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DRAFT
TERMS OF REFERENCE TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
It is acknowledged that the environmental assessment by the consultant is directed by the terms of reference provided to them by the client.  Such terms remains a concern when the consultant:
a) qualified their input in terms of request from the client, by the time and budgetary constraints imposed by the client, and by the accessibility of the site.
b) based their assessment on visual inspection, inspection of records in the public domain, interviews with individuals from the client organisation, and previous studies undertaken by SCA.

c) stated the passage of time, manifestation of latent conditions or impact of future events may require further exploration of the site and subsequent data analysis, and re-evaluation of the findings, observations and conclusions of this report.
The terms of reference appear to be restrictive, insufficient and requiring further information.  Further questions need to be answered by the Department of Planning:

· Did the terms of reference include whether there is there a need to utilise such aquifers with the building of a desalination plant?
· Has a cost/benefit analysis been undertaken that includes externalities?
· Is the proposal for times of drought or outside times of drought since the proposal does not appear to be sustainable during times of severe drought.
1.
Introduction
The Illawarra Community Environment Connection (ICEC) is a loose coalition of environment and community groups within the Illawarra. Our aim is to provide a joint voice towards developments and issues which affect the environmental and social health of the Illawarra. We wish to see improvements in public participation and environmental protection at all levels of government.

The water from the Upper Nepean borefields are said to form part of a NSW Government’s Metropolitan Water Plan which sets out a water management strategy for the next 25 years.  Ground water is seen as additional water reserves particularly in times of drought.  It appears it was originally meant as a more cost effective option to increase deferral time for a desalination plant.
Another 7 potential sites for drought water supply include tapping into groundwater at Western Sydney at Leonay Emu-Plains and Wallacia.

Due to deficiencies in consultation and time constraints this submission is based predominately on executive summary information.  For this reason an independent hearing is requested as long as this doesn’t interfere with any community group wishing to appeal on the merits of the project.
2.
Consultation
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Consultation on the current Upper Nepean borefields proposal has been abysmal in the Illawarra.  This project will affect the Illawarra water supply.  It has also been argued that the impact from this proposal extends beyond the project area in relation to drawdown as well as potential impacts to vegetation along the Illawarra escarpment.

The following quote is noted from Save Water Alliance information:

“The radiocarbon data indicates that the contribution of "new" recharge water (e.g. rainfall) to water level recovery (as observed at 31 July 2007) was minor, and that the recovery of water level was primarily due to the inflow of
 water from those aquifer zones unaffected by pumping into those zones affected by pumping”. (PB 2008):  Parsons Brinckerhoff (2008) Water Quality Monitoring During Pumping Trial Upper Nepean Trial Borefield - Final Report February, 2008 Sydney Catchment Authority.

This quote indicates that zones of the aquifer beyond the project area are affected.  It is a concern that the testing area may have been limited and that the full trial was abandoned.  Since the recharge water came from other aquifer zones what were these zones and how will this impact on the Illawarra and its vegetation and escarpment (pictured above)?
Page 5 of Appendix R states that consultation included local government authorities and community groups and associations.  The Illawarra consists of both Wollongong and Shellharbour Councils.  It is unclear what consultation actually took place with Wollongong Council while no consultation appears to have existed with Shellharbour Council, even though Director General requirements include consulting with local council.  No consultation has taken place with the Illawarra Community and Environment Connection (ICEC).  In addition to this, ICEC hasn’t had the same access to a independent hydrologist to help review technical or other reports as the Community Reference Group did:  pg. 5 Appendix R.  The static displays at Bowral, Warragamba, and Penrith would also have been difficult to access for the Illawarra: pg. 6 Appendix R.  It is assumed that the Illawarra did not receive the newsletters to allow any potential concerns to be realised in 2006: pg. 7 Appendix R.  It is therefore not surprising that the majority of the 71 submissions came from the Southern Highlands area and that the geographic area of interest was 1% for Illawarra (Kembla Grange): pg. 8, 10 Appendix R.
Appendix R (pg. 1), related to consultation, notes considerable consultative material that the Illawarra may not be aware of.  It also notes a proposal that includes 50-60 (pg. 3) proposed bores rather than the 75 noted in the overall report.  It also provides the impression that even at 50-60 bores the majority of responses (86%, pg. 11) opposed the proposal.  It states that:
‘The majority of submissions opposed the development of a borefield in the Upper Nepean on the basis that further technical work needed to be undertaken to better understand likely borefield impacts and fully identify potential environmental and social issues’.
It is also interesting, and a concern, that The Community Reference Group (set up by Minister Debus) that was provided information and expert reviews appears to have opposed the proposal: pg. 13 Appendix R.  Their environmental concerns included ‘considerable risk and uncertainty in regard to the sustainability of the proposed borefield for cyclical drought and contingency supply’: pg. 13 Appendix R.

