constructed in
two stages.”

Yes

There is a high level of uncertainty in these
statements as to what is actually proposed to
occur. This provides insufficient information for the
assessment of the mining lease application to be
completed by MRT.

For the purposes of
this current
assessment, for works
proposed above the
low water mark, more
detailed information on
the pipeline installation
on the shore is
required.

This issue relates partly to this current
proposal (i.e. the works above the low
water mark) and partly to the proposed
offshore buoy. Detailed information will
likely be required by agencies such as MRT
and Marine and Safety Tasmania (MaST) in
regards to the buoy location; however for
the purposes of this current assessment,
confirmed details are required by the EPA
on the quantity, location, size, and
construction method etc for the pipelines to
the low water mark.

Comments and issues

be in order to be in sufficiently deep water for safe
loading purposes.
MRT

1.1, page 72

nd

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application.

In the future assessment by the EPA of the
offshore proposal finalised locational details
of the buoy and pipeline(s) must be
provided.

MRT

1.2, page 73

Ship Loading and Shipping – paragraph 1 states
“Ships, of expected 30,000 to 45,000 tonnes
capacity will be loaded from the SPM floating
buoy. As discussed previously, the buoy may
initially be closer to the coast when smaller ships
are loaded”. This provides insufficient information
for the assessment of the mining lease application
to be completed.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application.

This issue relates to the proposed offshore
loading facility. Detailed information will
likely be required by agencies such as MRT
and Marine and Safety Tasmania (MaST) in
relation to shipping plans and the buoy
location. In the future assessment by the
EPA of the offshore proposal, details of the
final location of the buoy and pipeline(s) will
need to be provided.

MRT

Page 73

Bottom paragraph states “Detailed designs of the
SPM system will be provided to MaST as part of
their later approval process”. This has direct
implications for the location of the HDPE pipelines
and therefore the location of the mining lease
boundary and this provides insufficient information

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application.

This issue relates to the proposed offshore
loading facility. Detailed information will
likely be required by agencies such as MRT
and Marine and Safety Tasmania (MaST) in
relation to shipping plans and the buoy
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Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Comments and issues

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

for the mining lease assessment to be completed.

EPA Comments

location.
In the future assessment by the EPA of the
offshore proposal, finalised locational
details of the buoy and pipeline(s) will need
to be provided.

MRT

Page 74

Paragraph 1 states “The sea conditions in the
area are benign with the area not exposed to
swells…at this site these conditions are extremely
rare”. Strict and explicit weather limits for shipping
operations must be identified as part of the safe
management of the operation and should be
provided as part of the DPEMP so that operational
issues are understood with respect to potential
environmental impacts.

This information will be
required for the future
EPA assessment of
the offshore loader.

This issue relates to the proposed offshore
loading facility. Detailed information will
likely be required by agencies such as MRT
and Marine and Safety Tasmania (MaST) in
relation to shipping plans and the buoy
location. In the future assessment by the
EPA of the offshore proposal, these details
will be required.

MRT

Section 1.3,
Page 74

Construction – regarding installation of HDPE
pipelines – as per previous comments regarding
methods of construction and environmental
impacts and mitigation strategies.

Yes – details of
onshore works for this
EPA assessment.

Confirm construction details of pipeline both
onshore (for this proposal) and offshore (for
future EPA assessment for offshore
proposal), and provide details of
environmental risks and proposed
mitigation strategies.

This information will be
required for the future
EPA assessment of
the offshore loader.
Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application.

MRT

Section 1.4,
Page 75

Marine Infrastructure 1.4.1 Support Facilities –
provides insufficient information for the
assessment to be completed.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application.
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Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Comments and issues

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

MRT

Section 1.8,
Page 75

Operational protocols – provides insufficient
information for the assessment to be completed.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application, and likely
required by other
agencies
assessing/approving
the offshore/shipping
component of the
proposal.