Concerns over a lack of full understanding regarding the likely borefield impacts still remain, particularly when the original testing was aborted earlier then first proposed, it appears that the area tested was not the full area that will be affected, and there is still a large unknown possible long term impact that requires ongoing monitoring.  There is also the issue of testing 7 borefields (4 is noted in Appendix R, pg. 4) compared to the construction and operation that exceeds 10 times this amount.
In response to the above concerns and objections ICEC requests an independent hearing for this project.  This is a must.
3.
Double Up in Infrastructure
The double up in Infrastructure, due to the building of the desalination plant, is immense with the borefield proposal including around 45km of pipes and 75 production bores (cased, screened and with submersible pumps) at 90-180m deep: pg. 4.  There is not enough justification for this proposal.  It is suggested that in periods of extended and severe drought both the desalination plant and the groundwater from the borefields would operate.  The report, however, indicates that the borefields are not sustainable during such times.
4.
Infrastructure Not finalised?
The project identifies an unknown production bore figure inside and outside the specified project zone.  It only states ‘the majority of which [75] will be located within the identified corridor’ (pg. 4).  The report actually states that ‘the final number and location of production bores have not been finalised and depend on further testing’ (pg. 4), yet the community is asked to comment on the proposal now.
5.
Long Term Genuine Solution
It is frustrating for the community that planning does not seek a genuine constructive and environmentally sensitive resolution to the issue of global warming and climate change (said to be causing climatic changes including the droughts).  This proposal appears to only aid in washing the wound rather than even providing a band aid solution.  If the government was genuinely concerned about dealing with climate change it would promote genuinely renewable energy and end long wall mining and the utilisation of coal fired power stations.  It would also end its attempts to privatise the energy industry to allow for a smoother transition to renewable energy.
It doesn’t make sense to continue to affect potential water management with the continuation of long wall mining THAN build a desalination plant THAN dry up further possible ground water supplies.  There needs to be a long term vision at a time in which it is so desperately needed.

6. Long Wall Mining a Major Issue

The Total Environment Centre notes in their submission to the Southern Coalfields Inquiry that in 2000 the bridge at Douglas Park (where F5 freeway crosses the Nepean) had to be strengthened due to mining coming within 600m.  It further mentions The Illawarra Coal’s Douglas Area 7 that was approved in 2006.  It is said to bring longwall panels to 180m on both sides of the Nepean River.  The submission stated further concerns as follows:
‘The Nepean River has a sandy riverbed, which will make the detection of fracturing and the implementation of remediation works difficult. Future mine plans would see this series of longwalls continue to move northwards along the western side of the Nepean River.

In 2005 the NSW Scientific Committee declared longwall mining to be a key threatening process. The Waratah Rivulet was listed in the declaration along with numerous other rivers, creeks, swamps and aquifers as being damaged by this form of underground coal mining.’: pg 9?.
A more recent media release (COAL MINING 'ON STEROIDS' - NEW MINES UNDER SYDNEY WATER SUPPLY,  22 May 2008) has noted that plans on the ASX website by Indian coal mining giant Gujarat NRE regarding mining.  The media notes Maps and a document headed
"Vision 2020: India on Steroids" reveal a mine covering approximately 50km² including directly under the stored waters of the Cataract Dam; longwall panels encroaching to within 500m of the dam wall, mining under the headwaters of two major tributaries of the Cataract River and under numerous upland swamps. Another mine, southwest of Wollongong and anticipated to be of similar intensity, will impact upon the headwaters of the Nepean and Avon rivers, large areas of upland swamp and the Kangaloon Aquifer. The Avon Dam also falls within the potential mining area.
It appears that the SCA is proposing the use of water supplies that may be potentially under threat from longwall mining.  It is assumed with concern that this submission is restricted to the borefield proposal rather than the department of planning being able to assess Water Management and its solution in a broader context as so desperately needed.
7.
Continuing Destruction of Ecosystems

The report states (pg. 14) that there are several threatened ‘Ecological Communities’ and numerous endangered species in the project area.  These include:
· Southern Highlands Shale Woodlands
· Robertson Basalt Tall Open Forest

· Montane Peatlands and Swamps

Possible damage to ecosystems has been divided into two possibilities.  During the construction phase and the operational phase.  
Acknowledged damage is likely to occur during the construction phase due to vegetation clearing, excavation near streams, and other factors.  It is acknowledged that limited damage will occur to biota such as some woodland ecosystem areas.  It is further stated that impacts to fauna and aquatic species are not likely to be significant.  This infers there will be impacts.
Although springs are said to be not affected this appears to be qualified by the explanation that it is based on available data (pg. 21).  It is noted that Doudles Folly Creek will change from a slightly gaining stream to a stightly loosing stream (pg. 19).  
Possible damage is likely to occur during the operational phase due to drawdown.  The report states that: 

‘The operation of the project may potentially impact on aquifer ecosystems as a result of lowering of the regional water table.  Pumping might dry the uppermost sections and permeable parts of the sandstone aquifer.  This could decrease possible habitat that is available for stygofauna’.  (pg. 19)

Stygofauna is stated to be predominately crustaceans but can also include worms, snails, insects, and other invertebrate groups (pg. 16).  The trial period appears to have been undertaken during above average rainfall.  In addition to this it is suggested that ongoing monitoring is especially important due to the volume of water to be extracted, the complex nature of the aquifer system, and the sometimes long lead times for impacts to become apparent and to minimise any potential impacts on surface water and groundwater dependent ecosystems (pg. 22). 
8.
Structural Issues
The proposal includes piping under roads and private property.  This is a concern for affected interests.
9.
Water Treatment

It is a concern that water high in iron is being proposed to be distributed to the natural water/river systems which could potentially decrease the diversity of stream habitats.  A water treatment system, and a network of 90 monitoring bores and 10 gauging stations, are said to be necessary.  This is further unnecessary infrastructure that will impact on local river and creek systems with water treatment works at Nepean River and Maguires Creek.  The water treatment works will also affect a 5 hectares footprint with the Nepean River.  
10.
Doesn’t make Sense
The report states that:

‘More water would be extracted from the aquifer than is likely to be replaced by rainfall during the drought period’. (pg. 4)
Yet this is when government wishes to utilise the groundwater from the aquifer.
The proposal is to extract 10 to 15 billion litres of water a year under times of drought.  The recharge during average rainfall, however, is just 9 billion.  In severe drought it is assumed that this would be less, making the proposal unsustainable particularly over a proposed 2-3 year period with another 5-7 year recovery time (Appendix R, pg. 3).  Knowing this, it is a concern that the trial appears to have occurred during an above average rainfall.

Although the amount collected over a 2-3 year period is suggested to be only 10% of available ground water storage within the local area there is still concern regarding the impact of the drawdown associated with this particularly over a significant amount of time (needed to attempt to recharge the aquifer).  This is an estimate only, as the full extent of the Aquifer has not been determined.  It is suggested that draining may impact on aquifer ecosystems (pg. 19) and that further monitoring is necessary due to long lead times for impacts to become apparent as well as to minimise any potential impacts to any groundwater dependent ecosystems (pg. 22).  The proposal will require increased energy use and further exacerbate climate change.

It is unclear how it can be said from this that the proposal complies with the NSW State Plan dealing with ‘securing supply of  water and energy for NSW.’  It is also unclear how this connects to the Metropolitan Water Plan and the priority (E1) ‘a secure and sustainable water supply for all users’.  It is arguable that the project is designed to be consistent with the plan and that it meets the objectives noted by the report.
11.
Water Storage 

The groundwater will be distributed to the Nepean River for storage into the Nepean and Avon Dams.  It is a concern that the Sydney metropolitan water supply will be dependent on the Illawarra water supply. 
12.
Alternate Uses

Has a cost benefit analysis occurred for the possible loss of groundwater to stock and agriculture?  It is suggested that drawdown is anticipated not to affect agriculture and grazing but this is not guaranteed.  In addition to this community members are sceptical of assurances that have been provided due to Groundwater Embargoes imposed on surrounding parishes.  Concerns have also been relayed regarding a possible over-allocation of groundwater, particularly in times of drought leading to inevitable restrictions. 
13.
EPBC Act?
Bilateral agreements should not exist with projects such as this where the Federal government is reliant on processes through the State Government that are a concern.

14.
Conclusion

The proposal doesn’t make sense and doesn’t comply with the objectives of sustainability at the times when the project is meant to be operating.  The proposal is not finalised and leaves the community unable to comment on the end project.  The report the information/assessment appears to be based on is historical data and relies on client material that was not verified by the consultant (except where otherwise noted).  Indications exist that either consultation was poor or did not occur with relevant local councils.  The project does not provide confidence with future water management or the ability of state government to deal with planning for this or climate change in a genuine manner and well thought out strategy.  If the government was genuinely concerned about climate change and water management it would promote renewable energy and end long wall mining and the use of coal fired power stations.  It would also end its attempts to privatise the energy industry in order to aid in a smoother transition to renewable energy.
For more information, contact:
Sonya McKay, 

Co-ordinator, ICEC

0407 910 029
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