MRT

Table 2.1,
Page 80

Table is in draft form and therefore provides
insufficient information for the assessment to be
considered and completed.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application, and likely
required by other
agencies
assessing/approving
the offshore/shipping
component of the
proposal.

Provide finalised data.

MRT

Section
2.2.2.3, Page
80

Contaminants – the samples have not been tested
which means there is no baseline data, and there
is no knowledge of whether there is contamination
or not. Despite the fact that the probability is low,
this is an unknown until the testing is undertaken.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application, and likely
required by other
agencies
assessing/approving
the offshore/shipping
component of the
proposal.

Results of testing for contamination of
sediments should be provided. This will
also be a requirement of the EPA’s offshore
assessment.

EPA Comments
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Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Comments and issues

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

EPA Comments

MRT

Section 3.2.2

Section does not provide sufficient information for
the MRT assessment to be completed, in light of
Section 78A(f) of the Mineral Resources
Development Act 1995 which relates to sufficient
information on the likely impact on the
environment.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application, and likely
required by other
agencies
assessing/approving
the offshore/shipping
component of the
proposal.

Detailed plans for emergency and oil spill
response must be provided and will be a
requirement of the EPA’s offshore
assessment, and a likely requirement of
other relevant agencies involved in the
assessment/decision on the offshore
facility. Reliance on generic shipping
company plans is not sufficient – planning
should be undertaken specifically for this
proposal, in this location, in respect to the
specific environment and conditions.

MRT

Table 3.2,
page 85

Under ‘Waste/potential for spills’, more
information is required on how containment of
waste at mooring and surrounds will be achieved.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application, and likely
required by other
agencies
assessing/approving
the offshore/shipping
component of the
proposal.

Details on how ‘contain waste at site of
mooring and surrounds’ will be achieved
will be a requirement of the EPA’s offshore
assessment.

MRT

Table 3.2,
page 85

Shading and sedimentation impacts to sea grass
and other marine organisms require further
investigation.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application, and likely
required by other
agencies
assessing/approving
the offshore/shipping
component of the
proposal.

Consider shading and sedimentation
impacts to sea grass and other marine
organisms. This will be relevant to the
EPA’s offshore assessment.
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Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Comments and issues

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

EPA Comments

MRT

Table 3.2

Table does not include an assessment of the risk
and consequences of ship capsize.

Include assessments
of risk/consequences
of ship capsize.

This should be included in any hazard
analysis for the offshore aspect of the
proposal, and will be relevant to the EPA’s
offshore assessment in relation to the risks
to the environment from such an
occurrence.

MRT

Table 3.3

Risk assessment – ship detachment – provides
insufficient information to assessment of mining
lease application to be completed.

Required by MRT for
purposes of
assessment of the new
mining lease
application, and likely
required by other
agencies
assessing/approving
the offshore/shipping
component of the
proposal.

This should be included in any hazard
analysis for the offshore aspect of the
proposal, and will be relevant to the EPA’s
offshore assessment in relation to the risks
to the environment from such an
occurrence.

Water
Management
and
Assessment
Branch,
DPIPWE

DPEMP Page
16

Given that the proposed 5 – 10 ML dam(s) will be
integral to the project, then Council must refer the
dam works to the Minister (delegate in Water
Management Branch) under s165 of the Water
Management Act 1999. This limits consideration
to dam safety/engineering aspects; however any
response from the Minister is then taken to waive
the requirements for a Division 3 Dam Works
Permit. In order to consider the dam
safety/engineering, design plans, specifications,
and Consequence Category assessments are
required under the Water Management (Safety of
Dams) Regulations 2015. These have not been
provided in the DPEMP. Should a formal referral
arrive to the Water Management and Assessment
Branch without this information, it is most likely

Further information
required by Water
Management and
Assessment Branch.
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Agency

DPEMP
Section/page
no.

Comments and issues

Further Info
requested [yes/no]

EPA Comments

that a Notice will be issued; this will delay the
progression of the development application
(s165F(5)).
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